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Foreword 
Babel – A Guide to the East-West Encounter is the fourth and probably last volume in 
the Cultural Code series. The series began in 2007 with the publication of Deciphering 
the Cultural Code, the first attempt of its kind to understand in depth the characteristics 
of intercultural thinking and to formulate the foundations of traditional-collectivist and 
modern-individualistic thinking down to the level of the individual word, while 
examining the ability to "translate" from one cultural language to another. The same 
year, Dialogue – 123 Therapeutic Tales from Traditional Society and their Resolution 
was published. This book examined the cultural issue, this time at the macro level, and 
presented an intercultural dialogue aimed at bridging the perceptual gaps between 
cultures with regard to child raising. The third volume in the series, The Quran for 
Educating the Child, was published in 2008 and was one of the projects chosen to 
represent Israel at that year's President's Conference. This book deviated from previous 
books in its exclusive focus on the Quran, constructing a bridge for Muslims between 
tradition and modernity. Henceforth parents and teachers could use the Holy Quran to 
respond to contemporary educational questions. 
 The present book, Babel – A Guide to the East-West Encounter, concludes the 
series. I feel that all the pieces of the puzzle are now in place. I have defined—with 
certain changes from the first volume—four pairs of principles that constitute the 
foundation for traditional-collectivist thinking, which in this book is referred to as 
Eastern, and modern-individualistic thinking, which is called Western. The changes are 
a result of my own professional maturing process during the many years I worked  on 
this material. The foundations presented here and the way they are organized seem to 
me to be more focused and comprehensive than previously, as I explain in the 
introduction. The four pairs of foundation blocks each represent the Western and 
Eastern thinking paradigms. The change from the modality of traditional-collectivist 
thinking to the Eastern paradigm, and from modern-individualistic to the Western 
paradigm, is an attempt to identify the concept that will serve the idea more precisely 
and appropriately. 
 This time I have used negotiations between Americans/Israelis and the Arab 
world to demonstrate these two thinking paradigms. Here too I developed a precise 
mechanism of translating sentences from one "language" to another, based on the four 
principles of each thinking paradigm. I have also developed a "thinking vector" 
questionnaire that measures the individual's cultural-thinking characteristics, based on 



 
 

 
 

the understanding that thinking can be directed as a vector outward or inward, and that 
the direction also has intensity. These concepts are meant to emphasize that we are 
talking not only of an intercultural gap between the Arab world and the West, which 
furnishes the examples in this book, but about something more general that reflects the 
two central thinking modalities of our world. 
 No less important, the book is divided into two parts. The first part teaches those 
with a Western thinking paradigm how to improve communication with those 
employing an Eastern paradigm, while the second part teaches the Easterners how to 
improve communication with the Westerners. While the first part of the book offers a 
new approach, I believe that the second part of the book enters totally virgin territory. 
I have not found any organized and methodical material designed to teach those using 
an Eastern thinking paradigm how to improve their communication with those using a 
Western thinking paradigm. With the East currently gaining momentum and seeking 
diverse ways to engage the West, this is an issue of vital importance. All the parts of 
the puzzle have thus fallen into place. 
 I thank my many students in Israel and abroad who have inspired me over the 
years in my courses on intercultural issues, provided examples from their lives, asked 
probing questions and mined exciting material from the literature. I owe special thanks 
to my student Nizam Said, whose proficiency in Arabic combined with his intercultural 
sensitivity and tireless efforts contributed greatly to this book. Also to my friend and 
colleague, the psychoanalyst Haim Aharonson, for deepening my understanding of the 
psychological aspects of human nature during our shared walks and coffee meetings on 
the Carmel; and to my mother, who has always expressed deep interest in everything I 
have written.  
 Finally, as always, heartfelt thanks to my wife Hagar and our daughters Mor and 
Stav, whose presence fills my life with light. Our discussions were invaluable in 
formulating the ideas in this book, as was their help in preparing the material for 
publication. 
 
Haifa,  
November, 2012 
  



 
 

 
 

Preface 
 
Before starting to read this book, it is recommended that the reader complete the 
"thinking vector questionnaire" to discover the direction and intensity of his own 
"thinking vector" relative to those of the characters presented in the examples. 
Completion of the questionnaire after starting to read the book is liable to be biased. 
The questionnaire can be found in Appendix 1. 
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Introduction 
The world's population may be divided into two large groups—individualistic societies 
and collectivist ones. The former tends to position the individual, his wishes and 
aspirations, at the center, while the latter puts the needs of the group and its aspirations 
at its core. Clearly we are referring to a collectivist-individualistic continuum, where 
different individuals and cultures are located at different points, and not about a 
dichotomy. How was this division created? To answer this we have to go back about 
five hundred years, to the beginning of the modern era in the West. In this new epoch, 
the individual gradually separated from the group to which he had belonged throughout 
human history, and became his own center, an individual. Now a lord unto himself, this 
individual was self-motivated and less subject to outside control. This process took 
place initially only in the West—particularly in Western Europe and North America—
where about 20 percent of the world's population currently lives. The individual's 
separation from the group went hand in hand with far-reaching psychological and social 
changes. The individual's locus of control shifted from outside to inside, and many 
interpersonal conflicts became intrapersonal, leaving the individual to fend for himself. 
Introspection, ambivalence, self-awareness and inwardly directed thoughts began to 
develop at the expense of outward direction and interaction with the surroundings. 
Creativity arising from the self replaced rote learning, duplication, and dictation. In the 
West, modern science began to take its first great steps as the power of religion began 
to falter, because the individual is the ultimate authority in science, while in religion 
ultimate authority lies beyond the individual.  
 Democracy too began to develop at the expense of totalitarian rule. In a 
democracy the individual votes freely and independently; this calls for psychological 
maturity in a separated individual, which is not necessarily present in totalitarian 
societies. If the citizen was once the servant of the ruler, the ruler has now become the 
servant of the citizen. It is true that creativity has always existed, and science as well. 
There were models of democracy in ancient Greece and elsewhere. But the growth rate 
of all these multiplied. Now, anyone can be creative, be a scientist, and actively 
participate in the new democratic order. The changes in the West in modern times, 
however, were far broader than these. The individual's personality structure and his way 
of thinking changed in an unprecedented manner, resulting in the development of 
significant intercultural gaps between West and East. This book is an attempt to bridge 
the emotional and cognitive gaps between the two.  
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 To achieve our purpose, we need to order and define the terms appearing 
frequently in the book. Note that the examples presented here describe real events that 
I considered to be the clearest demonstration of the principles underlying the model. 
This model must be understood before we are able to position ourselves and others 
somewhere between the two poles of the thinking vector. The thinking vector 
questionnaire reveals that most of us are located closer to its center than to its 
extremities. 
 The following seven pairs of concepts are synonyms for the same idea: 
1.  Thinking vector—A new term coined for this book, the thinking vector can be 
directed outward or inward according to the individual's mode of thinking. An 
individual who is generally more attuned to his surroundings than to himself, who 
activates and is activated by these surroundings, is referred to as a person with an 
outwardly directed thinking vector (); an individual whose main attention and 
energies are self-directed is referred to as a person with an inwardly directed thinking 
vector (). The term vector was chosen because thought, like a vector, has direction 
and intensity. It can be inwardly or outwardly directed at various intensities that 
characterize different individuals at different times. In the course of our thinking and 
our discussions, one's thinking vector shifts according to the nature of one's thoughts. 
 In Appendix I, the reader will find a questionnaire that assesses one's thinking 
vector. Hence the reader can approach the book with an awareness of his location 
relative to the examples to be presented. The questionnaire gives a score (direction and 
magnitude) between +10 and -101 which describes the respondent's average thinking 
vector. Positive values indicate outwardly directed thinking; negative values indicate 
inwardly directed thinking. Higher positive values indicate more significant outwardly 
directed thinking, while high negative values indicate more significant inwardly 
directed thinking. Values around zero indicate non-significant tendencies. The symbol 
indicates an "outwardly directed thinking vector"; the symbol is used for an 
"inwardly directed thinking vector". 
Figure 1: Possible thinking vector values 
------------------------------------------------+------------------------------------------ 
+10                                                                 0                                                       -10 
 
                                                 
1 These values are arbitrary; they were chosen because of the convenience of the decimal system. 
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2. Thinking paradigm—Another new concept developed for this book, the thinking 
paradigm describes the total organization of thinking activity, which follows clear rules. 
These are the Eastern thinking and the Western thinking paradigms. As we will see, 
each of the two paradigms encompasses four thinking principles, and it is possible "to 
translate" from one paradigm to another, subject to well-defined rules. This makes it 
possible to bridge the gaps between the different thinking paradigms and for individuals 
to better understand each other. 
 
3. Locus of control—This examines whether the source of power resides inside or 
outside the individual.2 The concept is widely employed in research to examine the 
extent to which the individual is motivated from within or by external stimuli. The 
findings show that in collectivist cultures, there is generally an external locus of control, 
while in individualistic cultures there is more often an internal locus of control.3 
 
4. Collectivist society and individualistic society—These terms, which appear 
frequently in the professional literature and in daily use, claim that the individual's 
identity is mainly based either on group belonging or on the individual's own 
personality and self-perception.  
 
5. Traditional society and modern society—These describe the chronological 
differences between cultures: prior to the modern era, everyone belonged to traditional 
society. This book will sometimes use the terms "traditional-collectivist" and "modern-
individualistic" to give more space and flexibility to these definitions. 
 
6. Separateness4 and dependence—These terms, derived from psychoanalysis, 
originally referred to the baby's separation from its mother. Their use has been extended 
to describe separation difficulties and dependency situations at other stages of life, as 
well as intercultural gaps in the ability to separate from the group.  
 

                                                 
2 The first to define this concept were Rotter and Mulry, 1965, pp. 598-604. 
3 For articles that attribute an external locus of control to collectivist societies, and an internal locus of 
control to individualistic societies, see the Further Reading List at the end of the book.  
4 See Mahler, Pine & Bergman, 2000. 
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7. Independent thinking and integration in the group—These are the developmental 
tasks of a child who grows up in a society with, respectively, a Western or an Eastern 
thinking paradigm. 
 
Table 1: Alternative descriptive terms for outwardly directed and inwardly directed 
thinking vectors: 
 
  
1. Outwardly directed thinking vector Inwardly directed thinking vector 
2. Eastern thinking paradigm Western thinking paradigm 
3. External locus of control Internal locus of control 
4. Collectivist society Individualistic society 
5. Traditional society Modern society 
6. Dependence  Separateness  
7. Integration in the group Independent thinking 

 
Four pairs of thinking principles 
people who are accustomed to the Eastern thinking paradigm and people who 
are accustomed to the Western thinking paradigm, use, as noted above, four different 
thinking principles. One chapter will be devoted to each of these principles. By and 
large, however, there is a connection between the different principles in the two 
thinking paradigms, so in fact they constitute four pairs of principles. 
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Table 2: Four pairs of thinking principles 
 
Eastern Thinking Paradigm 

 
Western Thinking Paradigm 

1. Respect Admiration 
2. Identification Empathy 
3. Authoritativeness  Assertiveness  
4. Social skills Critical thinking 

 
1. Respect is positive emotional nourishment that comes from outside the individual; it 
is highly important in collectivist societies. In modern times, as people have separated 
from the group and the individual's locus of control has gradually shifted from external 
to internal, respect has been transformed into admiration. Nowadays, narcissistic 
reinforcement of one's feelings of self-realization and admiration of one's actions can 
provide the individual with the respect that was previously granted by others.  
 
2. In identifying with the other, the individual directs his thinking vector outward. In 
the modern era, however, the thinking vector has turned inward, the result being the 
development of empathy. Now the individual does not aspire to be like others or to 
imitate them completely, but rather is content with understanding others and being 
understood in return. In this way the modern individual maintains his separateness: he 
understands the other but is obligated to nothing more. He can, for example, understand 
the other, but does not have to agree with him. Thus the Western thinking paradigm, 
drawing on empathy, enables the individual to become familiar with the feelings and 
experiences of a unique person, separate from his environment.  
 
3. Authoritativeness is widespread in traditional-collectivist societies characterized by 
an external locus of control, where the individual is accustomed to being told what to 
do by an authoritative father, a totalitarian leader, or by religious law. In the modern 
era, as the individual separated from the group, authoritativeness gradually turned into 
assertiveness. Though a person cannot order anyone else to do something today, he can 
firmly maintain his opinion. 
 
4. Social skills or the manipulative ability of an person were important for survival 
and for adapting to his social group. When modern man separated from the group and 
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turned his thinking vector inward, these manipulative skills were gradually transformed 
into logical and critical thinking. Now the individual conducts these abstract exercises 
on his own.  
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The Eastern Thinking Paradigm 

 
Four principles for a successful encounter with a person who has an outwardly directed 
thinking vector (): 
 

Respect 
Identification 
Authoritativeness 
Social skills 
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RESPECT 

 
Research Background 
Respect is positive emotional nourishment that comes from outside the individual. A 
person can also be nourished from within by self-respect.1 Self-realization, for example, 
is respect that we confer on ourselves; so too is admiration of our own efforts. Societies 
with an outwardly directed thinking vector () are impelled by the values of respect 
and shame. Like respect, shame originates outside the individual: a person is ashamed 
when others are aware that he has done something unacceptable. When the 
unacceptable act has not been observed, the individual feels no shame.  
 Guilt is shame that has been internalized. Though the individual feels he has done 
something wrong, this feeling remains between him and himself; he can feel it when 
alone without the need for observers. To a certain extent, Western society replaced 
respect with admiration and shame with guilt. Thus when the individual separated from 
the group in the modern development of the West, the interpersonal conflict became 
intrapersonal. People with an inwardly directed thinking vector () tend to feel that 
a preoccupation with respect is below them. They do not want to be motivated by either 
respect, shame or humiliation. These are emotions that have an external locus of 
control, as opposed to admiration or guilt or depression, which have an internal locus 
of control, i.e., they are not directly dependent on the surroundings. Research shows 
that people in various kinds of traditional-collectivist societies, who tend to be , 
experience those feelings derived outside themselves with greater intensity, while 
people in modern-individualistic societies, who tend to be , are inwardly directed 
and experience a different emotional spectrum. Listening to the declarations of leaders 
of societies makes it clear how intensely they are involved with questions of respect, 
shame and humiliation. Leaders of societies formulate their words quite differently, 
based on feelings and positions that depend less on the social environment and express 
to a greater extent their inner world, doubts, and personal views. Because obtaining 
respect from his environment is essential for a person, without which he is liable to 
feel that his existence is not assured, there are likely to be difficulties in such a person's 
intercultural encounter with an individual.  
                                                 
1 For more on respect, see the sources in the Further Reading List at the end of the book. 
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Problem 1: Ezer Weizmann, who was Israel's Minister of Defense, recalls asking the 
Egyptian Minister of War, Mohamed Gamasy, how his wife was doing; he knew she 
was ill with a serious kidney disease. "'Not so well,' Gamasy replied, 'she's under 
constant medical treatment.' We have excellent doctors in Israel,' I said at once. 'Our 
level of medicine is outstanding. I personally know a kidney specialist at the Tel 
Hashomer hospital. Why don't you bring your wife to us for treatment?' I immediately 
realized I'd made a mistake. I swallowed hard, and cursed myself. 'We have excellent 
doctors in Egypt,' Gamasy said indignantly. For months," Weizmann relates, "I had 
warned colleagues who were in contact with the Egyptians not to be arrogant, not to 
flaunt our superiority, and to be considerate of the Egyptians' feelings."2 
How should Ezer Weizmann have offered to assist Gamasy? 
 
The solution: One can assume that the comment, "We have excellent doctors in Israel 
and our level of medicine is outstanding," would not have offended someone with a 
Western thought paradigm and its associated internal locus of control (). Such an 
individual, who believes in free competition and is attuned to personal excellence, 
might well have welcomed the assistance of someone with superior skills. Weizmann 
intended not to offend Gamasy but to help him. His error was in flaunting his country's 
accomplishments. For a  person, comments like these are perceived as arrogance, 
which engenders humiliation. The  person will not enthuse about himself; this is 
reserved only for one who has separated himself from the group. In the modern era, 
when a person separates from the group, his locus of control shifts from external to 
internal; self-admiration provides the respect that in the past was granted by the 
environment. A  person demands respect and is prepared to award it as a quid pro 
quo, but not from a position of self-sufficiency, of not needing the other. The message 
that the other is not dependent on him is perceived as an insult by a  person. For 
example, when Anwar Sadat says to Weizmann: "I'm a person who keeps his word. 
Believe me. You can trust me. I said and I say: 'No more war,'" he is implicitly 
demanding respect, not admiration.3 Sadat is attuned to the relationship; Weizmann is 

                                                 
2 Weizmann, 1981, p. 300. 
3 Weizmann, 1981, p. 50. 
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attuned to the self. When the one is attuned to himself and the other is attuned to the 
one who is attuned to himself, an unavoidable conflict is created that can be resolved 
only through a learning process. Many  people do not understand why  people 
are not enthusiastic about accepting help. The personal achievements and the absence 
of dependence on the other of people are precisely what humiliates people, 
reminding them of their own weakness. Weizmann could have offered his assistance to 
Gamasy without insulting him. He could have suggested that the Egyptian doctors 
consult with the Israel doctors, thereby emphasizing the mutual character of the 
assistance: sometimes we'll help you, at other times you'll help us. Respect and the way 
things are presented are of the essence; the truth is secondary. These messages must be 
conveyed from a position of mutuality and balance, and it is sometimes preferable to 
wait until the other party offers a hint, even covertly, of his willingness to cooperate. 
Respect is the key. 
Weizmann: Our doctors are excellent (admiration)  Let's arrange a consultation 
between your top doctors and ours. Together, G-d willing, they will help your wife 
(respect + identification). 
 
Problem 2: After the Hebron Agreement between Israel and the Palestinians was 
signed, Israel's Major-General Ilan Biran discovered an error in the maps he'd initialed 
as part of the agreement. Israel had transferred to the Palestinians thousands of acres 
that should have remained under IDF control in order to defend the Jewish Quarter of 
Hebron. He requested that the error be corrected, but the Palestinians refused. Shimon 
Peres decided to intervene and personally approach his Palestinian counterpart, Yasser 
Arafat. How should he have done this? 
The solution: It is reasonable to assume that the Israeli officer simply explained that 
an error had occurred and expected that he would be allowed to correct it even though 
the agreement had already been signed. This was his idea of basic decency. Another 
person with a Western thinking paradigm would have been able to summon the empathy 
of the person with an Eastern thinking paradigm by saying: "You realize that it's simply 
an error that could have happened to anyone." But critical thinking and empathy 
characterize messages of people, which are meaningless for a person. It is 
therefore not surprising that the officer's request met with a negative response. Shimon 
Peres, however, knew Arafat's pride at being both a general and an engineer; Arafat 
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enjoyed telling Israel's Ehud Barak, "You're a general; I'm a general and an engineer."4 
Taking the matter in hand, Peres met privately with Arafat and said, "You signed the 
agreement. Thank you very much, but don't think that we have a good feeling about it." 
"Why not?" asked Arafat. "We conducted negotiations," said Peres. "You're a general, 
and I'm not. You're an engineer, and I'm not. It's no wonder that I made a big mistake." 
"Where? Where?" demanded Arafat. Peres showed him the map. Arafat immediately 
gave an order to change the map and transfer the areas in question to Israel.5 A 
person who might be put off by the flattery in Peres's message should remember 
that there is often a fine line between respect and flattery. A person might also react 
negatively to flattery because it unconsciously activates the other, while a person is 
likely to react positively precisely because he sees himself living in a world in which 
we are activated and we activate. 
Peres: You realize that it's simply an error that could have happened to anyone 
(empathy).  You're a general, I'm not. You're an engineer and I'm not. It's no wonder 
that I made a big mistake (respect). 
 
Problem 3: Arafat was in the habit of declaring that he was one of the few Arab 
generals who had never been defeated.6 Ehud Barak, his negotiating partner, was a 
decisive and logical person who refused to meet with Arafat without knowing in 
advance that the meeting would produce clear results. During the Camp David summit, 
the members of the Israeli delegation pressured Barak to meet with Arafat. Yossi 
Ginossar said: "How can you explain that you didn't meet with Arafat for a business-
like meeting at least once during eight days!" Barak retorted to the Israeli delegation: 
"I don't intend to meet with Arafat just so that he can document what I said in his 
notebook."7 Shlomo Ben-Ami, the foreign minister, then explained to him: "The 
problem is not one of positions, but the cultural distance between us and them, and 
between you and him. He is ostensibly the leader of a nation, but in fact this is a person 
who longs for respect, who feels that you radiate disrespect toward him. A large part of 
his ability to be more flexible is bound up with the issue of respect."8 Barak continued 

                                                 
4 Ya'alon, 2008, p. 93. 
5 Bar-Zohar, 2006, p. 643. 
6 Bukay, 2005, p. 21 
7 Drucker, 2002, p. 243. 
8 Sher, 2001, p. 195. 
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to insist that he was not conducting negotiations in the suk, the marketplace. "Etiquette 
is not the essence, only the agreement is."9 How should Barak have reacted, and should 
he have met with Arafat? 
The solution: Contrary to Barak's opinion, in the world etiquette is no less 
important than the contract, and a prior condition for complying with a contract is the 
feeling that the party's honor has been respected. A rational person, Barak assumed (as 
many of us do), that the other was like himself; he thus behaved toward Arafat as he 
would expect others to behave toward himself: matter-of-factly. This was a grave 
mistake, because other cultures have other rules. Etiquette is a gesture with an external 
locus of control; it is meant to convey respect to the other and forge a connection with 
him. An agreement, on the other hand, is a contract with clauses that  have an internal 
locus of control, thus representing logical, critical thinking. It is not surprising, then, 
that people from cultures with an external locus of control sometimes have a problem 
with contracts. Barak employed the principle of assertiveness: "I don't intend…" and 
the critical-thinking principle: "Etiquette is not the essence, only the agreement is." Like 
all principles, their source is in the self, and they are therefore inaccessible and 
unintelligible to a person. Barak would have done better to use a principle. 
Though this would not have assured the success of the talks, its absence guaranteed 
their failure. 
Barak: I don't intend to meet with Arafat so that he can document what I said in his 
notebook (assertiveness).  Arafat is the representative of the Palestinian people, and 
we will be honored to meet with him (respect). 
 
Problem 4: Azam Azam, an Israel citizen, was jailed in Egypt on the charge of spying. 
Israel claimed the accusation was false. Mubarak responded in the media to 
Netanyahu's request to release Azam: "After everything they did. And what shall I say 
to the Egyptian people and to the Egyptian legal system!? He, Netanyahu, stained the 
Egyptian legal system, one of the purest and fairest legal systems. And I say this as a 
person with experience. How can I do this? They made many mistakes in the way they 
dealt with this issue, and they must take responsibility. There is nothing I can do. I have 
not granted amnesty since having been appointed as president." Netanyahu replied: "It's 
been a long time since I heard such an excuse for holding a person in jail. Azam should 
                                                 
9 Adelist, 2003, p. 148 
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not have been jailed from the start; he is innocent, and all the rest are excuses."10 How 
should Netanyahu have approached Mubarak in order to increase the prospects of 
Azam's release from jail? 
The solution: For Netanyahu, a person, there is one truth: Azam is innocent and 
should be released. For Mubarak, a person, truth is important, but respect even more 
so. Once Netanyahu offended the Egyptian legal system by claiming that it acted 
unfairly, the truth is no longer important. Truth, by definition, is the individual looking 
inward, similar to a logical problem that has a correct and an incorrect solution—truth 
and falsehood. The ability to adhere to the truth in the face of external constraints 
requires an internal locus of control. In a society with an external locus of control, the 
manner of approach, the respect and the relationship are often more important than the 
abstract, internal entity called "truth." The truth might have been that the Egyptians 
wanted to take revenge on Israel, or that the Egyptian government wanted to win some 
popularity among its citizens by catching an Israeli spy, or that the police force wanted 
to curry favor in the eyes of the minister in charge of the police, etc. Netanyahu needed 
to overcome his feelings and remind himself that the truth, a concept holy to 
societies, holds less weight in societies. Many years passed before Azam's 
release. There might have been a happier outcome had Netanyahu approached Mubarak 
differently, inviting him to examine the issue while maintaining his respect. 
Netanyahu: It's been a long time since I heard such an excuse for holding a person in 
jail. Azam should not have been jailed from the start; he is innocent, and all the rest are 
excuses (assertiveness + critical thinking).  The Egyptian legal system is an 
honorable and famous system which we greatly respect. Since mistakes can happen 
even in the best systems, though, we request that President Mubarak examine the issue 
(respect).  
 
Problem 5: In a televised interview with CNN, Arafat boasted that he would liberate 
the places holy to Islam and to Christianity, just as Saladin did. "You should remember 
whom you are talking to; you're talking to Yasser Arafat," he said to CNN's Christiane 
Amanpour. She replied that the Palestinians would prefer a good life to slogans. At this, 
Arafat lost his temper, disconnected the microphone and stormed out of the studio.11 
                                                 
10 Grossbard, 2000, p. 311. 
11 Beilin, 2001, p. 151. 
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How should the TV interviewer have conveyed her position without derailing the 
interview? 
The solution: First, note that Arafat says, "You should remember whom you are talking 
to…." He is demanding respect, reflecting a view, and not admiration, which is 
connected to specific personal achievements and has a character. Taking a critical 
thinking approach with an internal locus of control, the interviewer says, "The 
Palestinians would prefer…." This sets up a confrontation, which is acceptable in the 
Western world with its internal locus of control, but can be humiliating in the Eastern 
world with its external locus of control. Confrontation, or saying "no," are a sign of 
separateness in the world of people, in which individuals emphasize their 
differences. In society one can hear two-year-olds saying "no" to their parents. In 
society, this is likely to be considered a serious lack of respect. Hence, in the course 
of his development, someone with an external locus of control learns how to say "no" 
indirectly, as we will see below. A society with an internal locus of control does not 
appreciate Arafat's behavior, which prevents one from asking questions that contradict 
his views. In a society with an external locus of control, a person is not expected to 
disagree directly and bluntly with someone unless severely provoked. For Arafat, 
however, storming out of the studio was clearly the strongest response he could give 
that would preserve his own people's respect for him. A more indirect question by the 
interviewer regarding the state of his suffering people would clearly not have produced 
such a reaction, but it also would not have achieved its aim for a Western audience. 
Maintaining respect for a person requires delicate feelers and vague questions, not 
a frontal confrontation. Had the interviewer asked indirectly about the state of Arafat's 
people, the ear would have noticed immediately the implied criticism. 
Interviewer: The Palestinians would prefer a good life to slogans (critical thinking).  
There has been much talk recently and we would like to know how the Chairman of the 
Palestinian Authority, with all the important issues he has to deal with, also manages to 
take care of his people's needs (respect + social skills). 
 
Problem 6: Before the First Lebanon War in 1982, Pierre Gemayal, leader of the 
Christians in Lebanon, met secretly with Yitzhak Rabin, the Israeli prime minister. 
Gemayal did not hide his displeasure to be shaking hands with Rabin: "I want to walk 
proudly in Lebanon as a Christian and as an Arab," he said. "I am forced to turn to you 
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and I feel greatly distressed and embarrassed."12 Rabin remained silent. Was his silence 
justified? And if not, how should he have responded to Gemayal's words? 
The solution: Pierre Gemayal is actually seeking Rabin's approval to change his 
behavior according to the time and the place. Though he desires Rabin's assistance, he 
simultaneously wants to continue acting in Lebanon as if Israel is the enemy. A 
person tends to adapt himself to his surroundings and is thus likely to behave 
differently at different times and in different places according to the circumstances. In 
such a society, the role determines who a person is (man or woman, child or adult, 
servant or master, etc.) more than his personality and capabilities. This leads to less 
continuity in self-perception. Depending on the position he holds, a person is likely 
to behave quite differently at home, at work, or in the company of people of different 
ages, while a person will try to maintain an integrated profile. When someone offers 
him assistance he will have to change his views to some extent in order to remain 
faithful to himself and to the truth. 
 Rabin chose not to respond to Pierre Gemayal's statement. For a person, 
silence, lack of response, and disregard are difficult to digest. In a society the 
individual is expected to assist the other, if only for appearance's sake; if not, his 
behavior will be perceived as remote, cold, and arrogant. Rabin could therefore have 
said to Gemayal: "Your respect is our respect, and we will help you to walk proudly in 
Lebanon." In a society with an external locus of control, statements like this are 
regarded as basic etiquette that fosters contact with the other, rather than constituting a 
promise of what will actually occur. 
Rabin: Silence (assertiveness).  Trust us that we won't embarrass you in Lebanon 
(respect). 
 
Problem 7: Rather than personally attending talks with Israel at Shepherdstown, Syria's 
President Hafez al-Assad decided to send his foreign minister, Farouk al-Sharaa. 
Nevertheless, Israeli Prime Minister Ehud Barak decided that he himself would go to 
the meeting, mediated by the U.S. president, Bill Clinton. Some observers opined that 
this encounter between Syria's foreign minister and Israel's prime minister was 
unbalanced and consequently humiliating to Israel. Barak explained in response that he 

                                                 
12 Schiff, 1984, p. 52. (H) 
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was going in order to expose Syria's cards and ascertain how much Syria would really 
be prepared to relinquish.13 The question is: Should Barak have gone? 
The solution: Barak, a typical Westerner, ignores issues of respect and humiliation. 
He is efficient and professional; nothing is more important to him than verifying the 
chances for peace. He forgets, however, that in meeting with a person, you must 
maintain your self-respect just as you must preserve the other's respect. In a society, 
peace or a relationship is perceived more in terms of mutual respect than in terms of 
democracy, freedom, and individual rights. This is a society in which the individual is 
protected not by his statutory rights, but by the respect granted him by his surroundings. 
Maintaining respect, therefore, has survival value. Without it, peace is not possible. 
Alternatively, humiliating the other or oneself is a clear invitation for aggression. Ehud 
Barak should have maintained his self-respect vis-a-vis a person with an external locus 
of control, and not responded with the business-like answer of a person with an internal 
locus of control. 
Barak: I'm going to Shepherdstown to ascertain how much they are prepared to 
relinquish (critical thinking).  The Syrians want the meeting to be conducted at the 
level of foreign ministers, and we respect this (respect). 
 
Problem 8: Because three previous meetings had taken place within the area of the 
Palestinian Authority, Ehud Barak wanted to invite Yasser Arafat to his own home in 
Kochav Yair for the next meeting. Arafat insisted that they meet at Abu Mazen's home 
in Ramallah. What should Barak have done? 
The solution: Arafat, a person, probably felt that a well-publicized meeting inside 
the Palestinian Authority would earn him greater respect than a meeting of this kind in 
Israel. People around the world would see the Palestinian Authority and its symbols on 
their TV screens and observe how Barak went to meet him, with all that this implied. 
The quantitative justice—the fact that they had met the previous three times inside the 
Palestinian Authority—were irrelevant to Arafat, who perceived himself as a victim 
and aspired to restore the honor of the Palestinian Authority. Barak had no choice but 
to direct his thinking vector outward and to approach Arafat in the language of respect. 
 He told the mediator who was trying to promote the meeting: "Go to Arafat, give 
him a hug and tell him: 'This is a hug from Barak. We are living in the Middle East and 
                                                 
13 Adelist, 2003, p. 173. 
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are bound by its customs. For the previous three meetings I came to the Palestinian 
Authority. I ask you to respect me and come to my home.'" In this format, the request 
was accepted immediately.14 Barak sent Arafat the hug that we will discuss in the next 
chapter (identification). Stressing the Middle East's rules of respect, which all parties 
are obliged to obey, he asked Arafat to respect him. This approach in and of itself is 
respectful of Arafat. He achieved what he wanted and is now prepared to accept Barak's 
invitation. Note that a person not only demands respect; he is prepared to confer it 
generously.  
Barak: The three previous meetings took place in the area of the Palestinian Authority. 
Now it's Israel's turn (critical thinking).  For our three previous meetings I came to 
the Palestinian Authority. I ask you to respect me and come to my home (respect + 
critical thinking). 
 
Problem 9: In an attempt to reach an agreement, marathon talks took place in Cairo 
between the Israelis and the Palestinians, with the participation of the Americans and 
the Egyptians. By morning, all the disagreements had been resolved. When every issue 
seemed to be settled, Arafat suddenly asked, as if the whole discussion had not just 
taken place: "What about the Jericho district, the policeman and the joint patrols?" 
Amnon Lipkin-Shahak, Israel's Chief of Staff, couldn't contain himself and began to 
laugh. Arafat accosted him across the table: "You think I'm a clown?! You think I'm a 
joke?!" How could the Israelis extricate themselves from the situation?  
The solution: Humor exists in all societies, but self-directed humor, with the individual 
laughing at himself, exists mainly in societies with an internal locus of control, where 
people are accustomed to introspection and ambivalence. In societies with an external 
locus of control, the individual tends not to look inward; conflicts that exist are between 
the individual and his surroundings. A person, therefore, cannot be expected to 
laugh at himself or cooperate with someone who laughs at him. When a person 
finds himself the object of laughter, he is likely to join in and apologize (perhaps in 
embarrassment) for his lack of concentration. However, Arafat, a person, asks the 
Israeli Chief of Staff whether he himself is a joke. In Arafat's world, where the locus of 
control is external, other people's perceptions have an impact on him, and Arafat will 
hold a grudge until they change their minds or apologize. Unable to extricate himself 
                                                 
14 Beilin, 2001, p. 156. 
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from the insult, he requires help from the outside. In a system of internal locus of 
control, the individual is expected to take responsibility for what happens to him 
without taking offense; in such societies, therefore, the solution to an insult generally 
lies in the lap of the person who has been offended. In a system of external locus of 
control, the individual's role is to ensure that the other is not offended. Hence a 
statement that represents critical thinking, such as "What, you don't get the humor?" or 
empathy, "Really, we were only laughing a little" would not have helped because it 
demands, a priori, an internal locus of control. Rabin's respectful answer corrected the 
Chief of Staff's mistake and saved the situation. He turned to Arafat and in his low, 
deep voice said: "Mr. Chairman, we are not laughing at you. We take you very 
seriously. Let's go over it again." Rabin reviewed the agreement again, and Arafat 
agreed immediately.15 
Rabin: Really, we were only laughing a little (empathy)  Mr. Chairman, we are not 
laughing at you. We take you very seriously. Let's go over it again (respect). 
 
Problem 10: Elyakim Rubinstein, head of the Israeli delegation to the talks with Jordan, 
complained to Abdul Salam al-Majali, head of the Jordanian delegation, about Munther 
Haddadin, one of the members of the Jordanian delegation. 
 "Look here," said Majali angrily, "Haddadin does not seek your permission before 
he talks. He does not clear his language with you to conform to the tone that you favor. 
He is the head of our team on that group, and he operates within his area of jurisdiction." 
 "But, Pasha, how can we negotiate if we cannot communicate. The two sides have 
an understanding regarding a decent way of communicating with each other," said 
Rubinstein. 
 "Look here! Hadddadin and the rest of our team are a lot more decent than you 
are trying to insinuate. Be careful in the choice of words when you talk to me," he said, 
and walked away.16  
 How should Rubinstein have reacted to this interchange? 
The solution: Rubinstein accepted this humiliating way of talking from Majali without 
reacting. A person, because of his tendency to ignore the surroundings, does not 
relate to speech that a person would perceive as humiliating. "Let him say whatever 
                                                 
15 Christopher, 2001, p. 206; Ross, 2004, p. 135. 
16 Majali, 2006, p. 225. [Should be Majali, Anani & Haddadin, 2006] 
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he wants," Rubinstein may have thought, "I'm here for one purpose only, the 
negotiations, and anything that promotes them is acceptable." Rubinstein's readiness to 
accept this type of interaction does not bode well for the success of the negotiations, 
because, as we have already noted, a person will be loath to make peace with 
someone who swallows his pride. The person who does not guard his own honor invites 
aggression from someone with an external locus of control, because, in the world of 
activators and those who are activated in which the latter lives, the other does not 
indicate where he should stop. Therefore it is important for Rubinstein not to accept 
this humiliating manner of speech. A message that stresses acceptable behavior patterns 
or the reciprocity that is necessary for the relationship to continue would help here, 
because these messages are of a nature.  
Rubinstein: How can we negotiate if we don't manage to communicate (critical 
thinking)?  We respect you, so why don't you respect us (respect)?! 
 
Problem 11: The following discussion took place between Munther Haddadin from the 
Jordanian delegation and Elyakim Rubinstein, head of the Israeli delegation to the talks 
with Jordan.17 [Should be footnote here Majali …., 2006] 
 Rubinstein: (with a strong handshake) "How are you?" 
 Haddadin: (with an equally strong handshake) "Fine, who are you?" 
 "Fine, fine!" 
 "I am asking who you are," Haddadin said, pretending that he did not know who 
Rubinstein was. 
 "I am Elyakim Rubinstein, head of the Israeli delegation." 
 "And I am Munther Haddadin, a member of the Jordanian delegation." 
 "Oh, I know who you are. You were born in 1940 to a Christian family in the 
town of Maien. You earned a bachelor's degree in engineering from Alexandria 
University, Egypt, and a master's degree and a PhD from the University of Washington 
in Seattle, Washington. You are married to an American lady and you have three kids," 
Rubinstein listed with a proud smile. 
 "Oh! Rubinstein! Then you are the fellow who has been stalling the talks since 
yesterday." 
 "Yes I am." 
                                                 
17 Ibid., p. 35-36. 
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 "Why are you doing that?" 
 "Basically because I am a very bad man." 
 "Are you married?" asked Haddadin innocently, pretending again that he knew 
nothing about the head of the Israeli delegation. 
 "Yes," answered Rubinstein, "and have three daughters. They call me Abu el 
Banat [father of girls]." 
 "If you are this bad, how did you manage to get married?" 
 "I fooled my wife." 
 "Well, I am so glad you know me and as much about me as you do, because you 
will realize that you cannot fool me like you fooled your wife." 
 "Oh, I do not mean to. I have respect for you. And actually I love my wife very 
much." 
 "Well, since we came to know each other this well, I feel obliged to offer you one 
piece of advice that you will not regret." 
 "What is it?" 
 "You were quoted yesterday as saying that Christ was a Jew; you should never 
say that again," Haddadin suggested. 
 "But he was," insisted Rubinstein. Haddadin put on gestures of seriousness and 
disagreement.  
 "Christ is the son of God; is God Jewish?" 
 "We Jews take people after their mothers. His mother was Jewish." 
 "Oh, was she? Can you prove that? Besides the Virgin Mary became the first 
Christian on earth; she became Christian from the moment of conception." There was 
a pause interrupted by Haddadin: "Do you know how my family became Christian as 
you so rightly mentioned?" 
 "No, how did they become Christian?" Rubinstein asked. 
 "Through bilateral negotiations with the Lord Jesus himself; so by now you 
should realize that I have behind me two thousand years of negotiations backing me 
up!" cracked Haddadin. 
 "Okay, okay, Christ is whoever you say he is," Rubinstein pretended to concede, 
and he hurried to the blue sofa to wait for Majali and Abdul Shafi. 
 What mistakes did Rubinstein make and how should he have reacted? 
The solution: Rubinstein's firm handshake does not convey that he respects Haddadin, 
but rather that he, Rubinstein, is an individual who places himself in the center. 
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Haddadin identifies with him and responds similarly with a firm handshake. This 
imitation of the other's behavior is customary for people with an external locus of 
control. Rubinstein says that he is "fine, fine." A person will not boast about feeling 
excellent, if only because of the evil eye that is liable to cause those around him to envy 
him and wish to harm him, and he will not place his ego so emphatically in the center. 
He will begin by putting out feelers and is likely to pretend, as Haddadin did twice in 
this discussion (we will observe this in more detail in the chapter on social skills). 
Pretending that he does not know who Rubinstein is, Haddadin ensnares Rubinstein in 
the first trap of pride and self-glorification when Rubinstein demonstrates his 
knowledge of Haddadin's background. While Rubinstein flaunts his knowledge, 
Haddadin conceals his; this is what happens when one needs to be sensitive to the group 
and the relationships within it. Later, Rubinstein states cynically that he is a bad person 
who fooled his wife. This kind of sardonic humor, laughing at oneself, is foreign and 
threatening to people because they are unaccustomed to looking inward in this way. 
When Rubinstein senses that things are moving in a negative direction he does an about 
turn and confers on Haddadin and his wife the respect they deserve, shrewdly 
extricating himself from a situation that a wise person should have avoided. However, 
Haddadin, the Christian Arab, still has a bone to pick with him: Rubinstein offended 
Jesus by claiming that he was a Jew. Haddadin wishes to give him advice: in his 
society, where the ego is not a major source of reference, people tend to advise each 
other frequently and this is totally acceptable. Hence he authoritatively advises 
Rubinstein: "You should never say that again," so as not to offend Christians again (this 
way of speaking will be discussed further in the chapter on authoritativeness). 
Rubinstein explains logically the validity of his religious claims, which of course do 
not convince Haddadin. Ultimately Rubinstein feels it's necessary to end the discussion 
before it moves in undesirable directions. He goes through the motions of civility by 
saying he agrees with Haddadin, but when he walks away, it is clearly not important to 
him what Haddadin thinks. Throughout the exchange Rubinstein's narcissism—so 
widespread among people—has been provoking Haddadin. At the start of the 
discussion the Israeli paraded his ego and boasted of his knowledge; he then spoke 
cynically and insisted on his version of the truth even though it was a clear insult to 
Christianity, and finally he disappeared without a moment's hearing of Haddadin's 
views. In a society these would not be considered serious transgressions, and they 
might even be advantageous at times. The ego is usually at center stage; one is allowed 
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to boast of his knowledge and adhere to his truth, and cynical humor may well be 
appreciated. In the end, one is not even required to display any interest in the other's 
statements. All this derives from the fact that, in a verbal interaction, a individual 
tends to initiate and respond from within his self, while a person tends to react and 
activate the other by means of questions—all according to the direction of the thinking 
vector. 
Rubinstein: Oh, I know who you are… (admiration).  We've heard good things about  
your delegation (respect). 
Rubinstein: Jesus was a Jew (critical thinking).  The Jews have great respect for 
Christianity (respect) 
 
Problem 12: The peace talks between Israel and Egypt were inaugurated with a 
meeting in Morocco between Hassan el-Tohamy, Anwar Sadat's emissary, and Moshe 
Dayan, the Israeli foreign minister. Tohamy justified the Egyptian defeats in the Sinai 
Campaign and the Six-Day War with various conspiracy theories, suggesting for 
example that Egypt's President Nasser was a traitor who cooperated with Israel, and 
that it was the major powers who prevented the Egyptian army from advancing during 
the Yom Kippur War. He then asked Dayan for his opinion of the Egyptian army.  
How should Dayan have responded? 
The solution: Because people live in a world where the truth is in the hands of the 
group and is not experienced internally as a stable, secure truth, they tend to adopt 
conspiracy theories. They generally live in a world dominated by outer authorities—a 
parent, leader, and/or religion that determine the truth for them. Hence they rely less on 
the self, and often feel that they are living in a puppet show with someone else pulling 
the strings and hiding information from them. To their minds, their life experience 
reflects a world of manipulations and intrigues over which they have no control. 
Consequently, it's not democratic transparency that they pursue; instead, they are more 
likely to indulge in the denial of historical truth, which makes it possible to further the 
interests of the ruling group. In this case, Tohamy's conspiracy theories serve to explain 
Egypt's defeats in the wars, thereby sidestepping the humiliating conclusion that the 
Egyptian army is weaker than Israel's. For a person, truth has no survival value and 
is therefore not particularly important. Agreeing with the group, however, does have 
clear survival value, and adopting a contrary position is liable to exact a heavy price. 
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The person therefore lives with the feeling that there is no single truth, or that the 
truth is not completely known and certainly not so important, while the person 
firmly believes that the truth is clearly known and very important.  
 Tohamy, a person, needs Dayan to tell him positive, respectful things about 
the Egyptian army. He is unaware of the value of truth and believes in conspiracies 
despite the fact that he is Sadat's deputy. Tohamy's face fell when he heard Dayan's 
reply: "Israeli pilots are superior to yours and in aerial battles the results are 50:1 in 
Israel's favor. No Egyptian plane has even managed to cross the lines and reach Israel, 
while Israeli pilots did as they pleased in Egypt." Tohamy went on to say that his brother 
was a pilot and he fell in the Yom Kippur War.18 
 The unembellished truth in Dayan's remarks left Tohamy crestfallen: he was not 
prepared to confront the facts this way. What did Dayan stand to gain by humiliating 
Tohamy and Egypt? Why couldn't he praise the Egyptian army for its progress from the 
Six-Day War to the Yom Kippur War instead of depicting it as an egregious failure? 
Such a reaction would probably have made Tohamy dependent on Dayan, whether by 
nourishing the Egyptian's illusions or by conferring respect on the army—all in the eyes 
of the beholder. 
Dayan: Our pilots are ten times better than yours (admiration).  We respect the 
Egyptian army very much, and have seen great progress between the Six-Day War and 
the Yom Kippur War. You really hit us hard (respect). 
 
Problem 13: In discussions between Walid al-Muallem, the Syrian representative, and 
Ehud Barak, the Israeli prime minister, Barak opened with a statement praising the 
credibility and professionalism of President Assad and his army. Overwhelmed by these 
comments, Muallem replied: "What you say shows your very deep understanding of 
leadership and of our army."19 On another occasion, however, Barak began a meeting 
with the Syrian chief-of-staff, Hikmat al-Shihabi, by saying: "I've been following you 
for about twelve years, since I was head of military intelligence, and we greatly respect 
your professionalism and your strategic thinking ability."20 Shihabi did not respond 
with the anticipated words of praise for Barak and the Israeli leadership. He said: "I 

                                                 
18 Dayan, 1981, p. 43. 
19 Yatom, 2009, p. 158. 
20 Ibid., p. 164. 
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thank you very much for the warm words you said about me, but...," and here a smile 
crossed his face for the first time, "you should check the credibility of your sources, 
because they exaggerated everything about me."21 What is different between the two 
cases, and why does conferring respect in one case elicit a positive response, while in 
the second a merely lukewarm one? 
The solution: In his discussion with Muallem, Barak confers respect on Assad and his 
army. Compliments to known symbols like Assad and his army evoke feelings of 
respect. On the other hand, a personal compliment to an individual expresses admiration 
for his capabilities. In a society, the former is accepted positively, but the latter is 
not; it is perceived rather as a narcissistic comment aggrandizing the individual, which 
removes him from the group and may arouse jealousy. Had Barak wished to confer 
respect and not admiration on Shihabi, he therefore should have highlighted not 
Shihabi's personal skills but his contributions to Syria in general and the Syrian army 
in particular, his colleagues' respect for him, Israel's respect for the Syrian army, etc. 
Barak: We greatly respect your professionalism and your strategic thinking ability 
(admiration).  Your professional contribution to the Syrian army and the Syrian 
people is well known. It is an honor for us to meet with the Syrian chief of staff 
(respect). 
 
Problem 14: Following the Second Lebanon War as well as Operation Cast Lead, when 
Israel invaded the Gaza Strip, it was difficult for Abu Mazen, head of the Palestinian 
Authority, to return to the peace talks with Israel. Ehud Olmert, the Israeli prime 
minister, sought a way to bring Abu Mazen back to the table. What could have  assisted 
him? 
The solution: A is very loyal to his group; he does not see himself as separate from 
it. A Palestinian would thus find it difficult to engage in post-war discussions as though 
nothing had happened, and certainly would not be able to conduct peace talks with 
someone who had harmed and humiliated his extended family: their humiliation is his 
own humiliation. Consequently, the person must consider how to restore the respect 
of the person. Olmert tells why he thinks Abu Mazen returned to the negotiations 
after two wars: he treated Abu Mazen with great respect. "Already at the first meeting, 
I gave instructions to hoist the Palestinian flag next to the Israeli flag on the roof of the 
                                                 
21 Ibid., p. 165. 
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Prime Minister's residence. This is accepted procedure at any meeting between two 
heads of state; in this case, however, the Palestinian state had not yet been established, 
and a Palestinian flag had never been raised at any official event in Israel, let alone at 
the Prime Minister's residence. Before this, I asked my assistants to wait for Abu Mazen 
at the border crossing. From there the Palestinians were escorted in a convoy led by 
police cars with sirens blaring and lights flashing, giving official status to the event. I 
was waiting for Abu Mazen at the entrance to the Prime Minister's residence, and on 
his arrival I addressed him as 'Mr. President.' In the corner of the foyer at the entrance 
to the house, two flags had been placed, the Israeli and the Palestinian, and we both 
stood next to them for a joint photograph, which was distributed immediately to all the 
television networks. On the dining room table too, the Israeli and the Palestinian flags 
were placed alongside each other." Olmert adds: "If anyone thinks that this series of 
gestures was exaggerated, it's a sign that they don't understand something fundamental 
about the Middle East. My assistants and I felt that we live in a world in which symbols 
and images carry no less weight than the contents. We could see immediately that these 
gestures surprised our guests and gave them great pleasure."22 
 As we know, the talks with Abu Mazen were unsuccessful. It seems, therefore, 
that respect is required but not sufficient to ensure progress in the peace process. On 
another occasion, Abu Mazen kept postponing his meeting with Olmert. Finally Olmert 
said to him: "If you cancel this visit it will be a heavy blow for me and my people, but 
we can handle it. Only tell me what I should say to my wife, who has been on her feet 
for the past 24 hours preparing the food that you like. I can understand that you don't 
mind offending me. But why my wife?" There was silence at the other end of the line. 
Finally, Abu Mazen replied: "I don't want to offend your wife; I'll be at the meeting 
tomorrow."23 Though it is no guarantee of success, a person must know that respect 
is an essential condition for every meeting with a person. 
 Martin Indyk, the American ambassador to Israel, emphasizes this point in the 
context of the relationship between Arafat and Rabin: "... we should not sentimentalize 
the bond between Arafat and Rabin. When it suited his purpose Arafat was perfectly 
capable of betraying Rabin's trust and lying to him. But if he felt respected by his Israeli 
counterpart he was more likely to respond positively than if he were treated with 

                                                 
22 Yediot Ahronot, 7-Days supplement, January 28, 2011. 
23 Ibid. 
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disdain. His dignity was more important to him than gaining an advantage in a 
negotiation (although he would prefer to have both)."24 
Olmert: I insist that you don't constantly postpone our meeting with all kinds of excuses 
(assertiveness).  I can understand that you don't mind offending me. But why my 
wife? (respect) 
 
Problem 15: In a discussion about transferring nature reserves from Israel to the 
Palestinian Authority as part of a land-transfer agreement, the Palestinians refused to 
provide an undertaking that they would protect the reserves. They claimed that it was 
their affair. The Israelis were shocked. When Abu Ala then announced that he hates 
rabbits and intended to kill them all, the Israelis were even more alarmed and declared 
that they would most definitely not transfer responsibility for the nature reserves to him. 
Did they behave correctly? 
The solution: The Israelis did not believe that the Palestinians would protect the nature 
reserves and therefore demanded the Palestinians' undertaking. They did not understand 
that the Palestinians' reaction was a result of the humiliation they felt. The Palestinians 
did not view Israel as their moral policeman, nor did they feel that they  owe Israel 
anything. In the matter of the rabbits, it transpired that Abu Ala was joking. A 
person may provoke a person in order to shake his composure and sense of 
superiority, demonstrating to him what the person is feeling. Eventually, as things 
calmed down, the Palestinians agreed to sign that "they would maintain the nature 
reserves according to recognized scientific criteria."25 It was also decided to set up a 
joint committee for cooperation regarding the nature reserves. The Palestinians thus 
responded positively to an initiative that stressed equality: compliance with scientific 
norms and a committee for cooperation. In this, as in other cases, the should take 
great care not to project any feelings of superiority. 
Israel: You must provide us with an undertaking that you will protect the nature reserves 
(critical thinking).  The two parties must provide an undertaking to a third party that 
they will cooperate in protecting the nature reserves (respect). 
 

                                                 
24 Indyk, 2009, p. 116. 
25 Savir, 1998, p. 238. 
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Problem 16: In the negotiations between the Palestinians and Israel at Camp David, 
Israel placed a map on the table with a proposal for a Palestinian state. Abu Ala refused 
to discuss the Israeli map: he didn't like it and wanted Israel to produce a new one. 
President Clinton objected, asserting that this was not the way to conduct negotiations. 
In his view, it was not up to Abu Ala to dispatch the Israelis with a demand for a new 
map: either he should produce his own map or declare what he wished to change in the 
one presented to him. As Abu Ala stuck to the passive Palestinian line, sending the 
Israelis off to re-do their homework, Clinton's face started to turn red. "This is 
deception!" he shouted. "This is not a summit, and I'm not prepared for the United States 
to sponsor negotiations conducted in bad faith. Let's get out of here." The President 
signaled to his Secretary of State, Madeleine Albright, and the two left the cabin. The 
Palestinians protested, complaining that the President had "blown up" at them, 
embarrassing them in front of the Israelis.26 How should Clinton have reacted? 
The solution: Clinton was angry because the Palestinians used tactics—passivity and 
non-cooperation (see social skills)—derived from an external locus of control, which 
are not acceptable to people with a Western thinking paradigm. This passivity, because 
of its external locus of control, obliges the other party to offer increasingly generous 
proposals to encourage the Palestinians to cooperate—which is exactly what happened 
at Camp David. These kinds of tactics can ultimately make a person feel that he has 
no  negotiating partner; if he loses his composure in such a situation, as happened here, 
he may indelibly insult people. Clinton could have appealed to Abu Ala's sense of 
respect, asking the Palestinian to respect him just as he himself respects Abu Ala.  Israel 
and the United States have put forward proposals, Clinton might have pointed out, and 
the Palestinians should do the same. He could have added that Israel and the United 
States were asking the Palestinians to relate to Israel's proposals just as Israel and the 
United States were willing to discuss the Palestinian proposals. For someone whose 
thinking vector is outwardly directed, a reciprocal granting of respect is usually 
convincing. This approach, of course, does not guarantee success, but Clinton's 
approach, which deeply offended Abu Ala, clearly presaged failure. 
Clinton: This is deception, this is not a summit, I'm not prepared…(assertiveness).  
The United States and Israel respect you. Why don't you respect us!? (respect) 

                                                 
26 Indyk, 2009, p. 306; Ross, 2004, p. 667. 
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Note that the style of the suggested rhetorical question: "Why don't you respect us!?" 
has an external locus of control, inviting the other party to react, as opposed to an open 
question with an internal locus of control, which allows the other party freedom to react 
without being pointed in any specific direction. The rhetorical question is used widely 
in societies.  
 
Problem 17: Seriously affronted by President Clinton's remarks (see Problem 16), Abu 
Ala considered leaving the Camp David summit. Clinton wanted to mollify him. How 
should he have gone about this? 
The solution: The whole concept of respect is based on "what others think," because 
the thinking vector is outwardly directed. Thus an insult in the presence of others has 
an infinitely greater impact than one that's simply face-to-face. Thus Clinton needed to 
mollify Abu Ala in the presence of the same audience that had observed his humiliation: 
the American, Palestinian and Israeli delegations. Abu Ala describes Clinton's effort:  
 "At 8 o'clock in the evening I went to dinner with my brothers Nabil Shaath, 
Yasser Abed Rabbo and Mohammed Dahlan in the delegation's dining room. As we 
were about to finish the meal, the White House Chief of Protocol surprised us with an 
announcement that President Clinton would be joining us for dinner. Shortly thereafter 
Sandy Berger, Dennis Ross and Aharon Miller arrived. A few minutes later President 
Clinton entered, accompanied by his beautiful, polite and intelligent daughter Chelsea, 
and sat down beside us. The President and his daughter chose to sit next to me. I 
understood his behavior as an apology for what had happened between us. "This was a 
magnanimous gesture on the part of a great president toward a Palestinian citizen, a 
member of the negotiating delegation, and it made me feel deep personal gratitude to 
the President of the greatest country in the world."27  
 But the hurt had not totally subsided: Abu Ala chose not to attend a special dinner 
that President Clinton arranged for the three delegations. This is how the Palestinian 
describes his feelings: "Even though Chairman Arafat, brother Abu Mazen and brother 
Yasser Abed Rabbo came to me, tried to persuade me and implored me to come with 
them to the dinner, I categorically refused. I even threatened to leave the summit if they 
continued to pressure me. I simply felt humiliated at the time."28 

                                                 
27 Arabic, 2006b, p. 208, 268. 
28 Ibid., p. 328. 
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 From this and many other cases, one can conclude that humiliating a person 
is not a recommended option, to say the least, because repairing the damage is liable to 
be a long, difficult process. Martin Indyk, the U.S. Ambassador to Israel, says: "As 
Clinton and his peace team were exposed more to the ways of the Middle East, we 
became better at understanding the importance of pride and dignity."29 
 
Problem 18: Abu Ala relates how, during the Camp David peace talks, the Americans 
began to hint at the economic advantages the Palestinians would enjoy if they were to 
accept the American position. Clinton said that the Americans would take the signed 
agreement to the G8 Summit, to the U.S. Congress and to donor countries in order to 
obtain financing for its implementation. Abu Ala emphasized that no member of the 
Palestinian delegation was tempted by these financial enticements.30 How should the 
Americans have used their economic incentives, if at all? 
The solution: It is easier to use money to tempt people in an individualistic society 
than in a collectivist society. Those in a society are alert to the many  advantages 
that money proffers for the welfare of the individual. But in a society, such 
suggestions coming from a stronger party may be perceived as a humiliation, a proposal 
to "privatize" their values and break up their group. Alternatively, the collectivist 
society could exploit the situation and take the money ungratefully, without genuinely 
profiting from it in the long term. This is how the Palestinians related to  Shimon Peres's 
vision of the "New Middle East," where progress reigns; they viewed it as an Israeli 
way to dominate them. A sensitive attempt to clarify with a person what suits him, 
and the ability to wait until such a request emanates directly from him, requires a kind 
of patience that is incompatible with the decisiveness of the Western thinking paradigm. 
Well aware of this, Walid al-Muallem, then the Syrian ambassador to the United States, 
advised Dennis Ross not to propose to Syrian President Assad dramatic and rapid steps 
towards peace; Assad, Muallem said, was likely to feel threatened by such suggestions. 
Prospective economic development, Muallem continued, should be slow, and presented 
as a positive contribution to Syria's interests, not as an Israeli condition for peace.31 
Likewise, a Syrian businessman suggested to Uri Savir, the Israeli representative, to 
present Israel's demands for normalization not as an Israeli condition for territorial 
                                                 
29 Indyk, 2009, p. 49. 
30 Quray, 2008b, p. 259. 
31 Ross, 2004, p. 228. 
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withdrawal, which could undermine the Syrians' need for respect, but rather as a natural 
outcome of the peace process.32 Thus the Americans would have done well to turn their 
thinking vector outward, manifesting more sensitivity to the fact that the Palestinians 
were likely to feel humiliated by the Americans' attempt to "buy them." 
Normalization of the relationship between the countries is a condition for withdrawal 
(critical thinking).  Normalization of the relationship between the countries is a 
natural developmental process that reflects mutual respect between the parties (respect). 
If you sign the agreement you will enjoy far-reaching economic assistance from us 
(critical thinking).  After signing the agreement, mutual respect will prevail between 
us and we will be able to assist each other (respect + identification). 
 
Problem 19: The talks between Israel and the Palestinians were on the verge of 
collapse. The Israelis, afraid of potential clashes between the Palestinian police and the 
IDF or the settlers, demanded that the movement of Palestinian police forces from one 
area to another be approved in advance by Israel. Israel's use of the word "approval" 
insulted Arafat. He claimed that this procedure would humiliate his security forces, and 
added: "I'm not your slave." How could Israel have articulated its demand for approval 
without undermining the Palestinians' respect? 
The solution: Again we see that in the world of external locus of control, form is more 
important than content; the way things appear takes precedence over their essence. A 
person with an internal locus of control could frequently benefit from consulting with 
someone with an external locus of control. Discussing how to behave in a way that 
would be regarded as respectful might solve problems before they arise. In this case, 
Dennis Ross, the American mediator, suggested tossing around the word "approval" 
and replacing it with a softer noun such as acceptance, or confirmation, or 
acknowledgement. Uri Savir, the Israeli representative, feared that this would make the 
Israeli position seem superficial.33 The delegations met once again in a final effort to 
iron out the difficulties.  
"I didn't understand it that way," [Arafat] said, his voice hoarse. "You really want to 
humiliate me. Well, I prefer that there be no agreement." 

                                                 
32 Ibid., p. 229. 
33 Ibid., p. 206. 
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"Mr. Chairman," Savir said, "knowing my mandate for compromise, I'm sure we can 
find a less offensive way of saying it in the text, and after three months we may change 
it to 'notification.'" 
Arafat agreed, and Savir thanked him. Yoel Singer, the delegation's legal advisor, 
replaced the word "approval" with "confirmation."34  
The difference, as we see, is not in the essence but in the form. 
The Israeli representative: You must obtain our approval for every movement of your 
forces from one area to another (assertiveness).  We request that you coordinate with 
us the movement of your forces from one area to another in order to avoid problems 
(respect). 
 
Problem 20: Nitza Ben-Elissar, wife of Israel's first ambassador to Egypt, Eliyahu Ben-
Elissar, tells how she became popular with Egyptian women: "Already at the first 
meeting, I learned what I as an Israeli had to avoid most—haughtiness. Any innocent 
statement suggesting 'We do things differently' would immediately have created a 
feeling of distance. I learned to avoid expressions such as 'we say'  or 'we do.' Whenever 
I was asked to make a comparison, I would say 'I would very much like to know how 
you do it, how you solve this or that problem.' In retrospect it emerged that this was the 
correct approach, which opened my path to the heart of the Egyptian women. So much 
so that I once said to one of the ladies: 'I didn't come here to change things. I didn't 
come here to teach. We have much to learn from you, and I really want to learn and see 
how you do things.'"35 
What principles does Nitza employ? 
The solution: The ostensibly straightforward statement of a person, "We do things 
differently," has an element of self-admiration and is perceived by a person as 
arrogance. He would not express himself in this way, nor would he place himself at the 
center of the conversation. Nitza Ben-Elissar prudently begins with the other, with an 
external locus of control, and not with the self, an internal locus of control: "I would 
very much like to know how you do it." She could have improved her standing even 
further by saying, "Can you explain to me how you do this?" ("I"  "you") rather than 
declaring "I would very much like to know," which again has a subtle tone of self-
                                                 
34 Wittes, 205, p. 62.  
35 N. Ben-Elissar, 1982, p. 18. 
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admiration. Another possible improvement: relinquishing the open question, which 
places the individual in the center, and replacing it with a rhetorical question: "Would 
you like to explain to me how you do this?" or "Wouldn't you like to explain to me how 
you do this?" The latter formulation, which more powerfully activates the other, is 
acceptable among people. Although Ben-Elissar's statement, "I didn't come here to 
change things. I didn't come here to teach. We have much to learn from you and I very 
much want to learn and see how you do things," is correct in terms of the respect it 
confers on the other, people with an Eastern thinking paradigm, directed towards the 
other, would not open with "I" and would not speak from within herself. In an Eastern 
thinking paradigm, these sentences and phrases ("I didn't come here to change things," 
"I didn't come here to teach," "We have," "I would very much like to learn and to see") 
would start and focus on the other: I didn't come to teach  teach me; We have  you 
have, etc. 
Nitza: We do things differently (admiration).  Please teach me how you do it (respect 
+ identification). 
 
Problem 21: Yossi Vardi, a member of the Israeli delegation to talks with Jordan, felt 
that the Jordanian plan for the strategic development of the Jordan Valley that Haddadin 
drew up was better than the Israeli plan. Against the backdrop of Israel's planning and 
technological superiority, which often put the Jordanians in an inferior position, how 
should the Israeli representative have reacted to this unusual occurrence? 
The solution: Many encounters place a person with an Eastern thinking paradigm in 
an inferior position relative to a person with a Western thinking paradigm. In most cases 
the person does not suffer from this arrangement; he is more likely to enjoy it, and 
hence remains oblivious to the other person's feelings. A person, however, is 
particularly sensitive to these feelings of inferiority, and is often hurt by them. When 
the disparity plays its subtle part in a genuine dispute, it is liable to arouse pain in the 
person, causing him to envy the person who ostensibly has everything, and 
provoking him to take revenge so that the other party will feel what he is feeling. He 
may even feel hatred, which gives him a hidden sense of power. All these emotions, 
deeply familiar to a person, are less recognized by a person: the privilege of 
being a good person—especially in his own eyes—makes the person want to assist 
the other.  
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 Seizing his opportunity, Yossi Vardi asked for the floor and said, "I am not a 
diplomat, nor am I famed for my diplomatic language. I want to say this in front of all 
of you to Dr. Haddadin," he said. "Dr. Haddadin," Vardi continued, as he looked at him 
and held a copy of some three pages of loose papers, "you made us ashamed of 
ourselves when we compared this proposal by Israel with the proposal you sent to the 
meeting. Your proposal is superior, and we are embarrassed." This was the first time 
ever, Majali, the former Jordanian prime minister, writes in his book, that Haddadin 
had heard an Israeli public confession that a Jordanian product was superior to an Israeli 
competitor. The participants then adopted the Jordanian proposal as a joint proposal of 
the Committee.36 Both for Haddadin, who in the past had tried to educate his delegation 
not to be afraid of the Israelis, and for the delegation members themselves, this was a 
corrective experience. Vardi, by correctly using the terms "shame" and 
"embarrassment,"  reinforced their impact by turning to the group, and in the process 
transforming the meeting into one between equals. (Embarrassment can also be a 
feeling because we are generally embarrassed in relation to someone else, not when 
we are alone.) Vardi did not enthuse about the Jordanian proposal; he granted it respect. 
If, on the other hand, he had raved about the Jordanian's fascinating ideas, the 
Jordanians would have felt uncomfortable: personal praise transforms the individual 
into something special, separating him from the group. By favorably comparing the 
Jordanian proposal to the Israeli proposal in front of everyone, Vardi conferred respect 
on the entire Jordanian delegation. 
Yossi Vardi: I think your proposal is very good. To me it looks excellent (admiration). 
 Now I want to say something to Haddadin in front of everyone. You made us 
ashamed of ourselves when we compared the Israeli proposal to yours (respect). 
 
Problem 22: Before the Yom Kippur War (known in Egypt as the October War) Henry 
Kissinger, the U.S. Secretary of State, sent the following message to Egypt's president, 
Anwar Sadat: "I suggest that Anwar Sadat be realistic. We live in a real world and 
cannot build anything on fantasies and wishes. In realistic terms you are the side that 
lost, and therefore you cannot present the conditions of victors. If you want the United 
States to help you, you must make concessions. How can you the losers dictate 
conditions to the other side!?...I am not calling on Sadat to change the military situation, 
                                                 
36 Majali, 2006, p. 275.  
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for, it he tries to do that, Israel will again defeat you. She will score an even greater 
victory that she did in 1967, which will make it difficult for us to do anything at all. 
That would be a great pity, and a big loss both for Egypt and for Sadat personally."37  
 Sadat's response to this message appears at the end of his autobiography, In 
Search of Identity: 
 "We have recovered our pride and self-confidence after the October 1973 battle, 
just as our armed forces did. We are no longer motivated by 'complexes'—whether 
defeatist 'inferiority' ones or those that are born out of suspicion and hate38… And this 
is why the opposing sides met soon after the battle dust had settled to talk matters over 
… with the fighting over, we harbored nothing but respect for one another … Our 
civilized people know this.39  
 How should Kissinger have formulated his message to Egypt more respectfully, 
avoiding the insulting tone and content that may have further goaded Sadat to regain 
his nation's honor by going to war?  
The solution: In a society like Egypt, respect, i.e., what people say about you, has 
survival value of the first degree. This is not a society with an internal locus of control, 
where people attribute less significance to what others say about them. A person with 
an internal locus of control should bear in mind that he must constantly aim to preserve 
and nurture the respect of the party with an external locus of control, no matter how 
strange it seems that the other party is so dependent on his words while he, with his 
internal locus of control, depends on no one in this way. In all his contacts with a 
person, he must remember to exercise some caution, though the amount will 
decrease as the foundation of the relationship is cemented. Addressing someone 
characterized by the Eastern thinking paradigm, Kissinger should have spoken in kind. 
Rather than emphasizing the real world, based on hard facts (critical thinking) that 
Egypt found particularly humiliating, he might have noted that Egypt had fought 
bravely, as everyone knew; that the Egyptian army was currently far stronger than it 
had been during the Six-Day War (1967), and that in the negotiations he was proposing 
there would be no winners and no losers. Trying to convey his message, Kissinger 
should have used the principle of respect, not the principle of critical thinking. 

                                                 
37 Sadat, 1978, p. 217. 
38 Ibid., p. 312. 
39 Ibid, p. 238. 
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Kissinger: In realistic terms you are the losing side…(critical thinking).  You fought 
bravely and you deserve the peace of the brave (respect). 
 
Problem 23: Noah Kanarti, Israel's representative on water issues, maintained that the 
average Palestinian consumed 25% of the amount of water an average Israeli used, a 
figure that was probably correct but implied the need to divide the water resources 
unequally. The Palestinians were most offended, as Abu Ala explains: "At the start of 
the talks Noah tried to humiliate the whole Palestinian delegation by stating that the 
average Palestinian needs a quarter of the amount of water that an Israeli does. The 
inescapable conclusion was that the Israeli is cleaner than the Palestinian. I was barely 
able to control myself. In subsequent meetings I would ask Noah mockingly if he would 
allow me to drink water. He would answer jokingly, 'Just a few drops.'"40 The result 
was that Abu Ala stubbornly demanded that Israel recognize the Palestinians' "water 
rights."41 How should the Israeli representative have dealt with the figures regarding 
water consumption? And how could he have mitigated the affront? 
The solution: The fact that the Palestinians use less water does not imply that they 
deserve less. However, this situation calls for a rethink: Why do people with an Eastern 
thinking paradigm often feel humiliated in encounters with those with a Western 
thinking paradigm? It may be because the technological and developmental advances 
of people is clearly noticeable in many areas. They lack any sense of inferiority, 
making it difficult to put themselves in another's shoes. In this case, the Palestinians' 
feeling of humiliation led them to harden their position. Even Abu Ala's self-
deprecating question of whether or not he could drink should have evoked an act or 
statement of apology and respect.  
 As we have seen, the cynical humor used to express an individual's self-
admiration is incomprehensible to people; it only exacerbates the problem. An 
answer in terms of "we," not "I," will generally be better received by a person 
because he conceives himself more as part of a group than as an individual and tends 
to speak himself in this vein. In the world, moreover, it is preferable to begin a 
statement with the other, not with oneself. Rather than, "We ask you to forgive us," it's 
preferable to declare: "You know how much we respect you." 

                                                 
40 Arabic, p. 354. 
41 Savir, 1998, p. 243. 
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Noah Kanarti: Just a few drops (admiration).  You know how much we respect you 
and we had no intention of offending you (respect). 
 These different thinking paradigms embody different principles; this case calls 
for respect, not admiration. Either way, it's important to pay attention to the "grammar 
rules" of each thinking paradigm: 
I  we 
We respect you  You know that we respect you.  
 
Problem 24: Ariel Sharon was proud of having refused to shake hands with Yasser 
Arafat who, he claimed, was a terrorist and a murderer. Once Sharon arrived 
unexpectedly at a dinner at which Arafat was present, just as everyone was about to be 
seated. "This was an awkward moment," Madeleine Albright, the U.S. Secretary of 
State relates. "Well aware of this [Sharon's attitude toward him] Arafat gave Sharon a 
little semi-salute, which Sharon seemed to ignore. During the meal Sharon did much of 
the talking, trying to be gregarious. I considered it odd, however, that Sharon talked 
about Palestinians in the third person with Arafat and his delegation sitting there at the  
table. Sharon said he was a rancher who had always gotten along well with  Palestinians 
and admired them for their productivity as farmers. When Arafat complained that the 
Palestinian farmers in Gaza were starving, Sharon replied: 'Mr. Chairman, they are 
not.'"42 
What were Sharon's mistakes? 
The solution: Having one's greeting ignored would be an insult to anyone, but 
especially to a person, for whom connection with the other is paramount. Even more 
offensive, perhaps, is hearing oneself consistently referred to in the third person, as if 
one isn't there. Sharon flaunts his vanity further by bragging how well he got on with 
the Palestinians. He does not indicate that they got on well with him; he is obviously 
not directing his thinking vector outward nor conferring respect on the Palestinians. 
Stating that he admires the productivity of the Palestinian farmers is another form of 
stroking the ego that people find hard to understand or accept. Though attuned to 
the Palestinians' personal capabilities, he is oblivious to the respect they arouse in their 
surroundings. Finally, Sharon directly challenges Arafat with the comment, "They are 
not starving." It can reasonably be assumed that a person who is truly engaged in a 
                                                 
42 Albright, 2003, p. 210. 
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peace-making process would never express himself like this: he is less directed to the 
truth and more to the relationship, and Sharon's statement is insulting. 
Sharon: I always got on well with the Palestinians (admiration).  The Palestinians 
always got on well with me (respect). 
Sharon: I admire their productivity as farmers (admiration).  Everyone respects their 
industriousness and capabilities (respect). 
Sharon: Mr. Chairman, they are not starving (assertiveness).  It is difficult for both 
sides (identification). 
 
Problem 25: At the Camp David peace talks between Israel and Egypt, Israel's Defense 
Minister Ezer Weizmann tried to bring the countries' two leaders closer together. 
Approaching Egypt's President Sadat, Weizmann tried to explain to him what 
Menachem Begin, the Israeli prime minister, was feeling: "The past few months have 
been difficult for Begin because of the many attacks and insults that have been hurled 
at him by the Egyptian media. You have to understand our prime minister. His honor 
was attacked, and our people protect the honor of our leaders as they protect that of 
their forefathers, just as you do." Sadat replied: "I absolutely did not intend this. If I 
have offended Mr. Begin, I apologize. You should know that my feelings about a 
person's honor are always paramount. For me, respect for others stands above all else. 
For example, I never smoked in front of my father, even after I was elected president."43 
Weizmann approached Sadat appropriately, in the language of respect that the Egyptian 
president understood. This gives rise to the question: What are the typical mistakes that 
a person with a Western thinking paradigm makes when offended by an Eastern 
thinking individual?  
The solution: Frequently a person will deal with an insult by simply ignoring it. 
This conveys a message of arrogance and distancing to the person, who is 
accustomed to contact. The tactic is therefore liable to intensify the confrontational 
situation. Firm reactions, e.g., "I'm not prepared for you to speak to me in this way," 
are incomprehensible to a person, who has not experienced the process of 
separation. Speech originating in the ego is foreign to him. Considering the person he 
was addressing, Weizmann directed his own thinking vector outward in several ways:  

                                                 
43 Weizmann, 1981, p. 321. 
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 "You have to understand," he said, using authoritativeness (which will be 
discussed below); 

  "...our people protect the honor of our leaders as they protect that of their 
forefathers"—the first person "we" and the language of respect; "just as you do" 
indicate identification (which will also be discussed below).  

 Similarly, Sadat's replies to Weizmann use authoritativeness ("You have to 
know") while employing the language of respect. "We" speech as opposed to "I" 
speech, an approach emanating from respect and emphasizing mutuality and 
commonality, is likely to produce the best results in this kind of situation because it 
completes the transformation of the Westerner's thinking vector from inside to out. 
Weizmann: I'm not prepared for you to speak about us like this (assertiveness).  You 
should know that we protect our honor just as you do (respect + identification + 
authoritativeness). 
 
Problem 26: In 1982, during the first Lebanon war, the Christian leader Bashir 
Gemayal won Lebanon's presidential election under the IDF's patronage. In an upbeat 
mood, the young president came to Israel for a meeting with Israel's Prime Minister 
Menachem Begin, expecting to be congratulated enthusiastically for their joint victory. 
Begin had asked him to make an immediate appearance,44 but Gemayel was then forced 
to wait about two hours to see him. Begin was having an unanticipated meeting with an 
emissary of Ronald Reagan, and the prime minister was presented with a particularly 
unpalatable peace plan. By the time he entered the meeting with Gemayal, Begin was 
depressed and angry. He did not respond to Gemayel's warm hug, offering just a cold 
handshake in return. When champagne glasses were raised in the hall, Begin made a 
flowery welcome speech ominously laced with hints about settling old accounts. 
Gemayal, for his part, expressed his thanks in the most general terms. Then the two 
retired to an adjacent room, accompanied by a handful of advisers. Begin opened with 
an attack that continued to the end of the meeting.  
 Begin: Where do we stand on the peace agreement? 
 Gemayal: We are with you in the long gamble of genuine, not artificial peace. I 
don't decide alone about signing an agreement of this kind. There is no justification for 
a quick signing. 
                                                 
44 Shultz, 1993, p. 99. 
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 Begin interrupted him angrily: "We think that your first act as president should 
be to visit Jerusalem, or at least Tel Aviv. This kind of visit is important to calm the 
Israeli people about your intentions and your desire for normal relations in the future. 
Was this not the reason we entered the war and paid for it with hundreds of lives?" 
 Gemayal refused to commit himself. Ignoring him, Begin announced the date for 
signing the peace agreement: December 31, 1982. Gemayal protested that he needed 
more time, up to a year; meanwhile he would ensure that normalization and open 
borders with Lebanon would "achieve twenty times more than your commerce with 
Egypt." He added, with clear excitement, "I promise I will be the second [Arab] 
president to visit the Knesset." Begin's response was to admonish him for the fact that 
the IDF conducted all the fighting in Beirut without the help of Gemayel's Christian 
Phalange.  
 On his return to Beirut, Gemayal said to his father: "He treated me like a child."45 
In retribution, Israel embarrassed Gemayel by leaking to the media that the summit 
conference had taken place.46 The relationship deteriorated to such a point that Gemayel 
forbade his staff from meeting with Israelis. Begin then agreed to apologize, but did so 
half-heartedly.47 Shortly after their meeting, Bashir Gemayel was killed by a bomb 
placed in his Phalange headquarters.  
 Where did Begin err? How should he have behaved? 
The solution: In a world governed by respect, a person who is told to show up 
immediately and then made to wait two hours will not take the matter lightly. Begin, a 
person, had arranged his meetings carefully, but he obviously considered the 
meeting with Reagan's emissary more important than the meeting with Gemayel. 
Assuming that Gemayel would understand that an unexpected situation had arisen, 
Begin totally disregarded the respect that should have been accorded Gemayel. 
Compounding the affront, Begin went on speaking critically to Gemayel: After Israel 
sacrificed its soldiers for the sake of the Christians in Lebanon, now the Christians must 
at least sign a peace treaty with Israel. Gemayel heard Begin's reproach clearly  and 
took offense. As noted above,  the way a message is delivered is more important to a 
person than its contents. Begin failed to understand the heavy social and political 
constraints upon Gemayel: living in a society where respect reigns, Lebanon's new 
                                                 
45 Schiff, 1984, pp. 288, 291. (H) 
46 Grosbard, 2006, p. 285. 
47 Schiff, 1984, p. 307. (H) 
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president could not permit himself to be branded a traitor. Begin's leak about the 
existence of the meeting not only embarrassed Gemayel; it may have hastened his 
demise. In a society that gives so much weight to both respect and shame, media leaks 
can be catastrophic. Considerable caution is required.  
 Gemayel's murder was essentially no different from the "honor killings" of 
women accused of having offended their family's honor, a widespread phenomenon in 
Arab society. In a society, this kind of murder serves to erase the family's or the 
group's shame. What one doesn't see doesn't exist, and the stain of sin is therefore 
removed. Had Begin demonstrated the same respect for Gemayel that he had shown 
previously for the Christians, publicly identifying with them, the outcome might have 
been dramatically different. 
Begin: We fought on your behalf, and you must at least sign a peace agreement with us 
(assertiveness + critical thinking).  The Jewish people respects the Christian minority 
in Lebanon and identifies with it because our fates are similar. We will build good 
relations in secret until you let us know that you are ready for another step (respect + 
identification). 
 
Problem 27: How should a person with a Western thinking paradigm convey a message 
to one with an Eastern thinking paradigm? Is it helpful to emphasize the message with 
terms such as "in truth," "in my opinion," or "I believe," which have an orientation? 
Would phrases with an orientation, e.g., "everyone knows," "I mean what I say," or 
"We will prove to you" be more productive? 
The solution: The way people tend to regard themselves may seem conceited and 
pretentious to people. Listen to Abu Mazen's view of himself: "PLO circles and the 
Fatah cadres accepted what I told them without question because they knew me not to 
exaggerate or understate. I always used to limit my words to describing events exactly 
as they were. Thus my supporters and the opposition accepted my words at face 
value."48 Two weeks after the Yom Kippur War, Sadat sent the following message to 
the Israeli Prime Minister, Golda Meir: "When I threatened war, I meant it. When I talk 
of peace now, I mean it."49 In a society, the moral of a tale is generally spelled out; 
the individual is not left to reach his own conclusions since the society is by no means 
                                                 
48 Abbas, 1995, p. 166. 
49 Kissinger, 1999, p. 355. 
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sure he will reach the "correct" ones on his own. In a society, people tend to ask 
open questions, placing the other person at the center and allowing him freedom to 
express himself. In societies the tendency is to use rhetorical questions, which push 
the person towards the answer his interlocutor wants ("Don’t you want to do this?!"). 
A person will generally avoid praising himself in order to persuade the other of his 
honest intentions. He prefers to let his suggestions or argument speak for themselves, 
allowing the other person to reach his conclusions independently. However, when 
relating to a society, where form generally trumps content and impression is no less 
important than essence, a person should feel confident about blowing his own 
trumpet: this is precisely what the individual expects. Silence on the part of the 
person, implying that the other party can come to his own conclusions regarding 
trust, in fact paradoxically leads to distrust in society, where it is assumed that a 
person will glorify himself in order to persuade the other; failing to do so transmits the 
message that even he doesn't believe in himself. Despite feelings of discomfort or 
artificiality this may arouse, the person is advised to deliver messages with an 
outwardly-directed thinking vector. Expressions like "in truth," "in my opinion," and "I 
believe," because they emanate from the self are widely used in societies with an 
internal locus of control, but remain beyond the grasp of societies with an external locus 
of control. Even the message of peace must be conveyed with the help of an Eastern, 
not a Western, thinking paradigm.  
Sadat: We really want peace (assertiveness).  Everyone knows that when we talk of 
peace we mean it (respect). 
 
Problem 28: Madeleine Albright arranged a dinner at Camp David to break the ice 
between Israeli and Palestinian negotiators. It was a dismal failure. Shlomo Ben-Ami, 
the Israeli foreign minister, describes the event: "Ehud [Barak] did not exchange a 
single word with Arafat, didn't look in his direction, just sat with his arms folded, as if 
he were there against his will. Arafat tried to be friendly, to relax, to be buddies with 
Ehud, but to no avail."50 How can we understand these behavioral differences? 
The solution: A person may refuse to shake another person's hand, avoid talking 
to him, or maintain a poker face—all in order to convey, dramatically, his displeasure 
and anger. Likewise, he can refuse to attend a meeting; here too the message will be 
                                                 
50 Ben-Ami, 2004, p. 201. 



 
 

42 
 

obvious. He cannot conceive of any situation in which he is not conveying a message. 
Barak, however, is a person. Though he is prepared to attend a meeting aimed at 
bringing him and his opponents closer together, his behavior clearly declares that he 
needs no one. His is a world of separateness, where one person can be indifferent to the 
other or ignore him—a situation that barely exists in the  world. When Barak refuses 
to meet with Arafat, he does so not in anger (the Arabs' approach toward Israel for 
years), but because he has no interest or need to relate to him and his erratic behavior. 
Arafat, on the other hand, implores, flatters, makes every effort to connect and convey 
a sense of emotional closeness in order to further the meeting's social objective. None 
of this prevents him from breaking agreements and operating as he pleases the 
following day, but at the dinner table he plays the role of an actor who sees nothing 
wrong in flattery and pleading; on the contrary, these are legitimate means of 
developing a relationship. One could conclude that Arafat, a person, is committed 
to the goal of the encounter while Barak is committed solely to himself. For Arafat, the 
result is doubtlessly humiliating.  
 Indeed, the Palestinians could not fathom Ehud Barak's behavior; after all, it was 
he who initiated the Camp David summit. Abu Ala described his surprise, noting 
particularly that Barak never tried to meet face to face with Arafat: "I often wondered 
why he came to the summit. Was it merely out of courtesy to Clinton, as it did not seem 
to be his intention to talk directly to Arafat even though he was the only Palestinian 
leader able to take the difficult decisions? Abu Ammar [Arafat] himself wondered why 
Clinton did not insist on such a meeting."51 To people, Barak's behavior was 
incomprehensibly narcissistic. Anger is preferable to disregard, because it focuses on 
the other. Disregard is perceived as arrogance, the ultimate offense. 
Barak: I am not obligated to my opposite number or to the social rules of this meeting 
(assertiveness + critical thinking).  It is not productive to disregard the other and 
disobey the social rules of this meeting; such behavior is humiliating to others and 
doesn't move anything forward (respect). 
 
Problem 29:  During the negotiations at Wye Plantation in October 1998, the 
Palestinian delegation headed by Arafat entered the room where the Israeli delegation, 
led by Prime Minister Netanyahu and Foreign Minister Ariel Sharon, were sitting. 
                                                 
51 Quray, 2008b, p. 258. 
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Seeing Sharon, Arafat extended his arm toward him in a kind of salute. Ignoring him, 
Sharon did not go shake Arafat's hand as the other Israelis did. How did the Palestinians 
react? 
The solution: The Arab man-in-the-street said that Arafat was mocking Sharon. He 
raised his hand derisively toward Sharon as if to say: "In Beirut, during the Lebanon 
War, you bombed my headquarters and tried to eliminate me; you called me a war 
criminal and said that you would never negotiate with me. And now look: I'm facing 
you and you're negotiating with me."52 It is interesting to note that, on the surface at 
least, Arafat showed respect for Sharon; Sharon did not reciprocate, and the Palestinians 
therefore had no choice but to protect their leader and mock Sharon. Humiliation of a 
person leaves him no choice but to try to regain his social status. Therefore, even in 
a bitter confrontation with a person, one should try to demonstrate respect toward 
him, enabling him to establish contact in the future without first having to reestablish 
his sense of respect. 
Sharon: Ignores Arafat's presence (assertiveness).  Salutes Arafat in return (respect).

                                                 
52 Rubinstein, 2001, p. 156. 
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IDENTIFICATION 

 
Research background 
Human relationships are the linchpins of traditional-collectivist () society. Unlike a 
collection of individuals who think in "I" terms, focus on themselves, aspire to self-
realization, and relate to others according to the fundamental rules and organization of 
a democratic regime, traditional-collectivist society uses identification processes1 to 
establish relationships based on the family model, wherein the individual primarily 
feels his similarity to others. The Bible, one of the major narratives of traditional-
collectivist society, commands: "You shall love your neighbor as yourself."2 This  
directive does not call for understanding the other from a state of separateness where 
individuals may disagree and offer differing opinions. Thus, in a situation of empathy 
the listener maintains his freedom, understands but does not necessarily concur, while 
in identification he both agrees with the other and relinquishes his own position. A 
common image of identification is to "put yourself in someone else's shoes" and see the 
world through the other's eyes. Obedience and rote learning, for example, represent 
identification processes: the individual feels that he is part of the other. Pity, an 
individual's capacity to feel what another feels, is based on identification. The 
widespread use of the mechanism of identification characterizes an individual who has 
not separated from his group or developed the capacity for independent thinking, who 
is less attuned to his own interests and more concerned about the quality of his 
relationships. His gaze, therefore, is frequently directed outwardly, toward getting to 
know the other and interacting with him, and less directed inwardly, where doubts and 
introspection can leave the individual on his own. He is more likely to react than to 
assertively pronounce his opinion or suggest new ideas. 
 In an encounter between a and a person, therefore, the former must listen 
more intently, restrain himself from expressing his opinion, and be prepared to give up 
some of his self-centeredness for the sake of the relationship. Communication among 
individuals in a society with an external locus of control is sometimes non-verbal, and 
a person is expected to read the other's situation and take it into consideration. The 
                                                 
1 For a definition of identification, see Laplanche & Pontalis, 1988, p. 205. For more on identification, 
see the sources in the Further Reading List at the end of the book. 
2 Leviticus, 19:18 
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pitfall for a person with an internal locus of control is his tendency to say freely what 
is on his mind, assuming that his counterpart will do the same. He is likely to be focused 
on himself, his own thoughts and ideas, while his counterpart is focused on him. This 
asymmetrical situation—one person focused on himself and the other focused on the 
one who's focused on himself—increases the prospect of a relationship failure. 
 
Problem 1: During the War of Independence many Israeli soldiers fell into Jordanian 
captivity. Eliyahu Sasson, the Israeli emissary, was invited to a banquet given by King 
Abdullah I of Jordan, with whom he had developed a close relationship. Sasson 
intended  to ask the king to release the prisoners. How should he have gone about this? 
The solution: "At the end of the meal, before Eliyahu Sasson and King Abdullah went 
their own ways," Eliyahu's son Moshe recalls, "the king approached my father and as 
was his custom embraced him warmly, holding him very close. At that moment my 
father put his hand into the king's sash [a wide belt that is not meant to hold up the 
king's trousers]…a gesture that for Hashemites is of particular significance, indicating 
that a person who is very close to the king or tribal leader has an important wish, and 
given his closeness to the guest, the king must grant his wish]. King Abdullah withdrew 
slightly from my father and said in these very words: 'Elias [Eliyahu], I beseech you, 
request the possible. Please do not request the impossible;  you know that I will not 
refuse you, so please don't make it difficult for me.'" 
 "My father replied immediately that he was requesting only the possible—to 
return the prisoners of war. 'Ultimately you'll give them back to us. Why would you 
want to continue holding them, and providing them with sustenance? A leader such as 
you, with the values of the Hashemites, cannot behave without humanity. Returning 
them to their homes follows the Hashemite tradition and will be seen as a noble 
Hashemite act, and also will be received as a gesture toward the more beautiful future 
that is expected from now on between you and Israel.'"3 Sasson's request was accepted 
and the prisoners were indeed released. 
 We see that it is difficult for King Abdullah, a leader with an Eastern-thinking 
paradigm and a person, to refuse someone close to him. He identifies with him, 
reveals his weaknesses to him, and suggests what he should and should not ask. This is 
the nature of relationships in a society with an external locus of control, wherein a 
                                                 
3 Sasson, 204, p. 144. 
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person is dependent on his friend, responsible for him, and able to speak in his stead. 
Sasson, for his part, explains Hashemite values to the king in a way that might offend 
a person. Proud of his values, however, the king is in no way embarrassed about 
these behavioral norms or by Sasson's request that he comply with them. In Abdullah's 
society, the social norms take precedence over the individual's desires, and relationships 
between individuals are an outcome of their observance of those values. Though 
different societies have different customs, they all use the mechanism of 
identification. Thus for a person, closeness is often the key to achieving his goal.  
We would like to reach an agreement with you on returning the prisoners (critical 
thinking).  At that moment my father put his hand into the king's sash…and requested 
the return of the prisoners (identification). 
 
Problem 2: It is sometimes difficult for people to indulge in the physical 
expressions of closeness that are widespread in societies. Americans, for instance, 
find the ritual embraces and kisses characteristic of Arab society somewhat bizarre. 
Martin Indyk, former U.S. ambassador to Israel, relates how they called Arafat's 
ceremony of kissing, beginning on his counterpart's cheek and continuing to the 
forehead, "the full package." Their policy decision was to try to avoid these kisses 
between Arafat and American officials. How did the Americans solve the problem, and 
how might they have solved it more successfully? 
The solution: Before the signing ceremony of the Oslo Accords in September 1993, 
the Americans conveyed a message to Arafat that in their society a handshake is the 
accepted method of greeting, not a kiss. They developed a technique that Bill Clinton  
used to avoid these kisses: "Shaking hands with the right hand while placing the left 
hand firmly on the bicep of Arafat's right arm so that he would be unable to embrace 
and kiss his greeter."4 Indyk relates that Arafat was aware of the routine and even 
laughed every time Indyk placed his hand on Arafat's arm. Arafat, however, didn't give 
up. Years later, when the Hebron Agreement was announced, Arafat took advantage of 
a moment when Indyk was unprepared, and kissed him in his way. Another person 
might have been offended, or at least have had reservations, about close contact with a 
person. Physical closeness seems to threaten the person to some extent, possibly 
because he has separated from the group and therefore requires an impenetrable 
                                                 
4 Clinton, 2005, p. 538; Indyk, 2009, p. 78. 
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personal space around him. In cultures, on the other hand, interpersonal 
communication generally takes place with more physical closeness, which encourages 
identification. A Western-thinking individual should try to become accustomed to this 
when dealing with Eastern-thinking individuals. 
United States: In our culture it is accepted to shake hands and not to kiss. We hope you 
accept this with understanding (empathy).  Physical contact of kisses and embraces 
(identification).  
 
Problem 3: Ehud Barak, Israel's prime minister, describes his meeting with Yasser 
Arafat, chairman of the Palestinian Authority: "I arrived early…and he arrived. Arafat 
approached me with a facial expression that was something of a smile but not of 
happiness, possibly of inquisitiveness, wide-eyed…he took my hand in both of his, 
lifted them close to his chest, looked at me and said: 'I've been waiting for this meeting.' 
And I said to him: 'I've also been waiting…' What surprised me were his white hands 
and his soft and slightly trembling voice, which leaves one with an impression of 
physical fragility. This really captivates you at the beginning. But I've been following 
him long enough to know that he uses it to serve his interests."5 Is Barak correct that 
these behaviors are a well-planned exercise aimed at scoring points? 
The solution: A person is liable to be alarmed by unaccustomed physical closeness; 
he may feel that such proximity disarms him. In such a situation he is not capable of 
being uncompromising (manifesting assertiveness), or of thinking critically. A 
person can function more easily in such close situations with no individuation, and 
protect himself, his views, and his wishes. On the other hand, a person also has 
legitimate ways of scoring points, e.g., through rational justification of his positions 
(critical thinking), even though this may sometimes be little more than rationalization. 
The ability of a person to share physical closeness beyond his comfort zone will be 
appreciated by the other party, just as a person who makes an effort to adapt himself 
to a person is appreciated. 
Barak: I've been following him long enough to know that he uses this to serve his 
interests (critical thinking).  It can serve both our interests (identification).  
 

                                                 
5 Adelist, 2003, p. 90. 
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Problem 4: Israel's Defense Minister Ezer Weizmann describes the quality of the 
physical contact he created with President Anwar Sadat: Weizmann sat so close to him 
that he could feel Sadat's breath on his face, and didn't hesitate to lightly touch Sadat's 
hand.6 "I looked at him again and again. I couldn't take my eyes off him. He was very 
elegantly dressed. His dark-blue suit was well cut. His face, so close to mine, emitted a 
scent of after-shave. Throughout the discussion I looked him squarely in the eyes. I 
stared into the pupils themselves, as if wanting to extract what was hidden behind them. 
I tried to guess what was happening in the depths of his soul. For a long time a covert 
contest was being played out: Who would look away first? I didn't flinch. I held a deep 
and penetrating gaze."7 Another time he smelled Sadat's after-shave and asked 
smilingly, "Aramis?" Sadat chuckled in response.8 In their joint photographs, 
Weizmann (like President Jimmy Carter) is positioned very close to his Egyptian 
colleagues.9 How is this different from the usual behavior of people?  
The solution: people tend to relate less to the body, to smells, touch, looks, clothes, 
etc. For them, content is the essence, while for people content is but one detail, not 
necessarily the most important. Gazing directly into another's eyes could be interpreted 
as aggression, but also as intimacy. Weizmann seems unfazed by potential intimacy or 
misinterpretation, which is why he managed to bridge the intercultural gap. 
Focusing on content (critical thinking).  Narrowing the distance and focusing on gaze 
and smell (identification). 
 
Problem 5: How did Israel's Defense Minister Weizmann behave at his first meeting 
with Sadat during the Egyptian president's visit to Jerusalem? 
The solution: Weizmann, still recuperating from an injury, saluted Sadat 
unconventionally: "I lifted myself out of my wheelchair and raised my walking stick in 
a military salute, as if it were a rifle. President Ephraim Katzir was stunned, Begin was 
embarrassed, Foreign Minister Yitzhak Shamir didn't understand what was happening; 
Sadat, however, burst out laughing, which infected everyone."10 Weizmann had no 
hesitation about playing the fool, and used it to create a direct bond with Sadat, unlike 
                                                 
6 Weizmann, 1981, p. 47. 
7 Ibid., p. 49. 
8 Haber, 1980, p. 266. (H) 
9 In Haber's book, Year of the Dove, in the photograph facing page 241, for example, Weizmann is 
photographed embracing General Ali. 
10 Weizmann, 1981, p. 33. 
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the other Israelis, who created more distant, "correct" relationships. A person is 
likely to establish closeness and identification by means of embraces and kisses, humor, 
childish behavior, friendly taunts, etc., and Sadat indeed responded instantly to 
Weizmann's invitation to closeness with loud laughter.  
Weizmann shakes Sadat's hand warmly (empathy).  Weizmann salutes with his 
walking stick…Sadat bursts out laughing (identification). 
 
Problem 6: Despite his leg injury, Weizmann wanted to accompany Sadat to the airport 
for his departure. He describes the scene: "'Where are you going?' Sadat asked. 'I'm 
going to the airport to say goodbye to you,' I said. 'Go to the hospital!' he said. The tone 
of his voice was that of a military order. 'Allah ma'ak! [God be with you!]' I said in 
Arabic. Sadat gripped me strongly and gave me a kiss. He seemed very moved. I too 
was moved. And at that moment he whispered in my ear, 'We will continue to be in 
touch through Ceausescu.'"11 What did Weizmann do to enhance the bond? 
The solution: Weizmann aroused deep feelings in Sadat by declaring that he wanted to 
accompany him to the airport. Sadat reacted with a command, warm and affectionate, 
but still a command. A person unfamiliar with this style might have been offended 
by such a military order, but Weizmann responds with an Arabic blessing. Knowing a 
few expressions in the person's language undoubtedly helps promote closeness. 
Making an effort to speak another person's language, even a few isolated words, 
naturally arouses sympathy and fosters bonding. In this case the use of the name "God," 
common to both religions, also enhanced both parties' sense of unity. Moved, Sadat 
kisses Weizmann, who is also touched. Now they stand together. As a final gesture, 
Sadat gives Weizmann a gift: a promise that their contacts will continue. 
Weizmann apologizes that he cannot accompany Sadat to the airport because of his 
injury (critical thinking).  Despite his injury, Weizmann expresses the wish to 
accompany Sadat to the airport (identification). 
Sadat: Go to the hospital! 
Weizmann: You're right (critical thinking).  Allah ma'ak! (identification). 
 

                                                 
11 Ibid., p. 54. 
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Problem 7: At the peace conference, Israel's Defense Minister Ezer Weizmann was 
about to meet Egypt's new Minister of War, Kamal Hassan Ali, who had replaced 
General Gamasy. Weizmann regretted Sadat's appointment of Ali because he had 
worked hard to develop a close relationship with Gamasy. Now he wished to create a 
similar relationship with Gamasy's replacement, Ali. How should he have gone about 
this? 
The solution: Weizmann writes that he didn't wait for the official opening of the peace 
conference to meet the new minister. He called Ali, who was staying in the same hotel. 
"General Ali," he said, "I'm coming to say hello," and went down to Ali's room. "I've 
heard about you from the President and from General Gamasy," said Ali, "I very much 
wanted to meet you." Weizmann restrained himself from asking about Gamasy, and the 
two chatted amicably. The following day Ali called Weizmann: "I'd like to visit you 
and pay my respects," he said. 'Tfadal, [fine]' I said. When he arrived, he said, 'Ezer,' 
addressing me by my first name, 'do you know that I have a souvenir of your air force?' 
He exposed part of his stomach, revealing a scar. 'General Ali,' I said with a smile, 'I 
apologize, retroactively.'" Weizmann manages to create a close, respectful connection, 
which Ali reciprocates both by his return visit and his intimate personal story. In fact, 
he arrived at Weizmann's door accompanied by a TV crew so that the whole world 
could see the meeting between them, a move which Weizmann naturally welcomed.12 
Close contact with a person sometimes requires gestures that go beyond official 
procedures. 
Weizmann: Waiting for the official meeting (critical thinking).  Initiating a private 
meeting (identification). 
 
Problem 8: King Hussein's plea for forgiveness after the murder of seven Israeli girls 
by a Jordanian soldier will long be remembered. This is how Israeli Prime Minister 
Binyamin Netanyahu describes it: "To my dying day I will not forget the time that King 
Hussein came with me to visit the seven families mourning for their twelve-year-old 
daughters, school students, who were shot by a crazy Jordanian soldier. He knelt down 
in front of the families, in front of the mothers and the fathers, and cried. Tears flowed 
from his eyes when he said: 'Please, please forgive me. Please forgive me.'"13 Not 
                                                 
12 Ibid., p. 355. 
13 Binyamin Netanyahu at a demonstration in Washington, D.C. on April 15, 2002.  
http://www.internationalwallofprayer.org/A-009-Netanyahu-Washington-Rally.html 
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content with an apology only, Hussein also sent a million dollars to be distributed to 
the schoolgirls' families. How does the king's request for forgiveness differ from a 
typical Western apology? 
The solution: In a society with an external locus of control, an individual requesting 
forgiveness is not absolved until forgiven by the other party. Contrary to the empathic 
Western "I'm sorry," which fulfills the obligation of the person apologizing, a request 
for forgiveness in society both comes from and is directed to people who are 
mutually dependent and identified with each other. Imploring, which is considered 
undignified in society, indicates a lack of separateness and an effort to activate the 
other. For these very reasons it is acceptable in society. In this case, the king's plea 
is even more poignant. Hussein insisted that the visit be shown on Jordanian television 
despite the fury he knew this would arouse among the extremist groups in Jordan.14 In 
a society where the citizens by and large identify with their sovereign, his televised 
behavior was clearly meant to serve as a model for all aspects of his country's 
relationship with Israel.  
King Hussein: I'm sorry for what happened (empathy)  Please, please forgive me 
(identification). 
 
Problem 9: Ezer Weizmann, the Israeli Defense Minister, often spoke with Egyptians 
who had been wounded in wars with Israel. He wanted to hear where the incidents took 
place, in what context, and precisely what had happened.15 What was the effect of his 
behavior? 
The solution: Touching on the most painful, difficult aspects of conflict between 
nations—injury and bereavement—Weizmann did not flinch from hearing the minute 
details of events. He identified with the Egyptians' suffering, and because identification 
is always symmetrical, this was an invitation for them to identify with Israeli suffering. 
Very few leaders have acted like this in encounters with societies. "God is in 
the details," goes the English saying. Inquiring about details attests to one's involvement 
and arouses identification in the other. 
Avoiding contact with the other side's wounded (critical thinking).  Close contact 
with the other side's wounded (identification). 
                                                 
14 Shlaim, 2009, p. 487. 
15 Weizmann, 1981, p. 277. 
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Problem 10: Upon his election as Israel's prime minister in 1999, Ehud Barak declared 
to the media: "If I were a Palestinian youth, I would be participating in the activities of 
the terror organizations." What was the Palestinians' reaction? 
The solution: Barak did not say: "I understand the Palestinians' pain." Doing so would 
have expressed empathy. Because empathy is based on understanding and not 
necessarily on agreement, this would not have sufficed for the Palestinians. Barak might 
have added, "...but I don't agree with using terrorism." However, he chose to identify 
with the Palestinians, clearly stating that were he in their shoes, he would behave as 
they do. This kind of statement is often voiced by people who identify with the 
other as an entity not separate from themselves.  
 Abu Ala's response is thus unsurprising: "We viewed Barak's statement as 
evidence of recognition of the suffering of the Palestinian people and a kind of indirect 
request for forgiveness. Israel may well be turning over a new leaf…because this 
confession represents a way of getting closer to us, of recognizing us and our natural 
rights."16 Clearly, anyone wishing to create a bond with a person should identify 
with him, utilizing sentences such as, "If I were you, I would…," rather than 
maintaining an empathic distance reflected, for example, in a statement like this: "I 
understand the difficulty…" The thinking vector in the former is directed outward, 
while in the latter it is directed inward in order to understand the difficulty. Talking in 
a way that encourages introspection is liable to be incomprehensible or even threatening 
to people. 
Barak: I understand your suffering (empathy).  If I were a Palestinian youth, I would 
participate in the activities of the terror organizations (identification). 
 
Problem 11: When Weizmann wanted to clarify Israel's security problems for Sadat, 
he said: "I suggest you send us an Egyptian military delegation. Choose four or five 
generals headed by [Minister of War] Gamasy, who will visit the West Bank and the 
Gaza Strip. We will receive them most respectfully and listen to their opinions. We 
would like to hear how they would solve Israel's security problems when the border 
returns to what it was in 1967, as you suggest, and after a Palestinian state will be 
established beyond this border, as you wish. I would like to hear your generals! I would 
                                                 
16 Quray, 2008b, p. 130. 
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like them to tell me where they would position the tanks. Where would they establish 
the emergency depots?"17 How did Sadat react? 
The solution: "Not a bad idea," Sadat replied. "I'll be in Cairo on Saturday and you'll 
get my answer."18 The fate of this proposal is not clear, but it combines respect for the 
other side with an opportunity to identify with Israel and to feel what Israel is feeling. 
In this way a person can invite a person to step into his shoes and to see the 
world through his eyes—the definition of identification. 
Weizmann: I assume that you can appreciate Israel's security problems (empathy).  I 
want you to come to us and tell us where you would position the tanks (identification). 
 
Problem 12: Danny Yatom, Prime Minister Ehud Barak's aide, recalls that every time 
he suggested to Barak that he meet more frequently with Arafat and display a more 
supportive attitude, Barak would answer along the lines of: "You'd think that if I serve 
him bourekas, we would solve the problems."19 More seriously, Barak explained: "The 
right time for a meeting between us will be when things have been arranged and are 
prepared for the leaders' decision."20 How did the Palestinians perceive his behavior? 
The solution: Relationship is the essence of society, and identification is the tool 
used to establish relationships. The Palestinians told Yossi Beilin, Israel's minister of 
justice, that Barak's almost total disregard of Arafat caused great damage. Personal 
relationships play a critical role in these kinds of situations, but Barak seemed to 
denigrate their significance.21 Other senior Palestinian officials described Barak as 
someone whose comfort zone lay in cold, logical arguments. Every step he took, they 
said, seemed as if it had been mulled over and then frozen in his brain. Arafat described 
him as "politically clumsy, frustrating, and lacking in personal contact."22 This is how 
people often experience people: logical, cold, distant, and most of all, arrogant. 
Israel's Prime Minister was clearly focused on the outcome, not the relationship—a 
classic tendency of people with a Western thinking paradigm such as Ehud Barak. 
Barak: The right time for a meeting between us will be when things have been arranged 
and are prepared for the leaders' decision (critical thinking).  I am ready to meet 
                                                 
17 Haber, 1980, p. 215. (H) 
18 Weizmann, 1981, p. 145. 
19 Yatom, 2009, p. 380. 
20 Rubinstein, 2003, p. 116. 
21 Beilin, 2001, p. 146. 
22 Rubinstein, 2003, p. 77. 
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Arafat anytime and anywhere, because the relationship is the essence without which 
nothing will be achieved (identification). 
 
Problem 13: Ezer Weizmann, Israel's defense minister, arrived in Egypt for a meeting 
with Sadat. He describes the meeting: "'Hey, Ezra,' the Egyptian president exclaimed 
loudly, 'are you still walking with your stick?' [Weizmann had been injured in a car 
accident.] I gritted my teeth again; I'd had it. I just couldn't bear the sight of an Israeli 
minister of defense limping to a meeting with the president of Egypt. I spun the walking 
stick around and despite the severe pain, threw it as far away as I could, accompanying 
the flight of the stick with a juicy Arabic curse: May your house be destroyed, you 
stupid stick!"23 How did the Egyptians react? 
The solution: Personal contact with a person can include curses, laughter, and an 
attitude that could be viewed as childish in society. But this is the nature of 
closeness. Weizmann describes the reaction: "For a second, maybe two, there was 
silence. The Egyptian driver and the security guards stood wide-eyed…Gamasy [the 
war minister] seemed somewhat shocked. And then President Sadat burst into loud, 
rolling laughter that infected everyone."24 It seems that the president's aides waited for 
his reaction, as might be expected, before adapting to it. This too is identification. 
Weizmann's use of a few Arabic words further intensified the closeness and sense of 
identification between the parties. When visiting the United States, Sadat would 
similarly insert one or two English sentences into his speeches.25 In this case, it was 
Sadat who began this very personal dialogue with its external locus of control. He did 
not ask Weizmann, "How is your leg?" or "How are you feeling?" Such open questions 
place the other in the center. Rather, he teases Weizmann: "Are you still walking with 
your stick?" This rhetorical question is characteristic primarily of a person: it 
activates the other and extracts a response in kind. Indeed, Weizmann  replies with an 
instinctive, childish reaction that creates closeness. 
Sadat: How are you feeling with your injury? (empathy).  Are you still walking with 
your stick? (identification). 
 

                                                 
23 Weizmann, 1981, p. 22. 
24 Ibid. 
25 Kamel, 1986, p. 27. 
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Problem 14: The U.S. secretary of state, Henry Kissinger, pointed out the difference 
between people with an open mind and those with an open heart. He received a message 
from Egypt that his call for realism was too reminiscent of the Israelis' position. "All 
Egypt wanted, we were told, was some assurance that we would meet with 'open hearts.' 
I knew too little about Egyptian psychology then to respond with comparable humanity; 
somewhat less poetically, I stated that we were prepared to enter the talks 'with an open 
mind to determine what useful role [we] can play in promoting a just settlement.'"26 
What is the difference between the "open heart" approach and the "open mind" 
approach? 
The solution: people tend to adopt a pattern of critical thinking that can be viewed 
as an "open mind," while people tend to identify with the other, which can be termed 
an "open heart" approach. Kissinger could have improved his response. 
Kissinger: We are prepared to meet you with an open mind (critical thinking).  We 
are also prepared to meet you with an open heart (identification). 
 
Problem 15: What does a person consider to be the most desirable kind of 
relationship? 
The solution: Sadat articulated what he felt was the most desirable quality of his 
relationship with Menachem Begin: 

We have to continue together. We're in the same boat. I don't want to harm 
Prime Minister Begin. I cannot harm him, because I would then be harming 
myself. I don't want to profit and I don't want it to be said of me that I 
defeated the Israelis. Absolutely not. It pains me to know what difficulties 
Menachem is now facing…of necessity it affects my situation. Maybe he 
thinks that he has to take certain steps that will influence me and my 
situation…we're in one boat and have to continue and to succeed. I 
understand your difficulties and you have to understand ours…I'm 
constantly trying to put myself in Menachem's shoes. If the situation is 
difficult for him, it becomes increasingly difficult for me as well.27 

 

                                                 
26 Kissinger, 1980, Vol. 3, p. 1336. (H) 
27 Ben-Elissar, 1995, p. 237. 
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 King Hussein of Jordan deeply understood the lack of security that many Israelis 
feel despite their military superiority over the Arabs. His feelings can be understood as 
identification with Israel. The king's family and close aides were fully aware how 
important it was for him to treat the Israelis with sensitivity. He instilled in the people 
around him the understanding that they needed to demonstrate sympathy and 
understanding toward the other party. As he explained to his son Abdullah: "When you 
are in discussions with an opponent, and at this point the Israelis are opponents, you 
have to put yourself in their shoes…you have to understand their concerns, their 
paranoia and their fears."28  
 King Hussein had great respect for Israeli Prime Minister Rabin, which 
strengthened over the years and became the key to progress on the Jordanian track. "We 
had a unique relationship," the king said wistfully after Rabin's death. "I felt he had 
placed himself in my position many times. I placed myself in his position. We did not 
try to score points off each other. We tried to develop something that was workable, 
that was acceptable to both our peoples, something that was balanced, something that 
was reasonable. And that's the approach we had and that's how we managed to get 
there."29 
 When the talks between the Jordanians and the Israelis became deadlocked, 
Majali, head of the Jordanian delegation, approached his team and said: "A good way 
to comprehend the depth of a problem is to try to put your feet in the shoes of the 
opposite party, and to understand why he thinks and acts in the way he does. Does 
anybody have a suggestion?"30 
 Saying "I understand that it is difficult for you"—the way a person with a Western 
thinking paradigm expresses empathy—is unsatisfactory and probably considered 
negatively, as unwelcome distance, by a person, who expects a feeling of 
togetherness and mutual responsibility. The image of putting oneself in the other's shoes 
and of seeing the world through his eyes describes the process of identification well. 
Sadat: I understand that it's difficult for you (empathy).  If the situation is difficult 
for you, it becomes increasingly difficult for me as well; if I hurt you, I hurt myself, too 
(identification). 
 
                                                 
28 Ibid., p. 432. 
29 Shlaim, 2009, p. 452. 
30 Majali, 2006, p. 40. 
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Problem 16: Majali, head of the Jordanian delegation to the negotiations, explains to 
Elyakim Rubinstein, head of the Israeli delegation, why relationship and closeness must 
precede the agreement, and that truth is not a supreme value: 
 At the start of the talks, Rubinstein presented Majali with a draft peace treaty. 

"Why don't you take a peek at the draft treaty, just have a quick glance?" 
Rubinstein pleaded. 
"No, Ely, no. To me this is not only a taboo, but it would be condoning the crazy 
notion of putting the cart in front of the horse," Majali answered, and added. "You 
are married, Ely, aren't you?" 
"Yes." 
"And a rabbi conducted your wedding?" 
"Yes." 
"When you asked for your wife's hand from her family, did you tell her father 
what you would be doing in bed with their daughter right after the wedding party 
was over?" 
"No, I did not," answered Rubinstein. 
"Why not?" 
"Because they would not give me their daughter." 
"But why?" 
"Because telling them about the happy ending in bed would be demeaning to her 
family," answered Rubinstein. 
"But that was what would be happening between you and their daughter after she 
became your wife." 
"Yes, but one does not go around telling it to others." 
"Okay then, do you realize what it means to us to mention the treaty at this time, 
before we get to negotiate? It is like telling your would-be father-in-law what you 
and his daughter would be doing in bed!"31 

 How does Majali get his message across? 
The solution: First, in society, a message is not conveyed by a logical, direct and 
simple answer, but by leading questions that guide the other party to the desired 
objective. To convince an opponent in the world, that opponent must be convinced 
to say what his interlocutor wants him to say. This is the essential approach of the 
                                                 
31 Majali, 2006, p. 61. 
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external locus of control: I activate the other for my own benefit. I don't explain but 
convince. The explanation is internalized by the listener; if he accepts it, it becomes his 
own. Convincing, on the other hand, includes an element of external force. Majali's 
example demonstrates how telling the truth can be offensive. In his terms jumping into 
an agreement, good as it may be, is offensive because it is not based upon a prior 
relationship. Thus the Jordanian rejects Rubinstein's request to leapfrog the relationship 
stage and go directly to a discussion of the facts, the agreement and the truth. He refuses 
to even read the proposal.  
 It was Sadat who said on various occasions that the agreement is not the essence, 
but the relationship: "The official side is not what counts. Peace does not depend only 
on the peace agreement, but rather on the system of relationships that develops, and 
there are things that need to develop not necessarily on the official level."32 Again we 
see how close contact is essential in society to achieve desirable results. 
We need a good agreement (assertiveness).  We need a good relationship 
(identification). 
 
Problem 17: In society, hospitality is a major means of developing a relationship. 
"Even in times of crisis and the ensuing violence, Arafat remained a host in the best 
Arab tradition," says Gilad Sher, Ehud Barak's envoy to the negotiations. "He always 
heaped food on his guests' plates, while he himself was content with small vegetarian 
portions, from which he nibbled."33 Likewise, the American envoy Dennis Ross says 
of Arafat: "Before meeting, he insisted on serving lunch, cutting up the pieces of 
chicken and serving each of us himself."34 Yossi Beilin confirms how Arafat would 
bend over backwards to fulfill his role of host: "He would move the chair in front of his 
desk to my side, so as not to appear condescending, and kept urging us to put honey in 
our tea instead of sugar, because it was healthier and more tasty."35 At a meeting 
between Arafat and Rabin in Cairo, mediated by President Mubarak,  Dennis Ross notes 
that "as the evening wore on Mubarak brought in fool—pronounced "phul"—
sandwiches made largely of beans. Like a watchful parent, he  insisted that everyone 

                                                 
32 Weizmann, 1981, p. 332. 
33 Sher, 2001, p. 66. 
34 Ross, 2004, p. 131. 
35 Beilin, 1997, p. 169. 



 
 

59 
 

eat."36 Ross mentions the similarity between this and his meetings with Walid Muallem, 
the Syrian ambassador to the United States, who insisted on giving him food every time 
Ross went to meet him.37 How can we understand this behavior? 
The solution: Warm hospitality is one of the typical traits of societies. It is not 
customary to ask a guest an open question, such as whether he would like something to 
drink or eat, or what he would like to eat, since the response would force the guest to 
state his preferences, speaking in "I" terms that could be embarrassing for him. In this 
situation, it is incumbent upon the host to know what the guest would like and to fulfill 
his wishes. Thus a guest is traditionally served a fine array of edibles with no questions 
asked. 
What would you like to drink (empathy)?  Serving without asking (identification). 
 
Problem 18: Shimon Peres tells about lunches he shared with King Hussein in London, 
at the home of friends. The hostess herself cooked and presented the tasty meal. When 
they were done eating, the king suggested that they go into the kitchen and help wash 
the dishes. Afterwards they sat down to talk politics. Hussein was in a good mood, 
interspersing cheerful anecdotes with detailed political assessments. "He told me of a 
conversation with President Reagan in which he had been asked about fishing in the 
Dead Sea…he also spoke of his son, who piloted a Cobra helicopter in the Royal 
Jordanian Air Force. I found that especially poignant: my son was a Cobra pilot in the 
Israeli air force. The conversation flowed smoothly and pleasantly in this way until we 
gradually got down to the real issues."38 Why did the king suggest that he and Peres 
wash the dishes together? 
The solution: Washing dishes, a simple daily chore, is necessary for the king to get 
closer to Peres. To a person this might seem strange because logical structures, 
cause and effect, exist independently; they do not require personal contact. A 
person, however, needs time to get acquainted with his counterpart and form his 
own impressions. The laughter Hussein and Peres share at Ronald Reagan's expense 
and the discussion about their sons, who perform the same job in the military, contribute 
to the atmosphere of togetherness that King Hussein needs before getting down to 
business. Egypt's Nobel Prize laureate for literature, Naguib Mahfouz, a supporter of 
                                                 
36 Ross, 2004, p. 134. 
37 Ibid., p. 138. 
38 Peres, 1995, p. 305. 
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the peace process, suggested to the Israelis that they concentrate on common ground, 
not their differences, in contacts with Egypt. "In the past we emphasized, both we and 
you, what separated us. Henceforth we are commanded to emphasize what we share. 
Having fulfilled your promises, honored your signature…the Egyptian people greatly 
appreciate the fact that Israel has stood by its undertakings."39 This important advice to 
highlight their similarities rather than differences is relevant for all people in their 
dealings with people. 
Emphasizing the differences (critical thinking).  Emphasizing common interests and 
togetherness ( identification).  
 
Problem 19: The relationship between Jimmy Carter, president of the United States, 
and Anwar Sadat, president of Egypt, exemplified what can develop between a and 
a person when they succeed together in creating a "family." Without the special 
connection that was forged between Sadat and Carter, the intermediary, it is doubtful 
whether the peace process between Israel and Egypt would have culminated with the 
signing of a peace treaty. Zbigniew Brzezinski, the American national security adviser, 
writes about Carter: "His clear favorite was Sadat. It was love at first sight and quite 
genuine, I think, on both sides. There is not the slightest doubt that Carter deeply cared 
for that expansive, impetuous, bold Egyptian, who embodied qualities so different from 
those of the highly controlled, precise Georgian with the computer-like mind….For 
Carter, Sadat was quite literally family, in the Southern sense. Carter identified with 
Sadat in an extraordinary way."40 Carter would say to Sadat: "I will represent your 
interests as if they were my own. You are my brother." Sadat's response: "My people 
admire you. I shall always be proud of our friendship, of our brotherhood."41 Sadat gave 
Carter carte blanche to represent him, and told the American president on various 
occasions that whatever Carter agreed to was acceptable to him as well. 

"From the first moment I knew Anwar Sadat," Carter writes, "there was an 
easy and natural friendship between us. We trusted each other. Each of us 
began to learn about the other's family members, hometown, earlier life, 
and private plans and ambitions, as though we were tying ourselves together 
for a lifetime. Rosalynn and Sadat's wife, Jihan, sensed this special 

                                                 
39 Sasson, 1992, p. 116.  
40 Brzezinski, 1983, p. 24.  
41 Ibid., p. 284. 
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relationship and joined it easily. The news reporters often referred with 
some amusement to my claims of friendship with other people, but when I 
called President Anwar Sadat 'my close personal friend,' both he and I—
and perhaps even they—knew it to be true."42 

 At the moment of truth, when Sadat wanted to abandon the peace talks at Camp 
David, Carter writes:  

"I was stricken, because Sadat had been my friend, personally. I didn't know 
what to do; Sadat was leaving, I couldn't do anything about it. And I went 
in a back room and I knelt down and prayed, and I asked God to help me. 
And then I walked over to Sadat's cabin, and he had all of his suitcases out 
in front, and all of his aides were there ready to load his suitcases into the 
helicopter. And I went in to his room, and I told everybody else to get out, 
and Sadat and I stood with our noses almost touching, and I told Sadat that 
he had betrayed me, and betrayed his own people, and if he left, our 
friendship was severed forever, and the proper relationship between the 
United States and Egypt would be dealt a severe blow. And he went over in 
a corner by himself and he came back and said, 'I'll stay.'"43 

 Aaron Miller, a member of the American peace team, relates that when he asked 
Carter about his relationship with Sadat, Carter's barriers came down: "Sadat had total 
trust in me. We were kind of like brothers…Sadat was something of a soul mate."44 
Weizmann also recalls that Carter would request something from Sadat "as a personal 
favor," and Sadat himself confirms that he made various concessions as a personal 
gesture to Carter.45 Thus when Carter informed Sadat that he was sending Brzezinski 
to him with a draft of the agreement that Israel had approved and Carter wished to push 
forward, Sadat replied—before even  seeing the agreement: "Excellent! The trip will 
be a wonderful event, and a complete success…I can assure you Mr. President, 
complete success."46 
 After Sadat's assassination in 1981, Carter, who was no longer president, did not 
wish to attend the funeral in an official capacity together with former Presidents Ford 
and Nixon, but privately as a family friend. This was not possible, however, so he went 
                                                 
42 Carter, 1982, p. 284. 
43 Miller, 2008, p. 185.  
44 Ibid., p. 172. 
45 Weizmann, 1981, pp. 344, 350. 
46 Carter, 1982, p. 417. 
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as an official guest.47 Carter recounts the event: "When we arrived at their home, Sadat's 
son Gamal was on the front steps to greet us. Presidents Nixon and Ford, in the car 
ahead of ours, were welcomed first, but when the young man saw us approaching from 
the side, he left his post of duty, ran to embrace me, and began to weep on my shoulder. 
I felt as if he were my own son, and tried to console him in his grief."48 How can we 
understand the "family model" that Sadat and Carter constructed? 
The solution: For a person dealing with a person, the "family model" rather 
than the "democratic model" is the recommended mode of engagement. In the latter, a 
group of individuals connect on the basis of conventions that are totally foreign to the 
former. To someone from a traditional-collectivist society, the unfamiliar, intangible 
conventions of the democratic model seem incomprehensibly cold and distant. A 
person who has not experienced the process of separation from his group and has 
an external rather than an internal locus of control, is dependent on the other, and the 
only relationship model he knows is the family model. He cannot rely on total strangers 
as the "democratic model"—with its abstract laws regarding individual rights, values, 
and equality—encourages one to do. Thus the person tends to transform anyone 
whom he likes into a family member, calling him or her "my brother," "my sister," "my 
son," "my daughter," etc. In the person's world, decisions are taken more on the 
basis of relationships and friendships than on personal considerations. A person 
may be able to employ guided imagery in his relationship with a person, envisioning 
him as a family member and thereby relating to him with less separation. This is likely 
to improve the relationship.  
Carter: Do it for yourself, it's in your interests (critical thinking).  Do it for me 
(identification). 
Carter: Even if you don't agree we can still remain friends (empathy).  If you don't 
agree it will harm our relationship (identification). 
 
Problem 20: How does one approach a person in a conflict situation? 
The solution: As noted above, Jimmy Carter and Anwar Sadat had a very close 
relationship. When they disagreed, Carter would speak to Sadat sadly but  respectfully, 
and ask for his help in ironing out the difficulties between them.49 This is the correct 
                                                 
47 Ibid., p. 269. 
48 Ibid., p. 271.  
49 Grosbard, 2006, p. 217 
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approach in such familial relationships: to say "I need your help," rather than to 
apportion blame. It is important to remember that societies are not built on 
internalization as are societies; in societies the ability to accept personal 
responsibility and experience guilt is limited because the sense of individuation has not 
been developed as it was in the West. In societies, accusations generally do not lead 
to introspection but to a projection of responsibility onto the accuser. On the other hand, 
a person from a society will be willing to do far more than a person on behalf 
of a relationship and for an individual with whom he is close. The correct approach, 
therefore, is to foster the personal bond.  
 When Kissinger encountered difficulties in his attempts to arrange a separation 
of forces agreement between Israel and Syria, Ismail Fahmy, the Egyptian foreign 
minister, advised him to approach Assad with a more conciliatory tone.50 The sorrowful 
note is a factor that links and unifies, as opposed to a confrontational, divisive tone. 
When a person does not meet his obligations, it is possible to either confront him 
(assertiveness), or to operate on the understanding that in a society, where personal 
bonds are more important than truth, the statement, "We have to help each other…" 
will produce superior results. (In the chapter on authoritativeness, we will see that just 
as it is necessary to display more warmth and identification with a person, at times 
it is necessary to set clearer limits than with a person). 
You are not meeting your obligations (assertiveness).  We have to help each other to 
meet the obligations (identification). 
 
Problem 21: General Gamasy, the Egyptian war minister, describes how Ezer 
Weizmann, the Israeli defense minister, connected with Sadat: "President Sadat greeted 
Weizmann and asked about his flight and the panoramic view from the plane…He 
replied that the flight inside Egypt from one city to another had taken about an hour and 
a quarter. But Israel is a small country, he said; had he flown east from Israel for that 
much time he would have reached Baghdad, adding that everything in Israel is small, 
so that the area around Rafah that Israel was required to vacate seemed vast, although 
it constituted only about 0.5 percent of Egypt…As the conversation began to flow, 
Weizmann spoke about Israel's security, saying that many Israelis live near the border. 
Beersheba, for instance, is only thirty kilometers from the border…He added that the 
                                                 
50 Fahmy, 1983, p. 94. 
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Israeli man on the street admired Sadat personally and viewed him as a man of courage 
(a shop in Tel Aviv even called itself 'Sadat Wear'), and recalled that he himself had 
likened Sadat's visit to Jerusalem to man's first landing on the moon. If Sadat were to 
forfeit this admiration and goodwill, it would be a terrible loss. Weizmann concluded 
that the situation called for courageous decisions."51 
 What techniques of external locus of control did Weizmann use to create 
closeness with Sadat? 
The solution: Weizmann does not enter into a confrontation with Sadat. He does not 
say to him that, since the area in the Sinai that Sadat was asking Israel to vacate 
constituted only 0.5 percent of the area of Egypt, there was no need to make a big issue 
of it! Rather, he broaches the subject associatively as he responds to Sadat's question 
about his flight. Gamasy adds: "As usual, Weizmann took advantage of a social 
exchange to introduce subjects he wanted to discuss." Gamasy then points out how 
Weizmann speaks on an emotional level—about the fears of Israelis—and not in the 
language of argument. Finally, Weizmann confers enormous respect on Sadat when he 
compares his visit to Jerusalem to man's first landing on the moon. Gamasy notes that 
Weizmann does all this without compromising the position of his (Begin's) government. 
Weizmann's behavior touches not on the content of the talks, but on the form and nature 
of the relationship. Gamasy further points out that, when the talks subsequently hit a 
crisis, Sadat recalled Egypt's political delegation from Jerusalem but allowed the Israeli 
military delegation to remain in Cairo to continue their negotiations because of his great 
admiration for Weizmann.52 
Weizmann: I wanted to talk to you about the settlements (critical thinking).  
Regarding your question of the flight inside Egypt: it took…but Israel is very 
small…and the area of the settlements…(identification). 
Weizmann: We cannot agree that our settlements will be on the border (assertiveness). 
 For us this issue is very frightening, as I'm sure you understand (identification). 
Weizmann: We are impressed with your visit to Jerusalem and your ability to take this 
step (admiration).  Israelis admire you and your courage (respect). 
 

                                                 
51 Gamasy, 1993, p. 368. 
52 Ibid., p. 376. 
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Problem 22: The following exchange took place between Gilad Sher, the Israeli 
representative, and Mohammad Dahlan, the Palestinian representative. Sher refuses to 
discuss security issues that are off-limits for Israel. 
Sher: "There are some issues—as I told you from the start—that are not negotiable, but 
these are few." 
Dahlan: "There is nothing that is not negotiable. How many more years do you want to 
dominate us?"53 
 How could Gilad Sher have formulated his statement in a way that would not  
have aroused opposition? 
The solution: Sher talks about the negative, about what divides the two peoples, not 
what unite them. He presents Dahlan with facts without asking for his help, which might 
have underscored the respect he has for him and for their personal bond. As we have 
already seen, a person should frame his comments to a person in a way that 
arouses respect and identification. 
Gilad Sher: Some issues are not negotiable (assertiveness).  We need your help on 
some issues (identification). 
 
Problem 23: In a discussion about releasing Palestinian prisoners, Mohammad Dahlan 
protested: "The prime minister, Barak, is not sensitive to our situation. He thinks that 
Arafat is a little god. The document is unacceptable…" He added, angrily: "How can 
we go back to our people and tell them that Israel is releasing only 160 prisoners?" 
Finally he shouted: "We promised our people the release of 400 prisoners!" 
To which the Israeli representative nonchalantly replied, "I'm not responsible for what 
you promised."54 
 How should the Israeli representative have responded? 
The solution: Dahlan accuses, asks a rhetorical question, and finally shouts—three 
typical behaviors. The Israeli representative replies with the classic response of a 
person who has completed the process of separation. It is clear to him that every 
individual is responsible for his own affairs. However, he is conducting negotiations 
with a person, whose world is based upon mutual responsibility, where the 
individual is sometimes more accountable to the other than to himself. In this case, the 
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solution lies in a dialogue in which each party contemplates how it can assist the other. 
If Israel cannot release more prisoners, then the Palestinians must propose an alternative 
that will speak to their people. On the other hand, Israel could release more terrorists, 
but would then require a Palestinian gesture to balance the situation—taking into 
consideration that for a person a response that indicates separateness is offensive.  
Israeli representative: I am not responsible for what you promised (assertiveness).  
Think how we can help you and we'll think how you can help us (identification). 
 
Problem 24: When Moshe Sasson, Israel's ambassador to Egypt, presented his 
credentials to President Sadat in May 1981, he asked in their first discussion whether 
he, Sadat, intended to have a celebration in about ten months' time, when Israel was 
expected to return the rest of Sinai to Egypt. The president interrupted: "Celebration, 
Mr. Ambassador? "Celebrations! In honor of the end of the occupation and a 
commemoration of the liberation—for a whole week." Sasson then requested from the 
Egyptian president that "the day of happiness in Egypt should not turn into a day of 
mourning and sadness in Israel." He thereupon suggested celebrating this day not as the 
end of the occupation, but rather as the joint peace of the two nations. After a moment's 
reflection, Sadat turned to his aides and said: "By God, the ambassador is correct…he's 
right…consult with him and plan the peace celebrations together."55 What in particular 
spoke to President Sadat? 
The solution: Though Moshe Sasson does not relate whether the Egyptian president  
stood by his word, there is no doubt that what worked in this case was the appeal to 
Sadat's feelings of togetherness, which evoked identification. Subsequently, however, 
the Egyptians held annual celebrations to commemorate their victory in the October 
War, not the joint peace. 
Moshe Sasson: Each side can celebrate whatever it wants. You the victory and we the 
peace (critical thinking).  Your day of happiness must not be our day of mourning. 
We should celebrate together the joint peace (identification). 
 
Problem 25: Abu Mazen, then Arafat's deputy, writes: "I used to believe that in 
countries with strong institutional traditions the personal element would not exist. I also 
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used to believe that the personal touch was a trait common only in countries from the 
Third World. But now I believe that the personal element is present everywhere."56 
Further, he writes: "If the human element is taken out of negotiations, they become 
soulless, even if they do lead to agreements."57 How did Abu Mazen perceive 
Westerners before acquiring considerable experience in negotiating with them? 
The solution: Abu Mazen says that at the start of his career he perceived the Western 
world as lacking personal bonds, and Westerners as formal, cold and distant. This is 
how many people experience people because they cannot comprehend the 
relationships between independent-thinking individuals who have undergone the 
psychological process of separating from the group.  
A good agreement promotes good relationships (critical thinking).  Good 
relationships promote a good agreement (identification). 
 
Problem 26: Abu Mazen describes the Norwegians' contribution to the Oslo Accords: 
"They are dedicated to it, have enthusiasm and a true desire to succeed…I shall never 
forget that on one occasion Terje Larsen was in tears when he felt that failure was 
threatening the process. I do not believe that he felt downcast because his own mission 
was about to fail, but because the peace process in which he believed was going to fail. 
This was the human element that enhanced the character of the negotiations, providing 
a congenial atmosphere conducive to success. The credit goes to those Norwegians. 
The negotiating process spread beyond their persons to their homes, their families and 
children who shared the experience of the negotiators. No doubt they contributed to 
these crucial moments in history. When they invited the two adversaries into the family 
atmosphere with such warmth and kindness, all formality disappeared. Such human 
touches left a lasting impression on us all. Foreign Minister Holst was twice admitted 
to hospital with serious health problems, but did not allow his condition to prevent him 
or his colleagues from pursuing the peace process."58 "At 2 a.m. of 20 December, 1993, 
the Norwegian Foreign Ministry rang me at home to say that Minister Holst was on the 
line. His voice was shaky and sounded exhausted as he had only just on that day been 
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discharged from hospital following his first heart attack. He asked me to meet Peres in 
Oslo in order to save the accord."59 Abu Mazen agreed to his request. Why? 
The solution: Abu Mazen's feeling about the request was: "He was so insistent that I   
agree that I felt ashamed of myself." In other words, Abu Mazen reacted positively to 
the collectivist aspect of Larsen's personality: his warm invitation to be part of his 
family, his tears, his expressions of discomfort. This is the kind of relationship that Abu 
Mazen seeks, the kind of relationship that people look for.  
Abu Mazen: He was so insistent that I agree, as if it were a personal matter for him 
(critical thinking).  He was so insistent that I agree that I felt ashamed of myself 
(identification). 
 
Problem 27: Abu Ala expresses sentiments similar to Abu Mazen's. During the crisis 
in the Oslo talks Terje Larsen, the Norwegian representative, approached him 
repeatedly, at the risk of being rebuffed, with a request that he meet with Uri Savir, the 
Israeli representative, to try once more to overcome the disagreements. "He approached 
me with obvious hesitation and spoke to me tentatively, in a tactful and friendly manner. 
'Abu Ala, I would like to talk to you,' he said. 'What would you like to talk about?" I 
answered, without paying much attention. 'Why don't you go to your friends the 
Israelis?" Larsen said, almost begging: 'Abu Ala, please talk to Uri Savir alone, this is 
the only way.' I turned him away, rejecting the idea out of hand. I am sorry to say that, 
in that moment of stress, I showed real anger and dissatisfaction towards Larsen, though 
I knew he was a perfect gentleman, ever patient and always with an open mind. Larsen 
turned away, then came back to me again and said, 'Please Abu Ala, go to Uri. Do it for 
my sake.' I realized that Larsen was risking a painful rebuttal, and said to him, 'Do not 
do this to me. You cannot ask me to do something like this.' But Larsen did not give 
up, and for a third time he asked me to meet Savir one more time, and to do it for him." 
Finally Abu Ala agreed to meet with Uri Savir. Why? 
The solution: Abu Ala relates that out of respect for Terje Larsen and his wife Mona, 
who was on the verge of tears, he decided to make another, final attempt to talk to 
Savir.60 Larsen implores, which makes Abu Ala uncomfortable and embarrassed. This 
is the nature of relationships—characterized by a lack of separation—in society.  A 
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relationship between Larsen and Abu Ala has already been established. In the context 
of this relationship, it is embarrassing for Abu Ala to refuse Larsen, and he says to 
Larsen: "Don't do this to me." This is not a situation in which an individual feels free 
to accept or reject another's request. In a society with an external locus of control, one 
person may ask another not to ask for something that he will be forced to refuse. Larsen, 
a person who presumably uses a Western thinking paradigm,61 adopts a approach 
in the negotiations when he asks Abu Ala to do something for him, Larsen, and not for 
himself. 
Abu Ala: You can request, but I don't have to agree (critical thinking).  Don't do this 
to me. You can't ask me to do something like this (identification). 
Terje Larsen: Do it for yourself (assertiveness).  Do it for me (identification). 
 
Problem 28: Talking about one's family is likely to create a sense of intimacy in 
society, where family usually transcends all other interests. Uri Savir describes such 
a conversation with Abu Ala in Oslo: 
 "My home is in Abu Dis, next to Jerusalem," Abu Ala told me. "My mother is 
dead, and my father is ill. His lands were expropriated for one of your settlements." 
 "Would you like to visit your father?" I asked. "Would you like me to take him a 
letter from you?" 
 "No," he answered me proudly, in a somewhat abrasive tone. "I'll wait until I can 
return to my home." 
 "I understand," I said. "My father has already passed away. He would have been 
pleased to meet you. I'd like to give you a copy of an article he wrote back in 1985 on 
the need for the kind of dialogue we are having now." 
 And then, for the first time, Abu Ala addressed me by my first name. "You know 
what, Uri," he said, "I have a feeling that we can succeed." 
 "That's my feeling as well," I replied.62 
 What created the closeness between the two? 
The solution: Besides the intimate discussion about their families, it was Uri Savir's 
sad tone that turned the tables. Sadness, like mourning, unites people. Abu Ala begins 
with a sentence that the Israeli could have interpreted as an accusation: "His lands were 
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expropriated…" Savir, however, responds gently with an offer of assistance, not 
defensively or with a counter-accusation. He continues to manifest understanding when 
Abu Ala refuses his offer. When Savir mentions his own grief, he also gives Abu Ala a 
warm compliment by saying that his father would have been pleased to meet him. For 
someone from an authoritarian society where the family patriarch is always at the helm, 
this is a great compliment. Ultimately, their intimate conversation gives them both the 
feeling that together they can succeed.  
In the following example, Option B is correct because its thinking vector is outwardly 
directed: 
Abu Ala: His lands were expropriated for one of your settlements. 
Savir (Option A): I have to examine the details (critical thinking). 
Savir (Option B): Would you like to visit your father? Would you like me to take him 
a letter from you? (identification). 
 
Problem 29: Abu Ala, the Palestinian representative to the Oslo peace talks, suggested 
dedicating his speech at the secret signing ceremony of the Agreement of Principles on 
August 19, 1993, to twenty-year-old Maya Savir, daughter of the Israeli representative, 
Uri Savir. He asked Uri Savir to dedicate his speech to his own daughter, also twenty 
years old, and that is exactly what happened.63 How does Abu Ala encourage the 
identification between himself and his Israeli counterpart? 
The solution: Abu Ala transforms Savir's family and his own into a single unit. This is 
a significant gesture on the part of a person, for whom family is all-important. 
Moreover, symmetrical suggestions promote identification and thus are particularly 
appreciated by people.  
Abu Ala: Each of us dedicates his speech to whomever he wishes (critical thinking).  
Each of us dedicates his speech to the daughter of his counterpart (identification). 
 
Problem 30: Shlomo Ben-Ami, the Israeli Foreign Minister, tries to encourage the 
Palestinians to accept the Clinton parameters a few days before the end of the U.S. 
president's term of office: "This is your moment of truth, and I don't underestimate your 
difficulties. You have built a national narrative of return, and now you are being 
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required to abandon it. Any practical implementation of the right of return is simply 
untenable from our point of view. We will say to our people that they have to 
compromise on certain principles that were considered unshakable until now, for 
example the question of Jerusalem and the borders. You face a similar task with your 
people. You cannot help us, and we cannot help you; this is the difficult test of 
leadership. We will do what we need to with our people, and you will do what you need 
to with your people."64 Could Ben-Ami's approach touch the hearts of the Palestinians? 
The solution: Ben-Ami's proposal is based on the democratic model of individuation 
and separateness, as opposed to the family model that emphasizes togetherness. As far 
as he is concerned, each side will do what needs to be done with its own people. 
However, people will not necessarily do a great deal, even for their own sake. Theirs 
is neither a society, nor are individuals used to accepting personal responsibility. On 
the other hand, a person is prepared to do a lot for the sake of closeness and 
cooperation. Again, since the peace process is complex, this is a necessary but not 
sufficient condition. In the course of many further intercultural encounters, therefore, 
this correct style of relating may be able to change the larger picture and its outcome.  
Ben-Ami: You cannot help us, and we cannot help you (critical thinking).  Together, 
as brothers helping each other, we will overcome the difficulties (identification). 
 
Problem 31: Abu Ala, the Palestinian representative to the peace talks with Israel, 
explains that Shlomo Ben-Ami, Israel's foreign minister, was one of the Israelis whom 
the Palestinians perceived very positively as being totally committed to peace and 
making every effort to achieve it. Abu Ala mentions two essential means that Ben- Ami 
used to create a good relationship with the other side. What were they? 
The solution: When Abu Ala laid out the Palestinian's vision of peace, based on respect 
and the absence of humiliation, Ben-Ami listened without responding. "He did not 
confront me, as many Israelis would have done, by mechanically reciting prepared 
answers."65 It is easier for a person  to  get into a confrontation than a person. 
The latter, who is unaccustomed to logical arguments or the broad use of the word "no," 
is liable to experience a confrontation as verbal violence, not as a firm position in which 
the individual freely maintains his opinion. Though neither side lacked answers, Ben-
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Ami chose to listen and not speak. This created a sense of bonding and the feeling that 
he understood and identified with the Palestinians' perception of the conflict. Abu Ala 
responded appreciatively.  
 During crises in the peace talks, Abu Ala and Ben-Ami would meet one on one. 
Abu Ala describes the scene: "He spoke to me in a friendly way and said we were jointly 
responsible for improving the atmosphere of the talks. He promised he would support 
granting concessions to the Palestinians and added that he knows this will not satisfy 
us, and for this reason the two of us have to make a dramatic move to advance the talks. 
I also spoke to Ben-Ami in the same friendly manner, stressing that we are genuine 
partners in the peace process."66 Abu Ala reveals an important principle in the behavior 
of people, namely, mutuality: he approaches the other in the way the other 
approaches him. A person tends to react rather than initiate, and the other's behavior 
often determines his behavior. In such situations, Ben-Ami, a person, does two 
important things to create a positive relationship with Abu Ala, a person: He 
approaches him in a friendly, familiar manner, and without confrontation. 
 
Ben-Ami: I don't agree with you (critical thinking).  Silence of understanding and 
identification with the feeling being expressed, without relating to the question of who 
is correct (identification). 
Ben-Ami: Businesslike response (critical thinking).  Warm approach, emphasizing 
the partnership and a commitment to assist (identification). 
 
Problem 32: We have already seen how President Clinton67 avoided kissing the 
chairman of the Palestinian Authority, Yasser Arafat. Nevertheless, he was able to 
convey a feeling of identification to his counterpart by the touching way he listened and 
understood. In December, 1998, Clinton attended a landmark conference convened in 
Gaza to annul the clauses in the Palestinian covenant that called for the destruction of 
Israel. He spoke about the suffering of the two sides, not just one of the sides, and about 
the innocent children pining for their fathers who had been killed or jailed. Dennis Ross, 
the American envoy, felt that this was the best speech ever delivered on peace, 
particularly considering the exceptional event and circumstances. The Palestinians in 
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the hall were clearly moved.68 Tears were running down the faces of Palestinian 
delegates as they rose to vote overwhelmingly to annul the clauses in their covenant 
that called for the destruction of Israel.69 Aaron Miller, another American representative 
who was present, writes how deeply he was moved by the power of the President's 
words: "I am honored to be the first American president to address the Palestinian 
people in a city governed by Palestinians, for Palestinians." "He should be our 
president," one Palestinian participant said to Miller afterward.70 What did Clinton do 
to arouse such feelings in the Palestinians? 
The solution: Simply, the Palestinians felt that Clinton understood them, spoke to 
them, and identified with them. He spoke about their pain as if it were his pain, and  
about the suffering of the orphan children as if they were his own. He then adopted a 
stance of mutuality. Mutuality, far more than inner truth or personal consideration, is 
critical in societies, which think in terms of external comparisons. Hence a sentence 
that is formulated symmetrically, like the way they think, is far likelier to be accepted 
than any other. Clinton spoke about the suffering of two sides, not only one. He also 
referred to the common past of the sons of Abraham,71 drawing on the family model 
rather than the democratic model. 
Clinton: Each side suffers in its own way, and there is no way to compare the suffering 
of the two sides (critical thinking).  The two sides have suffered and no one side has 
the monopoly on suffering (identification). 
Clinton: Each side has to respect the other's rights (critical thinking).  You are 
brothers and you must treat each other as brothers (identification). 
 
Problem 33: Dennis Ross, the American envoy to the Middle East, writes about Bill 
Clinton's first meeting with Hafez al-Assad, the Syrian president, in Geneva in January, 
1994: "He explained to Assad that he understood the significance of the land (the Golan 
Heights) to Syria; the importance to Assad of how his public and the Arab world 
perceived his getting the land back and the manner in which he did so; and how this 
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had to be reconciled with Israeli prime minister Rabin's needs—needs Clinton also 
defined."72 How did Assad react? 
The solution: Clinton identified with Assad, put himself in Assad's shoes and spoke 
about his needs in great detail. A positive reaction was soon forthcoming. Ross 
continues: "At the end of the meeting, Assad came over to me and, holding my arm as 
he shook my hand to convey greater warmth and appreciation, stated: 'You know I liked 
President Bush. But President Clinton is a real person. He speaks to you with awareness 
and understanding. He knows our problems better and he is committed to solving them. 
I haven't felt this from an American president before.'"73 
 Ross adds that this was an exceptional declaration from someone who had met 
and held discussions with Presidents Nixon, Carter and Bush. Later, at the press 
conference, Clinton spoke publicly in a way that clearly deviated from what Assad was 
prepared to say about the contents of the prospective peace with Israel, adding that 
Assad accepted full diplomatic relations, with embassies, trade, and tourism. Standing 
at Clinton's side, Assad did not try to soften Clinton's words. 
 According to Ross, no one excels Bill Clinton's ability to identify with the other. 
He demonstrated not only understanding of the other leader's problems, but also 
familiarity with the intimate details of the issues on the agenda. His ability to speak 
about specific issues and not just in slogans, says Ross, is what gave his counterpart the 
feeling that the U.S. president understood him and was indeed standing with him.  
Clinton listened to Assad's problems and said he would try to help (empathy).  
Clinton delved into the details of Assad's problems, showed that he understood him 
well, and said that he was committed to solving those problems (identification).  
 
Problem 34: After Rabin's assassination, Shimon Peres, who replaced him as Israel's  
prime minister, sent a letter to Syria's President Assad via the American mediator, 
Dennis Ross. Peres hinted at his willingness to honor Rabin's commitments for a full 
withdrawal from the Golan Heights and added, among other things, that Assad could 
become the leader of the Arab world if he were to sign a peace agreement with Israel. 
Ross suggested that he erase this sentence because it implied an appraisal of Assad and 
sounded arrogant.74 Was Ross correct? 
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The solution: Ross was wrong. He spoke as a person who sees himself as an 
independent individual and does not want to be given a grade, good or bad, for 
performance. For Ross, someone who speaks to him in this way is interfering 
unforgivably in things that are none of his business. A person, however, lives in 
constant dialogue with his surroundings, where very few things are considered 
personal. Advice of this kind is hardly foreign to him. He can accept or reject it, but he 
does not see it as interference in personal matters. Thus, for example, in certain 
societies, a complete stranger can stop and tell a person reprimanding his child on 
the street that this is not the way to educate children; no one will raise an eyebrow. In 
the first problem in this chapter, we saw how Eliyahu Sasson elucidates King 
Abdullah's own Hashemite values to him, and in the chapter on respect (Problem 11), 
the Jordanian representative does not hesitate to give some words of advice to the Israeli 
representative. The opening words, "Believe me," encourages the sense of 
identification. 
Peres: If you sign a peace agreement with Israel you will be admired in the West 
(admiration).  Believe me, you can become the leader of the Arab world if you sign 
a peace agreement with Israel (identification + respect). 
 
Problem 35: The first time Yaakov Herzog, the Israeli envoy, met with Jordan's King 
Hussein, Herzog began with a detailed explanation of Israel's agenda and future plans. 
As Herzog's flowery speech continued, Hussein listened passively. "Occasionally 
Hussein would smile but then began to show signs of agitation. He offered Herzog a 
cigarette and insisted on lighting it with his lighter. Herzog proceeded to give a survey 
of the situation in the Middle East, touching on many of the conflicts in the area. 
Hussein broke in with a broad smile and gave his response somewhat nervously and 
weighing his words very carefully."75 How should a person conduct personal 
discussions with a person? 
The solution: In discussions with a person, a person will generally react, not 
initiate. This is characteristic of relationships in societies with an external locus of 
control. Here, sensitivity to one's surroundings is the primary concern, not "what I have 
to say." When meeting with a person, a person should therefore keep his 
thoughts and reservations to himself and give his counterpart the chance to express 
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himself; thus the person can obtain an impression of his counterpart. Otherwise, 
when the discussion  ends the person is likely to discover that he has no idea what 
his counterpart wants—which is precisely what happened to Yaakov Herzog in a 
subsequent meeting, which Hussein himself initiated. The king spoke little, giving 
Herzog the stage. When their meeting ended, it was not clear to Herzog why Hussein 
had asked to meet with him.76    
Initiative (admiration).  Passive listening and sometimes reacting (identification). 
 
Problem 36: Why a person must listen carefully to a person is exemplified by 
a meeting between Moshe Dayan, the Israeli foreign minister, and King Hussein. 
Dayan's impression of the meeting was that Hussein simply didn't care about what 
might happen in the West Bank and the Gaza Strip. Hussein, on the other hand, emerged 
from the meeting with a totally different reaction. "Was Hussein," Dayan wondered, 
"still the King of Jordan or only the shadow of a ruler? Was he really looking after his 
country or was he spending most of his time gallivanting abroad? In any event, his 
attitude toward the subject of our discussion—the attempt to find a suitable and agreed-
upon arrangement for the problem of the West Bank and the Gaza Strip—seemed to be 
one of indifference.…I asked him what he wanted for the West Bank. 'Let the 
Palestinians do what they want,' he said. He can live without them. In this matter he has 
no ambitions and will take no steps, direct or indirect. All the questions I presented in 
this context were met with a single reply—let the Palestinians do what they want."77 
 Hussein's report of the meeting: "I saw my friend Moshe Dayan, who had become 
the Foreign Minister of the Likud, here in London. His attitude was even harder than it 
had been earlier and that was the end of that. We never had any contact for a long 
period."78 Why did Dayan fail to understand King Hussein? 
The solution: The atmosphere of the meeting between Dayan, who initiates, thinks 
rationally, and actively seeks solutions to the conflict, and Hussein, who is attuned 
mainly to Dayan's affect and to their relationship, pushes Dayan to focus on his ideas 
without even "seeing" the king, to such an extent that he fails to understand why the 
talks failed. A person should firmly insist that his counterpart open and lead the 
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discussion, even if the counterpart also insists on honoring him by letting him begin. 
Otherwise, a person is liable to find himself in the same situation as Moshe Dayan. 
Presenting ideas for a solution (admiration).  Determining the other party's emotional 
message and what kind of relationship he is offering (identification). 
 
Problem 37: One's attitude toward time is determined by the direction of one's thinking 
vector. George Shultz, the American secretary of state, describes his meetings with 
King Hussein: "Upon learning that lobster was being served, the king said that he did 
not care for lobster and asked instead for the chef to prepare a cheeseburger for him. 
The staff of the Plaza seemed never to have heard of an item called a cheeseburger. It 
took forever for them to produce one as we all sat formally around the table, chatting 
awkwardly and with increasing frustration….I told the king that I wanted to propose to 
him a way to deal with his expressed need for an international conference. He was not 
interested. He was in no mood to work with us in a constructive fashion about 
anything….He clearly had no idea how difficult it was for the president to push for 
arms for Jordan….I had become used to the fact that the first meeting of any visit by or 
to King Hussein would have a certain predictable rhythm: the king would at first be 
aggrieved and negative; later, he would be more forthcoming. The trouble at this point 
was that we had no time to pay court to him and wait for his mood to pass."79 Why is 
the tempo of people in general, and King Hussein in particular, slower than that of 
people? 
The solution: The literature is replete with examples of people biting their nails 
and waiting nervously for a person to agree to start a serious discussion of the 
subjects on the agenda. The long formalities, the endless meals stretching into the night, 
are all familiar. The reason: for a person, these are not a waste of time, but a way 
of slowly and indirectly becoming acquainted with his counterpart. Once again we see 
that for him, the relationship is the essence, not the outcome. One therefore should never 
underestimate the importance of the personal contacts that develop during these 
"wasted" moments, when one can talk about other topics that engender closeness.  
 Unlike Shultz, Israel's Defense Minister Ezer Weizmann knew how to make the 
most of these situations. He describes one of his meetings with Sadat: "The discussion 
had already gone on for a long time, two hours, maybe more. Disagreement was rife, 
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almost insurmountable. Despite this, Sadat knew how to produce a calm atmosphere in 
his surroundings—me included. I had absolutely no desire to get up and go."80 
Furthermore, he says, "The more the parties get together, look at each other, and learn 
to listen to each other—the better the chances that the mutual distrust will dissipate."81 
Time is money (critical thinking).  Time is necessary to create a relationship 
(identification). 
 
Problem 38: Elyakim Rubinstein, one of the Israeli representatives to the peace talks, 
explained how Israel viewed the problem of the Palestinian refugees who fled from 
Israel at the time of its establishment: "Our vision is a humanitarian one. On the 
historical level, we can't agree to be held responsible for the refugee problem. What 
happened in 1948 is the subject of controversy, and the peace process shouldn't be the 
arena in which historical truth is pronounced." Later in the talks, one of the Palestinian 
consultants remarked about another Israeli representative, Yossi Beilin: "That Yossi 
Beilin—his positions, in the end, might as well be Rubinstein's. But the way he talks 
and listens—you can't help but trust him."82 How does Beilin's approach differ from 
Rubinstein's? 
The solution: Rubinstein emphasized Israel's differences with the Palestinians, their 
disagreements and controversies. Though we don't know exactly what Beilin said, we 
can assume, first, that he listened without saying "No," "I disagree," etc. It is likely  that 
he then worded his statements with an emphasis on the parties' common interests. For 
example, he might well have said: "The two sides have suffered, and therefore each can 
understand the other's suffering. If we each put ourselves in the other's shoes, we will 
realize that we would behave in similar ways. Both sides, therefore, have a joint 
responsibility. Beyond everything, we are brothers, one family, and we must solve this 
problem like a family problem." Abu Ala addressed Ariel Sharon similarly: "We 
understand the historical suffering of the Jews of Europe. And, without doubt, you can 
understand the historical suffering of the Palestinians on this land. The two nations have 
remarkably similar values and customs, styles of behavior, principles and rules."83 
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Rubinstein: What happened in 1948 is controversial (critical thinking).  If each side 
puts itself in the other's shoes, it will realize that it would behave in a similar way 
(identification). 
 
Problem 39: Ezer Weizmann, Israel's defense minister, seems to have been skilled in 
turning his thinking vector outward. The following exchange took place during his 
meeting with Sadat in the Egyptian president's home overlooking the Suez Canal: 
Sadat: "You're looking smart." 
Weizmann: "I have to be smart in order to meet and talk with the greatest Arab leader." 
Sadat started to discuss aviation matters, showing that he had done his homework and 
wanted to ingratiate himself with Weizmann, a former commander of the Israel Air 
Force.  
Sadat (smiling): "I would like to know who bombed the house at the edge of my lawn 
in 1970." 
Weizmann: "I'm willing to check this out for you." 
Sadat: (Laughs loudly.) 
Weizmann: " I came under heavy attack in this stronghold (pointing towards the Canal), 
and got away only with difficulty." 
Sadat bursts out laughing and Weizmann joins in. 
Afterwards Weizmann presented gifts to Sadat, his deputy Mubarak, and Minister of 
War Gamasy, which clearly pleased them.84 
How did Weizmann adapt his thinking vector to Sadat's? 
The solution: Sadat compliments Weizmann on his clothes and Weizmann returns the 
compliment in full. He is not content with the rote "thank you" of a person with a 
Western thinking paradigm, who is used to separateness. According to Arab custom, 
when someone compliments you on a new item of clothing you are meant to reply, 
"You have good taste." The thinking vector, in the main, is outwardly directed, attuned 
to the other. Knowing Weizmann's background, Sadat talks about aviation, thereby 
forging a sense of intimacy and identification with Weizmann's world. When Sadat 
mentions that part of his estate was bombed in the war between Israel and Egypt and 
asks who is responsible, Weizmann doesn't leave him in an inferior position: after a 
brief technical answer (that he will check it out), Weizmann says quite clearly what the 
                                                 
84 Weizmann, 1981, p. 65. 



 
 

80 
 

Egyptians did to him. He does not apologize for what his air force did, nor accept 
responsibility, which would entail directing his thinking vector inward. Rather, he 
arouses identification by noting that he and Sadat were both in the same situation. It is 
now clear that they understand each another.  
 A similar but opposite situation occurred during Sadat's visit to Jerusalem. 
Weizmann mentioned at dinner that his son had been seriously wounded in the head by 
Egyptian sniper fire at the Canal. Immediately, someone in the Egyptian party related 
that Sadat's stepbrother, a pilot, had been killed in the Yom Kippur War (see the chapter 
on empathy, Problem 43). The solution to one person's expression of pain, therefore, is 
to express similar pain suffered by the other, not to indicate sorrow, which originates 
in an internal locus of control. Finally, shared humor in potentially embarrassing 
moments enhances the closeness between Sadat and Weizmann, as do the gifts that 
were proffered. 
Sadat: You're looking smart. 
Weizmann: Thank you (empathy).  I have to be smart in order to talk to you 
(identification). 
Sadat: I would like to know who bombed the house at the edge of my lawn.  
Weizmann: I can check it out (critical thinking).  I came under heavy attack in this 
stronghold, and got away only with difficulty (identification). 
 
Problem 40:  Israeli Major-General Uzi Dayan, an active participant in the peace talks 
with Syria at Wye Plantation at the end of 1995 and the beginning of 1996, was about 
to leave the delegation to assume one of the IDF's major command posts. He asked to 
say a few words of farewell to his Syrian colleagues. With great emotion, he said it had 
been one of his proudest moments to represent his country. He had devoted his whole 
adult life to the defense of his country. He had been wounded three times in war. He 
had never known his father, who was killed during Israel's War of Independence. His 
uncle, Moshe Dayan, had known the pain of war wounds all his life. He had three 
children, who he hoped would never know war the way he had. So it was a privilege to 
negotiate for peace with Syria. Peace would serve both sides. Neither would sacrifice 
what they considered essential for their security, but Uzi concluded, "I am confident 
that, [working together as we are doing now] we will overcome all differences and a 
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peace of dignity and mutual respect will be possible." That was his hope, and he looked 
forward to the day when they might meet again. How did the Syrian generals react? 
The solution: Uzi Dayan spoke very emotionally, which prompted the Syrian generals 
to identify with him. He was proud to participate in the discussions and in this regard 
he honored the generals. He shared his feelings with the Syrians, telling them that he 
had been wounded and that his family had experienced injury and bereavement. He 
continued to speak in symmetrical terms, noting that peace depends on the two sides, 
will serve the two sides, and will honor the two sides. As we have said previously, this 
kind of reciprocal thinking is more likely to touch the heart of a person than one 
party's personal feelings. Indeed, in a spontaneous response, the two Syrian generals 
from military intelligence, Ibrahim Omar and Ghassan Khalil, who had revealed no 
emotions throughout the two rounds of the negotiations, rose from the table and 
embraced Uzi. The American envoy, Ross, was stunned by the image of the two Syrian 
generals hugging an Israeli general. He turned to Uri Savir, the Israeli representative, 
who had tears in his eyes and said: "You know, we might just make it." 85 Uzi Dayan 
managed to move the Syrians, who in turn moved the Israelis and the Americans. This 
is identification at its best. 
Uzi Dayan: To make peace you don't have to be a hero, you have to be practical (critical 
thinking).  I was wounded several times and my family also experienced injury and 
bereavement (identification). 
 
Problem 41: Weizmann and Sadat were discussing the peace process, but the meeting 
was not producing any results and the parties had to leave. What did Weizmann tell 
Sadat in order to maintain their closeness? Later, when Weizmann flew to Cairo with 
the Egyptian War Minister Gamasy, neither uttered a word. The atmosphere was tense. 
What did Weizmann say to Gamasy in this case to maintain their close relationship? 
The solution: Weizmann told Sadat that he "was sorry to leave him in a bad mood." 
Sadat accompanied Weizmann to the gate, and they embraced and kissed. Weizmann 
did not remain silent, leaving each person immersed in himself and his own problems, 
as is acceptable in society. He turned his thinking vector outward and expressed 
some responsibility for Sadat's feelings. 
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 On the subsequent flight to Cairo, Weizmann said to Gamasy: "I'm sorry I'm 
being so quiet—but I'm thinking." "That's exactly what I'm doing," Gamasy replied.86 
In this case as well, Weizmann does not leave Gamasy alone in an embarrassing silence. 
Gamasy replies in the same mode, strengthening the identification between them. Note 
that Weizmann's message, "I'm sorry…I'm thinking," is self-focused in content, but its 
spirit and intent are meant to give them both a better feeling, which is how Gamasy 
understands it.  
Weizmann: We'll continue at the next meeting, goodbye (critical thinking).  I'm sorry 
to leave you in a bad mood (identification). 
Weizmann: Silence (critical thinking).  I'm sorry I'm so quiet—but I'm thinking 
(identification). 
 
Problem 42: On a flight from Cairo to Aswan for a meeting with Sadat, during a  crisis 
in the peace talks between Egypt and Israel, silence prevailed between Ezer Weizmann, 
the Israeli defense minister, and General Gamasy, the Egyptian war minister. Gamasy 
broke the silence by saying that the Egyptians could not understand why the Israelis 
were behaving the way they were. Weizmann did not reply. Afterwards they exchanged 
a few memories of the wars between their two countries, not in an atmosphere of 
recrimination but of recollection. Was Weizmann correct in not responding to Gamasy's 
statement? 
The solution: Gamasy is speaking from the heart, with pain. The Egyptians genuinely 
did not understand the Israelis' behavior. Repeated explanations had already been 
offered, and further explanations would not have helped Gamasy understand the Israelis 
any better. Besides the gaps in the two parties' political positions were gaps in their type 
of thinking. However, Weizmann's silence is not deafening; it is more an intimate 
silence with contact, possibly accompanied by a sad look. Hence the rest of the 
discussion was warm and close. Sometimes a person must recognize the limits of 
his critical thinking. Not everything can be explained here and now, and silence can 
convey an important message of togetherness. 
 Gamasy remembers that he couldn't restrain himself, and later in the flight he 
asked Weizmann another question that was bothering him: "Why had Israel taken part, 
with Britain and France, in a war against us to deprive us of the Suez Canal, which had 
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been nationalized as a matter of right because the waterway was ours. I knew how 
difficult it was for him to answer my question, but I wanted to hear his reply and his 
interpretation. He could not say that Israel had played a role assigned to it to serve 
British and French interests in the region. He could not say that the purpose was to 
expand and to annex Sinai. He could not possibly have said any of that. Weizmann 
replied that this war was consigned to history. It was a diplomatic reply which saved 
him from having to go into the subject."87 In this case, Gamasy is trying to draw 
Weizmann into an argument from which nothing good could emerge. Weizmann was 
not tempted and offered Gamasy closeness rather than proof that he was correct. A 
mental state of closeness and connection will make it easier for the other party to 
understand his counterpart, even without explanations, and facts that until that moment 
were inaccessible will become reachable. 
Weizmann: I'll explain why we reacted in the way we did (critical thinking).  Intimate 
silence (identification). 
 
Problem 43: Abu Ala describes the moment when he and Uri Savir finished signing 
the Agreement of Principles in Oslo: "I looked at Savir and he looked at me, and without 
exchanging a word, and without any prior coordination, we both got up, simultaneously, 
embraced and held each other for quite a while in front of the audience." Does this 
spontaneity attest to the quality of the relationship that was created? 
The solution: It would seem so. This kind of behavior results from a deep relationship 
that has developed over time. It is not an official handshake. According to Terje Larsen, 
the Norwegian representative, the decisive factor in achieving the Oslo peace 
agreement was the ability of the two sides to develop "a wonderful relationship of 
friendship beyond the negotiating channel."88 It would seem that a person needs to 
connect with his own less formal, more spontaneous sides in order to touch the heart of 
his counterpart.  
Shaking hands (critical thinking).  Exchanging glances and spontaneous embrace 
(identification). 
 Weizmann, too, describes a similar moment of intimacy: "The moment when the 
Israeli foreign minister, Dayan, said that we have to bring the Americans into the 
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picture, I looked at Gamasy, and he looked at me. I think that for the first time we 
understood each other in a single glance, almost a wink. We didn't say a word. 
'Regarding the security issue, we don't need to bring in the Americans,' I said. 'Right, 
we'll manage on our own,' Gamasy confirmed. I was very pleased with the Egyptian 
minister of war's reaction."89 
 
Problem 44: In a culture in which the individual experiences himself as part of a group, 
personal relationships that are created do not stand on their own, but are context-
dependent. Moshe Sasson, Israel's ambassador to Egypt, tells how contact was created 
between an Israeli and an Egyptian immediately following Israel's withdrawal from 
Sinai in April 1982, when the relationship between the two countries was at its peak: 

Our consul general in Alexandria called excitedly to tell me that going 
down in the elevator with his wife in the hotel where they lived, they found 
themselves by chance in the company of an Egyptian couple. The 
anonymous Egyptian immediately recognized the Israeli consul-general, 
whose photograph had appeared a week earlier in the Egyptian press 
because of the opening of our consulate. Without any preliminaries, the 
Egyptian said: 'With your permission, I would like to shake your hand and 
congratulate you on the opening of Israel's consulate-general in our city 
Alexandria. I wish you every success. And now—the Egyptian continued—
let me introduce myself: I was a prisoner of war in Israel after the Six-Day 
War in 1967. Logically I should be filled with bitterness and anger; after 
all, I fought you and was even imprisoned. But in truth, no one is happier 
than I today. I am happy that finally there is peace between us. I am even 
happier that a few days ago you fulfilled your obligations and returned Sinai 
to us, and I am happy that we are working together today to promote peace 
in our region. Welcome to our city, Mr. Consul-General.' When the elevator 
stopped and the door opened, the man took our consul-general's arm and 
they walked out of the elevator together. The Egyptian's wife similarly took 
his wife's arm."90 

 Was this a performance? 
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The solution: This event could not have happened without the peace agreement. To a 
person this might seem to be a performance, but for a person it reflects loyalty 
to his people and his government. The former seeks a personal relationship, while the 
latter looks for a relationship that will obtain the approval of the surroundings. The 
conclusion is that a person has to be very sensitive to the person's need to be 
loyal to his group. Sometimes people are frustrated about their relationships with 
people: they report that they are unable to create familiar kinds of personal 
friendships, namely those in which one "self" meets another "self." Their counterparts, 
however, emphasize the connection between the two groups. This is what happens 
when an "I" meets a "we." Without prior learning, the encounter is liable to cause 
frustration to both sides.  
The Egyptian: I wanted to congratulate you on the opening of the consulate. Good luck! 
(admiration).  I am happy that we are working together today…the man took the 
consul-general's arm…(identification).  
 
Problem 45: How does one create a close relationship with someone like Yasser 
Arafat? Gilad Sher, the Israeli representative to the peace talks, describes the 
Palestinian leader like this: "When you sit with the Palestinians' senior leadership, there 
is no doubt who's the boss. Generally, Arafat is the only one who conducts the dialogue 
with a representative of the other side. He is focused and alert, yet often seems not to 
be fully absorbing the information and all the nuances. He can suddenly cut the 
discussion in midstream, and make strange statements disconnected from what has just 
been said…his associative world is incomprehensible to the outside observer. 
Sometimes he seems confused and jittery. Now and again he bursts out angrily or 
stutters; suddenly, for no reason, he will mention the Karameh battle in 1968…he was 
there."91  
 The American envoy, Aaron Miller, describes him as follows: "Arafat had many 
moods. He could be unctuous and deferential; indignant and angry; playful with his 
colleagues; and at times stone cold and almost catatonic, when he'd stare straight ahead, 
shaking his foot for long periods. This was a sure sign that he was truly enraged."92 The 
American secretary of state, Madeleine Albright, also noted his changing moods: 
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"During the General Assembly session in New York, I met again with the Palestinian 
chairman and probed to see whether he had moderated his position. Arafat rose from 
his seat, shaking his fist, and stormed out of the room. He returned for his meeting with 
the President, during which he crossed the room to smother me with kisses. Talk about 
mood swings."93 How can Arafat's behavior be understood? 
The solution: Arafat personifies associative, emotional thinking, which is relatively 
accepted in societies: one subject reminds one of another, and behavior is 
determined by context more than by critical, organized and logical thinking. A 
person, astonished by this type of thinking, needs to bear in mind that Arafat is not 
alone. His people and many others identify with it. One can understand this mode of 
thinking by identifying with Arafat: he suddenly mentions the Karameh battle and the 
fact that he was there, probably because, at that moment, he feels a need to call attention 
to his persona as a brave warrior. This is not evoked directly by the contents of the 
discussion, but possibly by his personal sense of weakness or humiliation during the 
talks. Upon meeting Albright, he contemptuously stalks out of the room, but in Bill 
Clinton's presence, Arafat "smothers her with kisses"—an effect due, no doubt, to his 
ever-present desire to underscore his good relationship with Clinton and the absence of 
disagreements between them. This is not an example of critical thinking, which would 
dictate relating to Albright and Clinton consonant with the content they represent; 
rather, it is a way of conveying the message that the person with whom you are meeting 
is more important than the specific contents of the discussion. The American envoy, 
Dennis Ross, understood this issue and advised Clinton on the eve of the Wye summit: 
"Now you are going to have to use the relationship you have developed with Arafat to 
get what is needed on security."94 It would seem that a necessary, though not sufficient, 
condition for being able to work constructively with Arafat was the ability to 
comprehend, through identification, the emotional place he was coming from. It was 
Arafat who coined the term, "the peace of the brave," which embodies both respect and 
togetherness and therefore served his emotional needs. 
Arafat: Peace in which each side can realize itself (admiration).  Peace of the brave 
(respect + identification). 
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Problem 46: Weizmann's apparently impulsive behavior during the peace talks with 
the Egyptians is recorded by one of the other Israelis present: "The gathering on one of 
the paths at Camp David drew the attention of Defense Minister Ezer Weizmann, who 
was riding a bicycle on a side path. He steered toward the group of people, and even 
tried to warn them loudly to stay clear of his bicycle. Only when he came very close to 
the group did he notice that Sadat and Begin were talking together. He threw down the 
bicycle and dashed toward Sadat."95 
 Would it not have been more appropriate for Weizmann to put down his bicycle 
calmly and ask politely whether he could join the discussion? 
The solution: To a person, Weizmann's behavior might seem childish or 
hypocritical since it may not have expressed what he was really feeling. As we have 
seen repeatedly, however, a person considers the value of a relationship greater than 
the value of the truth. Sadat welcomed Weizmann with open arms. "Hello, my friend," 
he called out loudly, embracing the Israeli defense minister, and the two kissed.96 Sadat 
did not ask himself whether Weizmann's behavior was fake or genuine; that would have 
been the classic reaction of a person, who needs to be faithful to his inner feelings. 
For Sadat, the act that creates physical identification between two individuals is always 
the "correct" thing to do, and he responds in kind. 
Weizmann: Put the bicycle down at the side and politely ask whether he can join the 
group (critical thinking).  Throw down the bicycle and dash toward Sadat 
(identification).  
 
Problem 47: In the Camp David peace talks between Israel and Egypt, the Israelis 
wanted to increase—beyond the already-settled agreement—the size of the forces they 
would be allowed to keep in the demilitarized areas. It was no coincidence that Ezer 
Weizmann was sent to Sadat to make this request. "How many battalions are we talking 
about?" Sadat asked him. "Three battalions of Border Police," replied Weizmann. 
"Fine, Weizmann," Sadat agreed, "for you—four battalions. After the October War, I 
no longer have any complexes."97 What made it possible for Sadat to accede so easily 
to the Israeli request? 
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The solution: The October War, as Sadat himself notes, brought him respect; 
moreover, it is his personal friend Ezer Weizmann who has turned to him with the 
Israeli request. Since the person who asks for something is no less important for a 
person than the "something" itself, it was obviously wise to send Weizmann on this 
mission. With Weizmann, Sadat feels free to make a goodwill gesture and display the 
typical generosity of people. 
Sadat: I'll consider your request and inform you (critical thinking).  For you 
Weizmann…after the October War I no longer have any complexes (identification + 
respect). 
 
Problem 48: How would Sadat have defined his preferred relationship with Israel—
friendship or partnership? 
The solution: "We have to find a way to prove that we can live as more than good 
friends. The two nations and the religions have much in common,"98 he says to 
Weizmann. Sadat prefers partnership to friendship. He prefers joint action—which 
fosters identification with his brother—to empathic friendship, where mutual 
understanding suffices. Sadat talks not about friendship but of the need to prove it. A 
feeling of friendship has a  character while proof, attuned to the other and to the 
world, has a character. 
Sadat: Friends (empathy).  Much in common (identification).  
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AUTHORITATIVENESS 
 
Research background 
A person tends to be attuned to directives from outside. This is the believer who 
obeys the religious laws that instruct him how to behave at any moment. A totalitarian 
ruler also directs the thinking vector of his subjects toward himself, causing them to 
obey him in all matters, as does the authoritative father who strictly controls his 
children, restricting their freedom of choice in many ways that would be unacceptable 
to parents in societies.1 The individual, who generally belongs to traditional-
collectivist society, is attuned therefore to the other rather than the "I," and finds it 
difficult to act without clearly knowing what is permitted, what is forbidden, and where 
the limits lie. In modern times, a person who has undergone the process of 
separation from the group and has developed independent thinking, tends to freely 
choose and decide his own limits. If he lives in a democratic society, he can think and 
say almost anything he wishes, whereas in a religious society heretical thoughts are 
forbidden, and in non-democratic society freedom of expression is more restricted. 
Moreover, in a society with an external locus of control, it is not the individual's 
personality that determines who he is, but rather his status in society and his social 
group, and whether he is master or servant, male or female, child or adult, etc. From a 
young age the individual learns to adapt to the external limits that exist, so that his 
personality is not continuous in time and place; it is largely context-determined. Thus 
a person may be most obedient in the presence of his leader, while at home he demands 
that his wife and children obey him. The person's personality tends to be more 
consistent in different contexts, relative to a person. Hence a person will tend 
to act based on his own considerations, and less in relation to the surroundings and the 
context; a person, on the other hand, expects to receive clear limits from his 
surroundings.  
 In modern times, when the individual separated from the group in the West, 
external limits and prohibitions became internalized, and interpersonal conflict was 
gradually transformed into intrapersonal conflict. The presence of observers who would 
arouse feelings of threat, shame, and respect became less necessary for maintaining 
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obedience. A person is more sensitive to guilt feelings (an internal conflict between 
instincts and conscience), which does not require an observer. In modern times, as the 
thinking vector gradually changed direction from outside to inside, leading to the 
development of introspection, ambivalence, and a strict sense of conscience and 
personal responsibility, some of the shame has been transformed into guilt. Since the 
conflict is now between the person and himself, there is less need for external authority.  
 For the person, however, the absence of authority and clear limits leads to a 
feeling of disorder and a wish to test the external boundaries to determine whether they 
are indeed stable. He is liable to perceive the absence of boundaries as weakness and as 
an invitation for aggression, the responsibility for which lies in the hands of those who 
did not set obvious limits. For a person, each person is responsible for setting his 
own boundaries, e.g., for maintaining his honor. If he does not do so, he can blame no 
one else for the consequences. Indeed, it is written in the Book of Proverbs: "Happy is 
the man that fears always."2 Modern education does not support the use of fear, but in 
the world of people, where internalization is absent, the fear aroused by authority 
is considered a legitimate way to create order and limits. We further find in Proverbs: 
"He who spares his rod hates his son."3 In other words, a parent who fails to exercise 
his full authority does not love his son. For a person, therefore, the authority who 
sets clear limits is also expressing concern and affection. 
 The challenge facing a person in an encounter with a person is far from 
simple. Sometimes he has to be authoritative, to set limits, draw the line, say "No" and 
make demands in a way he is not used to. He who is used to talking from within his self 
will find it difficult to attune his speech to the other. A statement such as "I insist 
that you don't do such and such," reflecting a firm stance that arises from the self, 
becomes "It's forbidden" or "You can't do that" or "Why are you doing that?" In this 
situation, the other is at the center at the time one sets him limits using an outwardly 
directed vector. 
 As we noted in the introduction, it is sometimes difficult to ascertain the direction 
of an individual's thinking vector. The statement, "I insist that you don't do such and 
such!" can be accompanied by an exclamation mark, a piercing look and an accusing 
finger, while the statement "You mustn't do that" can be said in an empathic, gentle 
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tone, even with a smile. These nuances can change the direction of the thinking vector. 
The examples presented in this chapter will clarify the issue. 
I insist that you don't do this (assertiveness)  You mustn't do that (authoritativeness) 
(I  you) 
 Thus, during the past five centuries, as individuals have separated from the group, 
some of the demands previously made regarding the other have been transformed into 
assertiveness in relation to the self. A person is no longer entitled to issue orders to 
others. What remains is for him to firmly put his foot down. 
 
Problem 1: Three months before the end of President Clinton's term of office, he met 
with Yasser Arafat, chairman of the Palestinian Authority, at an emergency summit at 
Sharm el-Sheikh, accompanied by other world leaders. Clinton's advisers pushed him 
to take a rigid line, but Arafat promised him cheerfully that the agreement on a 
permanent arrangement with Israel would be completed before the president left office. 
"He really wants to achieve an agreement," Clinton said in an upbeat mood to his 
advisers. Until the last days of his presidency, Clinton expected Arafat to keep his 
promise. He was even prepared to spend his last four days in the White House  
discussing the agreement. The Israeli prime minister, Ehud Barak, waited for an 
invitation to the final summit conference, and his foreign minister, Ben-Ami, was so 
eager to achieve an agreement that he deviated from the directives he'd received, 
informing Arafat that Israel would even be prepared to grant him sovereignty over the 
Temple Mount, the holiest site of the Jewish people. At the last moment, Arafat reneged 
on his promise. Clinton told his successor, George Bush, about Arafat's treachery, and 
when he spoke on the phone with Colin Powell, the secretary of state-designate, he 
couldn't restrain himself. He "launched into a vituperative, expletive-filled tirade 
against Arafat. 'Don't you ever trust that son of a bitch,' he said, 'he lied to me and he'll 
lie to you.' Arafat had failed his people and destroyed the chances for peace, Clinton 
emphasized. 'Don't let Arafat sucker punch you like he did me.'"4 Where did all three—
Clinton, Barak, and Ben-Ami—miscalculate during their years of negotiation with 
Arafat? 
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The solution: Clinton's advisers had known Arafat for some time and were aware that 
he generally didn't honor his promises. They therefore suggested to the president to set 
limits, to be authoritative, demand here-and-now proof, and not wait in the belief that 
Arafat's intentions were sincere. But Clinton, a person, felt that "he really wants to 
achieve an agreement." The president attributes his own thinking vector to Arafat. He 
is unaware that while statements such as "truly" or "he really wants" have a specific 
meaning in his own world, with its inwardly attuned thinking vector, these statements 
do not have an identical meaning in the person's world. In that world, one must 
adapt one's behavior to the truth of one's surroundings, not to one's inner conscience. 
Many well-meaning people fall into this trap by projecting their own mode of 
thinking onto others. Because his locus of control is external, not internal, a person 
will keep his promise only if it is supported by his surroundings. This was how Egypt's 
President Sadat publicly took a step that he could not reverse, the trip to Jerusalem, and 
created a strong and binding relationship with President Carter. Jordan's King Hussein 
nurtured his relations with Israeli leaders for years before signing the peace agreement; 
he also established a firm friendship with Yitzhak Rabin. His relationship with Clinton, 
which pushed him toward peace, was particularly warm and committed. When Rabin 
was murdered, Hussein said he felt he was burying not only his good friend, but also 
the peace process.5 Nevertheless, one should not expect a person to stand by his 
word without clear and overt circumstantial evidence to support this. Neither Arafat nor 
Syria's President Assad, for example, established a warm and binding relationship with 
the Israelis or the Americans, and, indeed, they never signed a peace agreement with 
Israel. The quality of the relationship that a person creates with his surroundings is 
an important predictor of his real intentions. A person will sometimes do more for 
another than he would for himself, while a person will act, first and foremost, on 
his own behalf.  
 Clinton should have spoken authoritatively to Arafat and examined his intentions 
in real time (for example, by demanding that he issue reconciliatory declarations, cease 
terror activity, etc.) In the eyes of a person, if Clinton did not do so he had no one 
to blame but himself for his failure. Had Clinton acted authoritatively, he would have 
increased the chances of Arafat adapting himself to the restrictions, and the peace 
process would have progressed. Note in this context the authoritative type of speech 
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used by the person, as opposed to the assertive speech of the person. As an 
example, we would not say "We demand," an assertive mode of speech that puts the 
ego in the center, but rather "You have to prove," authoritative speech centered on the 
other. The background music to sentences with an external locus of control ("You have 
to prove...") is foreign to the ear of a person with an internal locus of control, just as 
statements arising from the ego, with an internal locus of control ("We demand") 
produce music that is foreign to the ear of a person with an external locus of control. 
Thus such phrases and statements should be avoided.  
Clinton: He really does want to achieve an agreement (admiration).  You need to 
show us by your acts that you desire peace (authoritativeness). 
 
Problem 2: In the negotiations between Syria and Israel, the Syrian representatives 
indicated that Israel should withdraw completely from the Golan Heights. They added 
that they are soldiers and cannot deviate in any way from the positions dictated to them. 
In their view, since the Golan Heights was Syrian territory from the start, Israel would 
not be relinquishing anything and therefore should not obtain anything in return for 
giving up the Heights.6 Hence the Syrians opened the negotiations by emphasizing the 
negative regarding what they were prepared to give up. On the other hand, Rabin, the 
Israeli prime minister, began by emphasizing the positive, stating exactly what he was 
prepared to relinquish: he would be willing to return part of the Golan Heights. He even 
offered a formula: "The depth of Israel's withdrawal from the Golan Heights will 
correspond to the depth of the peace." That is to say, the more serious and complete the 
peace the Syrians were willing to provide, the greater the area of the Golan Heights that 
Israel would give up. As Danny Yatom, Rabin's aide, tells it, a "dialogue of the deaf" 
consequently evolved in the negotiating room, in which "the Syrians constantly tried to 
obtain a precise definition of the line to which we were prepared to withdraw in relation 
to Rabin's statement that 'the depth of the withdrawal will correspond to the depth of 
the peace'…while the Israeli negotiators first tried to understand the Syrians' perception 
regarding the depth and the nature of the peace."7 How do these two styles differ, and 
how can the gap be bridged? 
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The solution: people tend to be optimistic; they are self-reliant and believe that the 
sky's the limit. In negotiations, therefore, they tend to start with their maximal demands. 
Based on the salami tactic, they gradually relinquish more and more. Thus they open 
with the "yes," with what they are prepared to give up. people, on the other hand, 
tend to initially express the "no," what they are not prepared to relinquish or even 
discuss. Drawing the line and declaring the "no" creates a clear sense of limits, power, 
and respect that are most essential in people's world. Throughout the years of 
negotiations, the Syrians continued to hold fast to that line, not giving up a single 
centimeter of the Golan Heights.  
 Jordan's Prime Minister Majali and his aides noticed this pattern in the 
relationship between the Arabs and the Americans, and explained it as follows: "An 
Arab is always risk-averse. He must know the nature and the stability of the ground he 
intends to step on." Arabs therefore will not begin with the "yes" but rather the "no," 
and they will adhere to it because they have to know in advance how the negotiations 
will end. "Their approach to negotiations [can be seen] by comparing the desert culture 
to the forest culture. In a forest you can afford risk because you can always count on 
finding something to eat, liquids to drink, a place to sleep and a hideaway when danger 
strikes. In the desert, you have to know ahead of time where you are going and when 
you will get to your destination. In the desert there is nothing you can depend on but 
open territory, a lot of heat and no water. There is no place to hide nor a shady corner 
to sleep in."8 Kissinger reports exactly the same experience with the Chinese. When he 
approached them with a desire to negotiate on the basis of mutual concessions, they 
asked him simply: "What is really important for you and that you cannot compromise 
on?" When he outlined for them what he considered the minimal essentials, it paved 
the way to a quick agreement.9 Experienced negotiators report that the West must 
formulate its red lines from the start for the Chinese, the "no" where it is not willing to 
compromise; otherwise the Chinese feel bound to exert pressure until the other side 
reveals its limits.10 We can therefore understand that this is not specifically an Arab or 
a Chinese issue, but rather one of people who have difficulty tolerating a process in 
which the limits are not defined and clear from the outset. They do not trifle with the 
maximum, but rather ensure the minimum. They do not think in terms of "the sky's the 
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limit," but rather that the ground must be secure. They enunciate the "no" 
authoritatively, not the "yes" optimistically. 
 Hence a person has to formulate his "no" for himself and for his negotiating 
partner, and to draw the line beyond which no compromise is possible. It is not easy for 
a person with this vector, accustomed to focusing on the "yes," to now formulate his 
starting position in terms of "no." But this is essential for a person: it helps him 
organize himself and make decisions. Thus, for example, Israel could say that it will 
not compromise on anything less than a full peace and will also not compromise on a 
single drop of water from the Sea of Galilee, just as the Syrians will not compromise 
on a single centimeter of the Golan Heights. Though these are Israel's genuine red lines, 
they were never formulated in terms of the "no," but rather in Rabin's wording by means 
of his "yes." An Israeli formulation of this kind,  defining the lines and setting clear 
limits for the Syrians, would have avoided long and exhausting negotiations in which 
both the Syrians and the Israelis tried to obtain the same additional few meters around 
the disputed area where the Golan Heights and the Sea of Galilee meet. The Syrians, 
like any people, expected that Israel would have clear limits. The fact that such 
limits were not set forth openly led them to feel they had to expose them. Al-Sharaa 
always claimed that the Syrians did not understand what Israel's precise demands 
were.11 Against this, the Israelis were left with the feeling that had Barak not demanded 
a 500-meter strip around the Sea of Galilee, but rather, 10 meters or so, Assad might 
have agreed to a deal, and Israel would not have missed the chance for peace.12 
Formulating Israel's "no" would have advanced the peace process because the gap 
between the sides regarding the border line was small, or it would have provided a clear 
indication that there was no chance of achieving an agreement because Israel was not 
willing to deviate from its red lines. In either case, an authoritative statement of what 
Israel would not be ready to relinquish would have improved the situation. 
 Note that people do not assertively formulate their minimal, essential 
demands or the "no" in "I" terms, for example, "We will not compromise," but rather 
with the wording "You have to…" 

                                                 
11 Yatom, 2009, p. 258. 
12 Ibid., p. 271. 
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Rabin: The depth of the withdrawal from the Golan Heights will be proportional to the 
depth of the peace (critical thinking).  You must relinquish all demands regarding the 
Sea of Galilee and agree to a full peace (authoritativeness). 
 
Problem 3: When the Palestinians and the Israelis were asked to work together on a 
joint draft of the conditions that are acceptable to them, the Palestinians became passive. 
The Israeli representative, therefore, wrote the draft based on the discussions and the 
comments of both sides, as he understood them. The Palestinians neither approved nor 
rejected what had been written.13 Should the Israelis have agreed to this situation, and 
if not what should they have done? 
The solution: In encounters between people and people, the former tend toward 
activity and the latter toward passivity.14 This is because people are faithful to 
themselves and want to achieve their own desires, while people wait as they check 
their surroundings and will not hurry into proffering suggestions or making decisions. 
However, the case described here, in which a person neither approves nor rejects 
what he receives, is a deviation from these limits and should ring warning bells for the 
person. Facing the other party's passivity, a person tends to try and fill the space, 
progressively proposing and initiating, unaware that he is being activated by his 
counterpart's passivity and unable to gauge his real intentions. As far as the person 
is concerned, he wishes to help, accepts responsibility and is empathic to the other 
party's difficulties. How then can he be blamed?! As usual, he can be blamed for placing 
himself in the center and not seeing the other. It doesn't make any sense that what he 
wrote was neither approved nor rejected by the other party, apparent evidence that the 
other party is not genuinely participating in the process. The person will discover 
this as soon as the implementation begins. He must therefore halt the process and 
authoritatively determine the requisite conditions for its continuation, in which the 
person actively participates in the process. Though it may be difficult for the 
person to relinquish his centrality, this will save him future disappointment while 
setting the clear limits the other party needs and giving him the option to reconsider his 
position.  

                                                 
13 Ross, 2004, p. 616. 
14 See the many examples in Cohen, 1999. 
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The Israeli representative: I'm prepared to help you and to lead the discussion 
(empathy).  We both have to be active partners, otherwise the process will fail 
(identification + authoritativeness). 
 
Problem 4: At a meeting between the Israeli Prime Minister, Ehud Barak, and the 
Syrian Foreign Minister, Farouk al-Sharaa, mediated by President Clinton in order to 
further the peace process, al-Sharaa refused to talk to Barak or shake hands with him, 
while Barak agreed to negotiate through the U.S. president, and even offered al-Sharaa 
99% of the Golan Heights. How are people with two different thinking paradigms likely 
to view this? 
The solution: Barak, a person, claimed to be businesslike. As we noted earlier, 
what is important for him is the agreement and peace, not the handshaking ceremonies. 
The Palestinians, people, had a different view of what took place at the meeting. 
From their perspective, Israel is conveying the message that the extremists are right, 
and that taking a rigid stance is the only way of liberating Arab territories.15 A 
person determines his own limits according to the limits set by the other. One who 
relinquishes his prerogative to set limits, people tell us, is liable to be perceived as 
weak, which invites aggression. Barak's agreement to forgo shaking hands not only 
undermines his respect: it also does not indicate the clear limits that are essential for 
the person to establish a beneficial relationship.  
Barak: A peace agreement is more important than a handshaking ceremony (critical 
thinking).  You have to respect us and meet with us in an acceptable manner (respect 
+ authoritativeness). 
 
Problem 5: Before his trip to Jerusalem, Egypt's President Anwar Sadat put two 
questions to Romania's President Nicolae Ceausescu, who knew Israel's Prime Minister 
Menachem Begin: "Is he honest?" "Is he a strong man?" Ceausescu responded 
affirmatively to both questions, and Sadat decided to embark on his journey.16 Why 
were these two conditions important for Sadat? 

                                                 
15 Albright, 2003, p. 483. 
16 Carter, 1982, p. 284. 
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The solution: Sadat believed that only a strong, authoritative Israeli leader capable of 
setting clear limits, externally and internally, could make peace in the Middle East. In 
society, propensity to tell the truth is often mediated by loyalty, first and foremost, 
to the relationship with the other, which can often surpass the value of inner truth. In 
other words, group pressure is very compelling, and a strong leader is necessary to 
withstand it while also shaping an environment that will help him keep his word. It is 
therefore not self-evident that a leader must be honest and make the same statements 
in private discussions and in public. Presumably, a leader would be interested in 
different personality characteristics. 
 Ben-Elissar, the Israeli ambassador to Egypt, relates: "In one of the heart-to-heart 
talks we had at his home in Ma'amura, listening to the waves breaking on the shore, 
Sadat told me explicitly that there were only two Israeli leaders he could trust—
Menachem Begin and Golda Meir. In Golda Meir, he said, he appreciated the strength, 
the leadership capability. With Yitzhak Rabin, he emphasized, he would not have made 
peace, because he is a 'weak person.'"17 
 Years after Sadat's assassination, Jehan Sadat told a similar story to Moshe 
Sasson, a former Israeli ambassador to Egypt. She pressured her husband not to accede 
to Begin's request to meet with him in Sharm el-Sheikh shortly before the 1981 Israeli 
elections. She felt that Begin would exploit the meeting for election propaganda and 
that it would be preferable for Sadat to assist Shimon Peres' campaign, not Begin's. 
Sadat replied that he was indeed aware that Begin wanted the meeting to take place 
because of the elections, and that was precisely why he would meet with him. Begin is 
a strong prime minister, Sadat iterated, who can get his decisions approved in the 
democratic Israeli system.18 
 Begin most definitely radiated power and authoritativeness, as can be seen in his 
way of addressing the Egyptians: "We Israelis extend our hand to you. This is not a 
weak hand, as you know. If we are attacked—we will always defend ourselves, as our 
Maccabean forefathers did, and won. But we are not seeking a clash with you."19 This 
tune might be somewhat jarring to the ears of a person, who is accustomed to 
emphasizing peace rather than war. Begin, however, chose to emphasize both, thereby 
delineating clear limits for the other side.  
                                                 
17 Ben-Elissar, 1995, p. 152.  
18 Sasson, 1992, p. 151; Sasson, 2004, p. 213. 
19 Ben-Elissar, 1995, p. 52. 
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 Similarly, King Hussein preferred the hawkish Netanyahu over the dovish Peres. 
He knowingly displayed his bias towards Netanyahu by inviting him to Amman on the 
eve of the 1996 elections in Israel while declining to extend a similar invitation to Peres. 
As Ali Shukri, head of Hussein's private office, said: "Privately, His Majesty wanted 
Netanyahu to win because he thought this was a man he could deal with."20 
Begin: We extend our hand to you (empathy).  You know that we are not weak and 
if you go to war you will be defeated (authoritativeness).  
 
Problem 6: The American envoy Dennis Ross describes how Hafez al-Assad would 
slightly change what had been agreed on in order to see whether the Americans would 
react. How should the Americans have dealt with this? 
The solution: Testing limits is widespread in the world of people. Ross says that 
the first lesson in negotiating with them is not to accept any change, however small. 
"Assad soon found that I would correct him, and because he prided himself on his word, 
he would typically agree that my understanding was right."21 Note the importance of 
the wording: "I insist on this" originates in the "I," as opposed to "[…] no one-sided 
change should be made,"  a more general directive that derives from some authority, or 
"You must not," which is directed to the other. The latter two are more acceptable in 
society. 
Ross: I insist that you not make any change to the agreement (assertiveness).  No 
one-sided change in the agreement should be made (authoritativeness). 
 
Problem 7: In January 2001, a few days before his term of office ended, President 
Clinton met at the White House with the head of the Palestinian Authority, Arafat, in a 
final attempt to achieve an agreement. The American envoy, Dennis Ross, relates how 
Clinton offered Arafat the "Clinton Parameters," and how things then unfolded. Arafat, 
as usual, did not say "yes" nor "no," but instead expressed various reservations and the 
need to continue the negotiations. Clinton found it difficult to react and say bluntly, 
"You have just rejected my ideas," thereby confronting Arafat with the severity of his 
position and its consequences. Rather than challenging Arafat, Clinton retreated, 
missing the opportunity to change Arafat's profit-and-loss considerations. An 
                                                 
20 Shlaim, 2009, p. 476. 
21 Ross, 2004, p. 143. 
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authoritative stance here, says Ross, would have set limits for Arafat and signal to him 
that the president was not fooled by his manipulations. 
 Ross felt that the meeting should not leave Arafat with the impression of a weak 
president. Consulting privately with Clinton, he suggested that the President make it 
unequivocally clear to Arafat what the consequences of his actions would be. Clinton 
agreed. Would he rise to the occasion? 
The solution: It is difficult for a person to be authoritative and set clear limits. This 
difficulty is widespread among those with a Western thinking paradigm (e.g., 
permissive parenting is common in the West but not in the East) because the  
individual is primarily occupied with his own world, and less concerned about 
interaction with others. On the other hand, a person fully lives the interaction with 
the other; thus he deals with issues of authoritativeness and limits every day. So it was 
that in the second round of their discussion, Clinton failed again on this point: instead 
of being authoritative, he told Arafat that "there was nothing more he (the President) 
could do." As was his habit, Clinton turned inward rather than outward. According to 
Ross, what the President should have said was: "Your position is killing me. I have 
gone out on a limb for you, presented unprecedented, historic ideas to settle this 
conflict, and your rejection exposes me. I can only conclude that you are incapable of 
making peace and I will have to convey this impression to my successors." This position 
would at least have clarified to Arafat that he will pay a price vis-à-vis the United States. 
The irony is that this is exactly what President Clinton told incoming President George 
Bush about Arafat. Unfortunately, Ross concludes, Arafat left the meeting without 
understanding that this would be the result because limits had not been set 
authoritatively for him.22 In this situation Clinton, who was so skilled in identifying 
with people,23 failed to exercise his authority and set limits. Notice that Ross too 
has difficulty in formulating a short, authoritative sentence: he places the self-admiring 
"I" in the center—"I have gone," "I presented," "I can only"—and not the other, not 
mutuality and respect—"You got from us…and this is what you give in return?!" 
Finally, he accuses Arafat of  being incapable of making peace (critical thinking) 
without stressing—as Carter did with Sadat—how this is a betrayal of the relationship 
between them (identification). 

                                                 
22 Ross, 2009, p. 196. 
23 See the chapter on identification, Problems 3 and 18. 
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Clinton: There is nothing more I can do (critical thinking).  You have rejected my 
ideas and you will have to pay the price (authoritativeness). 
 
Problem 8: A person finds it difficult to be authoritative and prefers to reach  
decisions through dialogue based on acknowledgment of the situation. Hence a 
person does not have frequent opportunities to see the benefits that can be achieved 
by setting clear limits for a person (people do sometimes set limits in their 
society). The American envoy Dennis Ross relates that U.S. Secretary of State James 
Baker had a legendary temper, but typically vented it only at certain moments. When 
Baker met with Palestinian representatives to finalize who would represent them in the 
joint Jordanian-Palestinian delegation, they came to talk about something else: to 
reopen the Jerusalem issue, which the American felt he had discussed  more than 
enough at their previous meeting. Baker simply cut them off, saying: "With you people 
the souk never closes, but for me it has." He added that they would never get what they 
wanted because he was finished dealing with them. He got up, wished them a good life, 
and stalked out of the room. How did the Palestinian representatives react to Baker's 
steps? 
The solution: The Palestinian representatives had no desire to torpedo the talks; they 
only wanted to test the limits in order to obtain a little more. Because he does not 
authoritatively set the limits to which the person is accustomed, the person tends 
to give the person the illusion that he can achieve more. Ross relates that the 
Palestinians, stunned and alarmed at Baker's remarks, sought his counsel. He advised 
them to set aside the Jerusalem issue completely for the moment, and to submit the 
names of their delegation members. Baker quickly received what he had requested.24 
Setting limits in due time (e.g., an advance declaration that the Jerusalem issue would 
not be reopened) might have avoided this unpleasantness. A person should 
understand that a person expects his counterpart to delineate red lines, not to discern 
them on his own.  Baker did not employ assertiveness, which derives from the "I" and 
is often insufficient and incomprehensible to a person; rather, he employed 
authoritativeness ("With you people the souk never closes…you'll never get what you 
want"), and, perhaps more critically, he used action, which generally makes a stronger 
impression than words. 
                                                 
24 Ross, 2004, p. 79; Ross, 2009, p. 244. 
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James Baker: I insist that we don't reopen the Jerusalem issue (assertiveness).  Gets 
up and leaves the room (authoritativeness). 
 
Problem 9: During the peace talks between Israel and Syria, al-Sharaa, the Syrian 
foreign minister, developed heart problems. Syria's President Assad also took ill, and 
the talks were suspended. Ehud Barak, the Israeli prime minister, pressured the 
Americans to convey proposals in letters to the Syrians, creating the impression that the 
Americans and the Israelis were desperate for an agreement. What was Assad's 
reaction? 
The solution: Assad's response, which arrived a month later, was to retreat from the 
positions to which he had already agreed. Annulling his previous consent, he now  
refused to allow the Israelis to establish early warning stations on the Golan Heights,  
and presented a new demand for rights to some of the water from the Sea of Galilee.25 
A person has trouble concealing his desire for an agreement even though this may 
force him to pay a higher price. Attuned to himself and wanting to express himself 
freely, he now understands that someone is observing him but has no desire to hide his 
wishes or play games. Opposite him, however, stands a person. For him, the price 
is determined not just according to ostensibly objective, businesslike considerations, 
but also according to the degree of interest that his counterpart manifests in the 
agreement. Any sign of weakness on the part of the person is liable to be used 
against him. Therefore a person, who has not been educated to keep his weakness 
and needs under wraps (as someone who has grown up in a group is generally 
accustomed to doing), will now be forced to do so if he wishes to achieve a better 
agreement for himself. As we have said before, a person should ensure that his 
authoritativeness is directed towards the other even though he is used to speaking from 
within his self.  
 
Barak: I'm very interested in an agreement (admiration).  There will be an agreement 
when you want an agreement and meet the necessary conditions (authoritativeness).  
 
Problem 10: In a discussion between Dennis Ross, the American envoy, and Yasser 
Arafat, chairman of the Palestinian Authority, about five weeks before the end of 
                                                 
25 Ross, 2004, p. 529. 
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President Clinton's term of office, Ross made a last-minute effort to achieve an 
agreement, presenting Arafat with what he considered a far-reaching proposal. The two 
sat facing each other not more than 90 centimeters apart. Ross describes the 
conversation: 
Ross: "Is there a deal here?" 
Arafat: (Looking intently at Ross) "Yes there is." 
Ross: "Why?" 
Arafat: "Because I am serious and they are serious." 
Ross: (Feeling that this was not enough) "You are talking about intentions, and I am 
asking about capabilities. I need to know if there is a deal based on what you know the 
Israelis can do. Is there? 
Arafat: "Yes" 
Ross: "Why?" 
Arafat: "Because I am serious and they are serious." 
Ross: "Let me be more precise. I am going to run through what I believe the Israelis 
can do at the end of the day, and you tell me whether you can accept it—only that is 
going to tell us whether there is a deal." 
Arafat: (Nods.) 
Ross: (Details the concessions the Israelis are prepared to make): "Can you live with 
that? Can you do a deal based on that?" 
Arafat: "Yes." 
Ross: "I looked at him as his eyes remained fixed on me. He was not going to add to 
this reply, not to qualify it or expand on it. He was not going to try to negotiate the 
issues or tell me he could do more of this but would need something more here or there. 
I had been blunt and this was his response. I asked him how he thought we should 
follow up on this conversation, and he suggested I get together with the negotiators. 
When I suggested we bring them to Washington to try to forge the agreement, he was 
enthusiastic." 
 Ross described the discussion to Secretary of State Albright and to the U.S. 
ambassador in Israel, Martin Indyk. They were enthusiastic and could not understand 
why he was less so.26 Why was Ross not enthusiastic? 

                                                 
26 Ross, 2004, p. 746. 
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The solution: Ross relates that when he said goodbye to Arafat, he was not sure what 
he had achieved. He had done all he could to be authoritative and to force Arafat to 
pronounce a clearly defined "yes" or "no." Though he was attuned to Arafat and not 
himself in body language (they sat close to each other), in tone of speech (he spoke 
bluntly) and in content, he nevertheless remained confused because, with all this, he 
had not been sufficiently authoritative. 
 This kind of relationship—one party very interested in an agreement, with the 
other providing the illusion that his desires will be fulfilled—is highly problematic 
since the interested party has such trouble protecting himself against the sweet illusion, 
the "illusion trap" that frequently snares people in their contacts with people. 
The former find it difficult to understand that their opposites are not always interested 
in that which seems self-evident—peace, development, economy, health, etc. They fail 
to appreciate the fact that, for people, maintaining social cohesion and group 
identity is a much higher priority than furthering individual values such as peace, etc., 
and that the priorities of  individuals are in fact likely to be undermined by changes 
proposed by people. Complicating the situation further,  the party often chooses 
to conceal his real intentions in order to inflict a psychological defeat on his counterpart 
in the form of frustration and despair.  
 Arafat carries this out by means of a verbal "yes" alongside a non-verbal "no," 
while his counterpart clearly desires to hear only the "yes." At the end of the discussion, 
Arafat also agrees, enthusiastically, to the suggested follow-up meeting or conference. 
Delighted by Arafat's words, Albright and Indyk heard only his "yes." They failed to 
discern his non-verbal "no," reflected by his unwillingness to go into details or say 
clearly what he did and did not endorse—all of which told the real story. A person 
often has far better social skills than his counterpart (see the chapter on social skills, 
below). He tends to avoid saying "no" since it may offend the other party and invite 
confrontation. Instead, he is more likely to say "perhaps" or "God willing," or convey 
mixed messages, as Arafat did. In light of all this, the person must demonstrate 
authoritativeness to get to the unvarnished truth.  
 In this situation, Ross could have demanded that Arafat confirm in writing  
everything he agreed to, without reservations. It is reasonable to assume that such 
confirmation would not have been forthcoming. Alternatively, it would have been  
possible to request proof on the ground in the form of an oral declaration or act  attesting 
to Arafat's intentions (e.g., an announcement to his people that an agreement has been 
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achieved; publicly complimenting the other party; or declaring the termination of the 
conflict). Ross should have taken his authoritativeness a step further, going beyond 
reliance on words to a demand for actions. 
Ross: I need to know if there is a deal based on what you know the Israelis can do 
(assertiveness + critical thinking).  You have to give me in writing a precise list of 
what you agree to and what you have reservations about (authoritativeness).  
 
Problem 11: Dennis Ross relates that Hafez al-Assad would frequently ask him, "Are 
the Israelis ready to conclude a deal?" He was not asking if the Israelis wanted a deal. 
Ross admits that he did not understand this distinction until later in the process. What 
did he understand, and what can we learn from it? 
The solution: Assad wanted to clarify whether the Israelis were prepared to go to the 
endgame where each side puts its cards on the table, Ross says, and adds that when he 
understood this he said to Assad: "You want to know whether they are ready to close 
now and put their real bottom lines on the table, but your own behavior signals that you 
are not ready to do that. If you want to go to an endgame, prove it in terms of what you 
are prepared to do; give me something to show the Israelis that this is not just an attempt 
to draw them out without revealing anything on your side."27 In his own way Assad, a 
person, did indeed want to examine Israel's limits. As noted above, the way a 
negotiator (in this case the representative of Israel) should behave is to formulate 
authoritatively for the other party not only on what he is willing to compromise (e.g., 
the Golan Heights), but also on what he is unwilling to compromise. This will be, 
preferably, an external-locus-of-control formulation clearly indicating where the other 
side must compromise (for instance, giving up the demand for Sea of Galilee water, 
providing the security arrangements that Israel demands, and agreeing to full peace). 
Such a formulation would give the person the feeling that there are clear bottom 
lines that are essential in order for the other party to conclude a deal. Instead of this, 
however, Israel, a society, agreed under pressure to relinquish more and more, 
conveying the message to Syria, a society, that Israel would be willing to make 
endless concessions.  

                                                 
27 Ross, 2009, p. 199. [Should be Ross, 2007, p. 206] 
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We are willing to relinquish…and agree to… (critical thinking).  You have to 
relinquish…and agree to… (authoritativeness). 
 
Problem 12: At the start of the Al-Aqsa Intifada, the Israeli Prime Minister, Ehud 
Barak, issued a 48-hour ultimatum: "If we don't see a change in the pattern of 
violence…we will order the army…to use all means at their disposal to halt the 
violence." That night, Dennis Ross recalls, President Clinton spoke to Arafat and there 
was something different in Arafat's voice: he sounded afraid. Ross felt that he had taken 
Barak's ultimatum seriously. The president added that if Arafat did not issue orders to 
halt the uprising, he, Clinton, would be unable to do anything. Arafat seemed to 
understand, and said he would instruct his people (the Tanzim) to cease the violence. 
Barak was subjected to pressure, both within Israel and from Europe, to refrain from 
implementing his ultimatum and to continue pursuing the peace option. Clinton also 
asked Barak if he really wanted to imprison himself with the ultimatum, and what he 
would do if Arafat did not respond to it. Should Barak have implemented the 
ultimatum? 
The solution: Dennis Ross describes how Arafat was attuned to the other and not to 
himself in manipulating the Intifada. He tested Israel's limits, and as his voice 
demonstrated, Barak's authoritative threat did what it was meant to. At the end of the 
48 hours, however, Barak postponed implementation of the ultimatum to allow the 
international community to persuade Arafat to stop the uprising. According to Ross,  
Arafat was afraid and prepared to calm the riots; Barak should thus not have retreated 
from his ultimatum. The uprising later continued, says Ross, because Arafat interpreted 
Barak's postponement as a sign of weakness.28 We see here that a person functions 
less according to his own fixed agenda and more according to the state of the other 
party. We also see that by nature societies such as America, Europe and Israel find 
it difficult to threaten and to exercise authority, which results in their being perceived 
as weak rather than admirable. The messages that they are used to conveying, focused 
on the self, will not help. They must express messages focused on the other. 
Barak: We insist that you cease the uprising (assertiveness).  If the uprising does not 
cease within 48 hours, I will order the army to stop it (authoritativeness).  
 
                                                 
28 Ross, 2004, p. 737. 
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Problem 13: Rabin and Peres were engaged in negotiations with Arafat mediated by  
Egypt's President Mubarak. After Rabin and Peres conceded to Arafat on a certain issue, 
Arafat turned to Mubarak and said, "Just one more thing, Your Excellency," and 
requested a further concession from the Israelis. Rabin and Peres agreed, and again 
Arafat requested: "Just one more thing, Your Excellency." Although Arafat's behavior 
did not disturb Rabin and Peres, Mubarak wanted to halt the discussion. Why? 
The solution: Mubarak, who often hosted and mediated such talks, had an interest in 
the success of the peace process. He understood that Rabin and Peres's concessions 
were not advancing the prospect of reaching an agreement, but decreasing it. He 
therefore tried to do that which Rabin and Peres failed to do—authoritatively stop 
Arafat. The sequel was no less instructive. Arafat continued in his merry way a third 
time, saying "Just one more thing, Your Excellency." This time the Israeli delegation 
burst out laughing. Arafat was offended; he felt they were humiliating him. 
Reprimanding his representatives, Rabin made it clear to Arafat that he respected his 
concerns.29 One can reasonably assume that, had it been Mubarak negotiating with 
Arafat, he would not have accepted "just one more thing." Rabin and Peres, however, 
found it difficult to assert their authority. Ultimately, Mubarak's authoritative stance 
would have been less humiliating for Arafat than the Israelis' position, which led to the 
outbreak of laughter. The implication is that setting limits in a timely fashion for a 
person will prevent difficulties down the line. Ross affirms this: fixing a deadline 
in negotiations with the Palestinians was the only way to achieve results and 
agreements.30 
Agreeing to a further concession (empathy).  Stopping the discussions 
(authoritativeness).  
 
Problem 14:  Because the person, focused on the other, is likely to be an expert in 
applying various types of pressure, it is critical for a person to be capable of 
withstanding such pressure. Dennis Ross, the American envoy who conducted 
discussions with the Palestinian representatives Abu Mazen and Saeb Erekat, writes: 
"After working with Abu Mazen and Saeb Erekat until well past midnight, we reached 
agreement on the last issues. I told them I would sell what we had agreed to Netanyahu 
                                                 
29 Indyk, 2009, p. 126. [should be 121] 
30 Ross, 2004, p. 119. 
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and they said they would do the same with Yasser Arafat. I was able to do my part, but 
in the middle of the night, Saeb Erekat called me to say, 'President Arafat had some 
questions and we need some additional discussions.' I told them I was done. I had done 
my part and I would have no more discussions with them. In the morning, Erekat and 
other members of the Palestinian delegation began calling, pleading for a meeting. I 
instructed my team that I would have no meeting and I would not take any phone calls 
from the Palestinians before they acknowledged what we had agreed upon. 
 "During the day, the Palestinians persuaded King Hussein to call me and ask me 
to see them. I told him I would do so only when they acknowledged our agreement—
and upping the ante, I told him I would leave that night if there was no agreement. 
Osama al-Baz, the advisor to President Mubarak of Egypt, made a similar call, as did 
the Egyptian ambassador to Israel, Mohammad Bassiouny. Members of my team were 
nervous and suggested that I at least agree to talk to the Palestinians on the phone. I 
refused and put out publicly that I would be leaving at midnight. 
 "My boss, Secretary of State Warren Christopher, called and asked if I was certain 
that this was the right thing to do. I convinced him that it was. But shortly after speaking 
to him, I got a call from Sandy Berger, the deputy national security advisor—who was 
about to become the national security adviser. He was concerned and, leaving no doubt 
that he was speaking for himself and the president, asked, 'What is the harm in talking 
to the Palestinians?'" 
 Ross explained that if he consented to talk with them, the whole agreement would 
be reopened. What the Palestinians wanted was to ascertain whether they could obtain 
anything more. Arafat needed to understand that he had a lot to lose if he did not 
approve the agreement at that point. Berger, says Ross, reluctantly and obviously 
uncomfortable, accepted his approach. 
 How did the Palestinians react to this setting of limits? 
The solution: It is accepted procedure in societies to dispatch envoys and mobilize 
the extended family and friends in order to apply pressure. Ross reacted authoritatively, 
rejecting the Palestinians' demand to reopen the agreement, and even threatening to 
walk out. Threats, a blatant example of other-focused thinking, are  widespread in 
societies. In contrast, senior White House officials asked, "Are you certain that this 
is the right thing to do?" and "What is the harm in talking to the Palestinians?"—classic 
considerations of a person. The first question has an internal locus of control 
directed toward critical thinking in terms of correct and incorrect. The second is based 
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on the assumption that it never does any harm to talk to the other. The person, 
however, is more likely to think in terms of relationship and interaction with the other 
than in terms of correct and incorrect. He understands instantly the significance of not 
standing up to pressure and communicating weakness. He also knows that a meeting 
that concludes without any benefit is detrimental since having agreed to attend a 
pointless meeting would be a show of weakness. Ultimately, Ross notes, the 
Palestinians softened, approved the agreements that were concluded, and even accepted 
his new demand to declare that they would host a summit meeting that same evening 
with Netanyahu and Arafat in order to finalize the deal.31  
 Ross began by reacting assertively to the Palestinians, "I'm done, I've done my 
part," and continued authoritatively, "I'm not accepting telephone calls and I'm leaving 
tonight if there is no agreement." Ultimately, what determines whether the message has 
an inwardly or outwardly directed thinking vector is its source: does it originate from 
the self, or is it directed primarily to the other? Despite the fact that it employs the "I," 
the statement "I'm not accepting telephone calls"  has a particularly powerful effect on 
the other. Actions, in other words, are generally authoritative, because they have a much 
greater impact than words. 
Ross: I'm done, I've done my part (assertiveness).  I'm not accepting telephone calls 
and I'm leaving tonight if there is no agreement (authoritativeness). 
 
Problem 15: Because it is difficult for a person to state authoritatively what is not 
open to negotiation, he regularly invites extortion from a person. This is what 
happened in the eleventh-hour discussions between the Israelis and the Palestinians 
mediated by Dennis Ross as he attempted to conclude an agreement a month before the 
end of Clinton's presidency. Ross wanted to know each side's bottom line in order to 
put them on the table and try to bridge them. Barak conveyed the message that he would 
have to annex at least 7 percent of the area of the West Bank. The Palestinian 
representatives, Mohammad Dahlan and Saeb Erekat, claimed that Israel's annexation 
of any more than 5 percent would disrupt the territorial continuity of the West Bank, 
which they were not prepared to accept. Ross replied: "Mohammad, you know I have 
never misled you. I always tell you what I believe. I am quite certain the Israelis will 
not go below 7 percent annexation...You will not do better than that. Look for some 
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other forms of compensation from the Israelis or from us." Erekat contributed by 
adding: "Dennis, listen to Mohammad, we will need more territory." Ross replied that 
it was not going to happen, and again proposed other forms of compensation.  
 That evening Dahlan conveyed a message to Ross that the Israelis had agreed to 
annexation of only 5 percent. Ross's reaction: "I was stunned and angry. My initial 
instinct was to question this. But I also knew that Dahlan would be stupid to make it 
up, knowing I could easily check it." Ross called the Israelis to tell them what he had 
heard, which they did not deny. Ross writes: "I was furious. What was the point of my 
conveying a tough posture on issues of supposed principle to the Israeli side if they 
were simply going to undercut me? 'Don't ask me to convey any messages or reinforce 
your positions from now on. I won't do it.'"32 What should Ross have explained to the 
Israelis? 
The solution: This is a classic encounter between a person and a person: the 
former formulates his positions according to ongoing assessments of what he wishes to 
achieve (the "yes"), and the latter formulates his positions according to a clear 
assessment of what he cannot relinquish (the "no").33 This naturally gives a 
considerable advantage to the person because he is not required to relinquish 
anything, unlike his counterpart. Thus at the outset Israel publicly declared its bottom 
lines, which it would not be willing to forego under any circumstances. Following 
Palestinian pressure, however, Israel repeatedly retreated from its declared limits. In 
Dahlan's words: "You're like a lemon that has been squeezed, but there is always more 
juice."34 
 At every turn Barak's complicated formulas at Camp David came up against the 
Palestinians' simple proposals. The Israelis conducted negotiations at a snail's pace, 
bargaining over every comma, while the Palestinians contented themselves with those 
principles they were not prepared to compromise (the 1967 lines, right of return, etc.).35 
In such a case, the side conveys that it doesn't know what it wants or what its real 
limits are, thereby evoking pressure and aggression from the side. 
 Ross starts with identification when he says, "Mohammad, you know I have never 
misled you"; continues with empathy, "I always tell you what I believe"; and concludes 

                                                 
32 Ross, 2004, pl. 748. 
33 Rubinstein, 2003, p. 82. 
34 Ya'alon, 2008, p. 105. 
35 Ross, 2004, p. 673. 
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with critical thinking, "I am quite certain the Israelis will not go below 7 percent 
annexation." Both Ross and the Israelis should have employed authoritativeness.  
Ross: I tell you what I believe (empathy).  Mohammad, you know I have never misled 
you (identification). 
(I  you). 
Ross: Mohammad, you know I have never misled you. I always tell you what I believe. 
I am quite certain the Israelis will not go below 7 percent annexation (identification + 
empathy + critical thinking).  You will not get more than 93 percent 
(authoritativeness). 
 
Problem 16: Threats are not exactly fashionable in society, but they are sometimes 
necessary in contacts with people. This was the situation on the eve of signing the 
interim agreement in Washington in 1995 between the Palestinians and the Israelis. The 
Americans feared that Arafat's antics on the stage in Cairo, when he publicly refused to 
sign the maps, would repeat themselves in another variation. Thus Dennis Ross went to 
meet Arafat alone the night before the event and threatened him: "Mr. Chairman, there 
better not be any surprises tomorrow. No holdups, no questions,  no reluctance to sign. 
Any of that takes place and you lose President Clinton. Understood?" Arafat nodded. 
Nevertheless, a controversy arose at the last minute between the Palestinian and the 
Israeli representatives. The former demanded that the Palestinian police station in the 
Hebron area be manned as soon as possible, prior to construction of the bypass road 
that was essential to the Israelis for security reasons. The Israelis wanted the opposite. 
Both Arafat and Rabin were unaware of the problem. Ross escorted them into the 
President's private kitchen and explained the issue. With Ross's warning in mind, how 
would Arafat react? 
The solution: According to Ross, Arafat took the warning seriously and said, 
"Whatever the Prime Minister decides is acceptable to me." Rabin decided that the 
Palestinians could man the police station before the bypass road was completed.36 The 
preliminary warning, which set clear limits, fostered a closer relationship and gestures 
on both sides. Clearly there is no guarantee that a person will always respond 
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112 
 

positively to the limits set before him, but experience and theoretical understanding 
suggest that this is generally the case. 
Ross: It's not a good idea to raise non-existent problems (critical thinking).  It's a 
good idea to provide advance warning (authoritativeness).  
 
Problem 17: Following the Oslo Accords, a signing ceremony for further agreements 
between the Israelis and the Palestinians was meant to take place in Cairo on May 4, 
1994. On stage during the ceremony attended by the foreign ministers of the United 
States and Russia, in the presence of Mubarak, Rabin, Peres and other VIPs and with 
the whole world watching on television, Arafat signed the wrong map. Peres noticed, 
and confronted Arafat before he managed to leave the room. An argument ensued, with 
everyone trying to persuade Arafat to sign the correct maps. A recess was declared 
while the world waited. Rabin's face turned progressively redder, and Mubarak 
reprimanded Arafat, saying that as host of the ceremony he was personally offended 
and embarrassed. At one point he could not control himself and shouted "Sign already, 
you dog!" Arafat provided no explanation for his behavior, and even his Palestinian 
aides were taken by surprise. Rabin then turned to Arafat directly: "What is your 
problem?" Arafat raised two issues that Rabin had already agreed to, and he answered, 
"I agreed to them last night." Arafat then asked, "Are you prepared to put it in writing?" 
Rabin replied, "If I said it last night, I will put it in writing." Arafat said, "Okay, I am 
ready to sign the maps." Which he did.37 What did  Mubarak conclude from this event, 
as opposed to the Israelis and the Americans? 
The solution: There is no doubt that it is not the style of a person to appear at a 
signing ceremony, perform manipulative tactics, and raise additional demands. Dennis 
Ross claims that Arafat's aim was to show his people publicly that he was fighting for 
their rights to the last minute.38 Mubarak, president of Egypt, who lives by a code of 
respect, did not try to persuade Arafat logically, as did Western leaders such as Rabin. 
He spoke about respect, shame, and humiliation—feelings that speak to Arafat. As a 
person, he knows that to embarrass the other, in this case his host, is indefensible. 
He also authoritatively demanded from him, "Sign already, you dog." Rabin, on the 
other hand, starts authoritatively, "What is your problem?" but continues with critical 
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thinking: "I agreed last night…and I am prepared to put it in writing." Had he added, 
"You should have known that I agreed to them last night," he would have changed the 
direction of the thinking vector from inward to outward, making the message 
significantly more comprehensible and meaningful for Arafat (though Rabin's message 
in general did come across). From then onward, Mubarak was not willing to play a 
leading role in Israeli-Palestinian negotiations and risk having Arafat burn him again.39 
The Israelis and the Americans, however, did not learn from their many experiences 
with Arafat, and did not authoritatively demand that he provide proof that he wanted 
peace.  
Mubarak: We insist that you sign the agreement (assertiveness).  You're offending 
my honor. Sign, you dog! (respect + authoritativeness). 
Rabin: I don't understand why you are not signing (empathy).  What is your problem? 
(authoritativeness).  
Rabin: I agreed to them last night and I am prepared to put it in writing (critical 
thinking).  You should have known that I agreed to them last night, and so I am 
prepared to put it in writing (authoritativeness). 
 
Problem 18: The London Agreement between King Hussein and Shimon Peres was 
signed in London in 1987. After the signing, Peres, then foreign minister, was unable 
to convince Prime Minister Yitzhak Shamir to accept the agreement. How did King 
Hussein react to Peres's breach of the agreement? 
The solution: Hussein was offended and angry: "The man agreed, but did not supply 
the goods; this is very serious!" Peres thus lost his credibility in Jordan. Hussein also 
viewed most seriously Peres's failure to bring down the government after Shamir 
rejected the London Agreement. He lost all confidence in Peres and refused to meet 
with him until after the Oslo Accords between Israel and the PLO were signed in 
1993.40 King Hussein was not a person with a Western thinking paradigm who erred 
with over-optimistic illusions and avoided setting limits because of difficulty reading 
his surroundings. For example, in a speech he made on February 19, 1986, Hussein 
defined Arafat as "untrustworthy," adding: "I and the Jordanian Hashemite Kingdom 
hereby announce that we cannot continue political coordination with the PLO 
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leadership [for achieving peace with Israel] until they keep their word and show 
commitment, reliability and consistency."41 Even though Hussein begins with 
assertiveness: "I…cannot," he ends with authoritativeness: "until they keep their word." 
Hussein does not behave like a person, who is impressed with human nature, 
believes in change, and maintains an active, optimistic posture. His thinking vector is 
outwardly directed when he demands from the other side to prove that they are people 
who keep their word. 
Hussein: We are disappointed because Peres did not comply with the agreement 
(empathy).  The man agreed, but did not supply the goods; this is very serious! 
(authoritativeness). 
Hussein: We insist that Arafat carry out the agreement (assertiveness).  The man is 
untrustworthy (authoritativeness).  
 
Problem 19: Weizmann relates how, in discussions with the Egyptians regarding the 
peace agreement, he did not hesitate to threaten them in order to convey the seriousness 
of failing to honor the agreements. "In the argument about the methods of military 
supervision in Sinai following Israel's withdrawal, I pointed a finger at the Egyptian 
minister of war, Kamal Hassan Ali: 'I have to tell you clearly,' I said, 'If you don't keep 
your word this time—you will find us back in Sinai! And God help you, next time we're 
there for good!'"42 How did Weizmann manage to both identify (as we saw in the 
previous chapter) and be authoritative in his contact with the Egyptians? 
The solution: An Egyptian intellectual once said: "Fear and love descended to the 
world closely bound; Nasser was greatly feared, which is why he was also loved. Sadat 
is neither feared nor loved."43 This explains Weizmann's ability to identify and to be 
simultaneously admired by and authoritative with his counterpart. For people, we 
see that these two emotional aspects are mutually supportive, based on the maxim, "He 
who spares his rod, hates his son."44 
 The need to authoritatively set limits for people is not restricted to serious 
issues; it applies as well to small comments. If authoritative limits are not set there, it 
will be harder to introduce them later. Thus, in the discussion on Jerusalem, when 
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Weizmann noted that Israel had built and expanded Jerusalem since 1967, Sadat said: 
"You're big foxes!" Weizmann replied: "Up to seven months ago, you wanted to throw 
us into the sea. So what did we do? We built the country."45 A person also has to 
react authoritatively to comments of this kind.  
 The Israeli representative Gilad Sher said: 

"Ross, who to a large extent orchestrated the American team since 1989, is a 
devoted man, dedicated to the task, despite the personal sacrifices to his private 
life and unpleasant situations he had to deal with, particularly with the 
Palestinians. He never lost his business-like approach, pleasant manner and peace 
of mind. Possibly this is where the problem lies…sometimes you also have to 
know how to bang on the table, and, if need be—overturn it."46 

 What Gilad Sher calls "banging on the table and if need be overturning it," we 
call exercising authoritativeness toward a person. For a person, being 
authoritative, as Sher says, is often unpleasant. Indeed, Ross admits: "One of our big 
mistakes with Yasser Arafat was not testing his intentions."47 It sounds simple: 
demanding a person to prove the seriousness of his intentions. But for a person, 
who is used to speaking from the self, this is far from easy. 
Weizmann: We insist that you honor what you have said (assertiveness).  I pointed a 
finger at the Egyptian minister of war (authoritativeness). 
Sadat: You're big foxes! 
Weizmann: Understanding smile (empathy).  Up to seven months ago, you wanted 
to throw us into the sea. So what did we do? We built the country (authoritativeness). 
 
Problem 20: Barak asked Arafat how such a violent uprising (the Intifada) could have 
broken out after he, Barak, had demonstrated his willingness to vacate all of the Gaza 
Strip, most of Judea and Samaria, and to divide Jerusalem. What was Arafat's reply? 
The solution: It is not easy for an individual to admit that he does not appreciate the 
other side's flexibility, but rather that he feels a lack of limits, weakness, and in their 
wake, aggression. His counterpart, therefore, should take a strong, authoritative stance 
towards him. In moments of truth, however, it sometimes happens that a person 
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does admit this, or even advises the person to act more authoritatively vis-a-vis 
another person. Thus the Palestinians advised the Israelis to behave more 
authoritatively towards the Syrians and not agree to humiliating negotiations without 
handshakes (see Problem 4 in this chapter). In their very first discussion, this is what 
Mubarak, the Egyptian president, suggested to Ben-Elissar, Israel's ambassador to 
Egypt, regarding the Palestinians: "With all your strength you're scared of the 
Palestinians. What are you talking about? Despite all our problems, when they made 
trouble for us once, you should have seen how I pushed dozens of them on to trucks 
and put them on planes."48 Paradoxically, generous proposals to people are actually 
liable to intensify a conflict. In the above case, the Palestinians did not respond to 
Barak's question. Arafat exploited his social skills, changed the subject, and regaled 
Barak with fabricated stories of his childhood with an aunt who supposedly lived close 
to the Western Wall.49 
 In light of the above, one can understand the Biblical perception (one of the best 
ways to comprehend the thinking of traditional-collectivist society) that "the inclination 
of man’s heart is evil from his youth," not in a negative but in a positive sense: setting 
limits for a person is an empathic step because it stems from the understanding that 
this kind of person needs authority and limits. Sadat's comments to his foreign minister, 
Muhammad Ibrahim Kamal, on the difference between Nasser and himself, are 
particularly interesting in this context. "His [Nasser's] motto was to suspect people until 
he was proved wrong…. His [Sadat's] principle, unlike that of Nasser, was to have faith 
in people until such faith was shown to have been misplaced."50 Sadat's thinking vector 
was indeed more inwardly inclined than that of Nasser, while Nasser, as we have seen, 
was more feared and more loved. 
Sadat: I have faith in people until such faith was shown to have been misplaced 
(empathy + admiration).  Nasser: I suspect people until I am proved wrong 
(authoritativeness). 
The inclination of a man’s heart is good from his youth; thus there is no clear need to 
set limits for him (empathy + admiration).  The inclination of a man’s heart is evil 
from his youth; therefore limits should be set for him (authoritativeness). 
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Problem 21: On the eve of the Camp David talks, Clinton, Albright and Ross met with 
Arafat, Abu Ala and Abu Mazen. The goal was to have Clinton persuade Arafat to agree 
to a summit meeting with Barak in order to conclude a FAPS [Framework Agreement 
on Permanent Status]. Arafat demanded that Israel undertake a third redeployment from 
the West Bank, and added that all the Israeli prime ministers had agreed to grant him 
91 percent of the area on completion of the third redeployment. Arafat lied. The 
discussion was stuck. Clinton turned to Ross and asked: Dennis, do you have any 
thoughts? Ross writes that he wanted to tell Arafat that he had no right to 91 percent as 
part of the further redeployment process, but that this would have led to a long 
theological discussion which the President was obviously not interested in having. Ross 
tried to separate the two issues—FAPS and the third phase of redeployment—when 
Arafat interrupted him by saying, "You will just take his [Barak's] side." Ross writes: 
"Angrily I challenged him. 'Is that what you think?' There was silence in the Oval 
Office. Arafat did not respond, and no one said anything. My gaze did not leave Arafat, 
and I let the silence linger for a minute before asking him the following question: If you 
knew you would get a third redeployment if there was a good-faith effort by you, Barak, 
and us to achieve a FAPS and it did not succeed, would you be willing to give us a few 
weeks to work with both sides on such a good-faith effort? Arafat did not say yes or no, 
clearly reluctant to commit himself. But Abu Ala leaped in, repeating my formulation 
and saying it was acceptable. Arafat seemed relieved; so did the President, and the 
mood in the room changed."  
 At the lunch at Albright's home in Georgetown, Albright asked to meet privately 
with Arafat. She said that he should not have attacked Ross, and that this was not the 
way to behave toward the Americans. Arafat apologized to Ross and was agreeable 
throughout the lunch. He asked Ross almost plaintively if he would add the third 
deployment to the discussions.51 Was Albright's reaction correct? 
The solution: By lying and by insulting Ross, Arafat demonstrates that he does not 
want a peace agreement. The lie places the Americans in an untenable situation: Should 
they ignore it or should they confront it? Both options are destructive to the peace 
process. Arafat, who is focused on the other, knows this. Coming from a society that 
values respect, he also knows that if he insults the other, he destroys any chance of an 
agreement. He nevertheless chooses to insult Ross publicly. Employing an external 
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locus of control, he accuses Ross by saying: "You will just take his [Barak's] side." 
Ross replies angrily, "Is that what you think?" his gaze fixed on Arafat. In these words 
and with this piercing look, Ross directs his thinking vector outward, and a 
confrontation ensues in the form of a long silence. Ross blinks first and breaks. He asks 
Arafat to allow them a few more weeks of a good-faith effort, but Arafat remains silent. 
Here the social skills of the Palestinian team come into play, as we will see in the next 
chapter, in which one plays the role of the good cop and the other the bad, and Abu Ala 
saves the situation. This is how Arafat learns that he is not obliged to show respect for 
the Americans and the Israelis since they are willing to countenance his actions. This 
spells the end of the possibility of a peace process. A should bear in mind that he 
must maintain his respect status and his authority in his relationship with a person, 
if not for the sake of the present moment, then to preserve the option for future 
agreement. Instead of ignoring Arafat's lie and insult, a more appropriate reaction on 
the part of the American team would have been a reprimand such as: "We respect you, 
why do you not respect us?" or "Why do you force us to attack you?!" These other-
focused reactions remind the person that he is responsible for the other just as the 
other is responsible for him. He is responsible for ensuring that the other respects and 
does not punish him. This is not a self-focused world in which everyone is responsible 
for himself; rather, this is a world in which everyone is more responsible for the other 
than for himself. Authoritative reactions therefore preserve the honor of a person 
and keep the door open to future agreement. Conversely, retaliatory humiliation of a 
person will damage the chances of future reconciliation and is not recommended in 
any event (see the chapter on respect). 
 Albright says to Arafat, "You should not have attacked Ross." She does not 
declare authoritatively, "You cannot attack Ross," nor with complete empathy, "We 
were offended when you said that Ross is taking Barak's side." Although she does say 
to him, "You should not have," and "this is not the way to behave toward the 
Americans," without speaking from the self, her style still sounds soft. An authoritative 
stance here would doubtless have been more productive. Arafat tries to please and he 
implores, but his behavior is only a short-term maneuver. 
Arafat: The agreement seems to be biased in Israel's favor (empathy).  You are 
always on Barak's side (authoritativeness). 
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Ross: I don't feel that this is the case (empathy).  Is that what you think? 
(authoritativeness).  
Albright: You should not have attacked Ross. This is not the way to behave toward the 
Americans (empathy).  Why do you force us to punish you?! (authoritativeness). 
 
Problem 22: Just when the Israeli Prime Minister Netanyahu intended to finalize an 
important agreement (the Hebron Agreement) with Arafat, he had to make a previously 
scheduled visit to the United States. Should he have continued with the trip as planned 
and asked Arafat to wait, or postponed the trip? 
The solution: Dennis Ross advised the Prime Minister, correctly, not to cancel his 
planned visit to the United States, because Arafat would view the cancellation as  Israeli 
desperation to finalize the agreement.52 In other words, postponing the trip would have 
actually reduced the chance of achieving an agreement, while traveling to the United 
States as planned would likely increase it. This kind of behavior is not easy for a 
person, who is revolted by what he perceives as game-playing. What he must 
internalize is the need to conceal his desires because the  other is liable to use them 
against him. This world is based more on social skills than on inner truth. As we 
saw in the chapter on identification, however, these threats are greatly modified in a 
close relationship. 
Postponing the trip to the United States because the agreement is important (critical 
thinking).  Not postponing the trip to the United States to convey the message that I 
have other important things to do (authoritativeness + social skills). 
 
Problem 23: In his book My War with Israel, Jordan's King Hussein describes how the 
Egyptian President, Gamal Abdel Nassar, got carried away by his own rhetoric and 
actions, pushing him into the Six-Day War with Israel. This was in fact a war he didn't 
want.53 Nevertheless, he closed the Straits of Tiran to Israeli shipping, demanded 
withdrawal of UN forces from Sinai, and moved his army closer to the border. He also 
provoked Israel by declaring: "If the Israelis want war, then I say 'Ahlan WaSahlan' (Go 
to it, we are ready!')."54 How did people and people find themselves is a 
confrontation that neither wanted? 
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The solution: A person tends to be more extroverted and dramatic than his 
counterpart, and more likely to use threats. Each side assumes that the other side 
thinks as it does. A person, therefore, assumes that the other side recognizes threats, 
is used to them, and knows how to read them without becoming overly perturbed. For 
a person, who tends toward introversion and operating in a minor key, it is clear 
that his counterpart has exceeded the limits and he must defend himself. Afterwards, 
the person will say that he had absolutely no intention of instigating a confrontation 
of such proportions. So it was, for example, that Iraq's President Saddam Hussein went 
one step too far, oblivious that he had crossed the Americans' red lines and that they 
fully intended to attack him. From his perspective, his threats of possessing nuclear 
weapons would stir neither belief nor alarm in the rest of the world. Similarly, 
Hezbollah kidnapped two Israeli soldiers without understanding that Israel would not 
remain silent in the face of such an act. Nasrallah, Hezbollah's secretary general, later 
admitted that he had not expected this provocation to result in a full-scale war. In 
general, a person should bear in mind that in dealing with two different thinking 
paradigms, his own introversion is liable to be interpreted as weakness. To avoid 
misunderstandings, or worse, he should therefore set clear red lines to a person on 
all relevant issues.  
Policy in which a person does not state his red lines because he believes he doesn't 
owe anyone anything (critical thinking).  A clear and unequivocal threat to the red 
line, beyond which a confrontation will ensue (authoritativeness). 
 
Problem 24: This arose when the United States threatened to attack Iraq because it 
suspected Iraq of developing nuclear weapons. Iraq, for its part, refused to allow UN 
inspectors access to its nuclear installations. Martin Indyk, former U.S. ambassador to 
Israel, writes: "The 'time on target' for the U.S. Air Force B-52s was 10 a.m. 
Washington time on Saturday, November 14, 1998. On that fateful morning, my hasty 
breakfast was interrupted by the State Department's Operations Center: Prince Bandar 
bin Sultan, the Saudi ambassador, was on the line. 
 'What is going on?' he asked. 'CNN just interviewed Tariq Aziz, who says that 
Saddam Hussein will accept the inspectors back into Iraq without conditions. And Kofi 
Annan is now telling the press that the letter he has received from Aziz is good enough 
for him to send the inspectors back! 
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 'It's too late,' I responded confidently, even though I had not been watching CNN. 
The Joint Chiefs of Staff had briefed us that the last possible time to recall the B-52 
bombers, which had been dispatched from the United States the day before, was at 5 
a.m. 
 'Bandar persisted. 'Are you sure? This is a typical Saddam stunt,' he said. 'And if 
you fall for it, you'll not only look foolish but you will expose us. Saudi Arabia was 
with you this time because you convinced us you were serious about striking him hard. 
But if you don't strike him at all, you'll look weak and we'll be in trouble.' To underscore 
his point, Bandar warned, "We won't be with you the next time.'"55 
 Indyk tried to reassure Bandar, telling him that the attack would take place. Who 
was correct and why? 
The solution: For a person, gambits like those of Saddam Hussein are not 
considered "manipulations" but rather "street wisdom," with a positive connotation. 
The implication is that being able to get along in a group is essential for the person with 
this thinking vector, who relates to himself as part of a group. In a society, critical 
thinking is the spice of life: a person can hold nothing against someone  more 
capable and bright and therefore more successful than himself. In a society, it is 
quick-wittedness that is admired: there is nothing negative to be said about someone 
who manages to deceive a friend through a canny move. These are the rules of the 
game, and lies are accepted with greater equanimity than a protest of unfairness. The 
Saudi ambassador, a person, is alert to the danger of falling into this trap, but the 
person's powerful tendency to harbor his illusions will usually overcome any 
warnings to beware. Individuation has released him from dependence on the group and 
has led him to believe in himself, to be optimistic, hopeful, and to believe in change. In 
this enchanted world it is difficult, even distasteful, to think of all the constraints and 
limitations that were his lot in his cultural past, when he belonged to the group and 
depended on it. In this respect, modern man has lost the old survival defenses he had to 
protect himself from the other. Today this pertains  particularly to defending oneself 
from people. 
 "Within minutes of that conversation [with Bander]," Indyk continues, "Walt 
Slocombe, the undersecretary of defense for policy, called to inform me that the 
president had just ordered the planes to turn around. I was incredulous. 'Can he do that?' 
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'Yes,' Walt explained, 'he can order them to abort the mission as late as three minutes 
from their target. They were still five minutes away.' 
 "Unbelievable," Indyk continues, "We had expected that Saddam, as he had done 
before, would take us to the brink and then back down, extracting concessions from the 
United Nations along the way. But the president had been through this sequence. Why 
would he now fall for this last-minute ploy that seemed designed only to forestall our 
attack."56 
 We see that an authoritative stand on the part of the United States in relation to 
Iraq in 1998 might have prevented the Gulf War in 2003. We also see how vital it is for 
a person to consult with a trusted person, because the latter tends not to fall into 
the illusion trap. 
Clinton: Why shouldn't we give him another chance (empathy).  The earlier we set 
limits and take military action, the better (authoritativeness). 
 
Problem 25: The American envoy, Dennis Ross, relates that the American Secretary 
of State, Warren Christopher employed shuttle diplomacy to achieve a cease-fire 
agreement between Israel and Hezbollah and also used it successfully to reach accords 
with Hafez al-Assad, the Syrian president. But at the eleventh hour, after everything 
had been finalized, Assad raised a new issue: Israel's naval blockade of Lebanon. If the 
blockade were not removed, he would not accept the agreement. This was too much for 
Christopher. Three days earlier he had been embarrassed by Assad's refusal to meet him 
on his visit to Damascus. Even though Christopher had not been scheduled to meet with 
Assad, it was an insult, and was publicized worldwide. At the moment it happened, 
Christopher swallowed it and continued with the negotiations. Assad's raising of the 
blockade issue a few days later, however, was the last straw. "Christopher simply stood 
up, buttoned his coat and retrieved his briefcase, and said: 'Mr. President, there is 
nothing more to talk about. I am leaving.'" How did Assad react? 
The solution: Christopher, perhaps for the first time, set clear limits for Assad, and the 
results quickly followed. Assad, Ross continues, asked: "'What is he doing? What is the 
problem?'—so surprised was he by Christopher's break with his normal methodical 
approach to negotiations. I stood with Christopher and asked him what he wanted to 
do. He was clear: 'Dennis, I am leaving. This is outrageous; after all this he raises a new 
                                                 
56 Ibid., p. 196. 
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condition. I will go out and explain publicly that he is not serious. 'Can I have a word 
with him first?' I asked. Christopher nodded and I went around the table and stood with 
Assad. He acted genuinely perplexed. What was the big deal? I explained that the 
Secretary was not playing games. Either we finished now or he was leaving and would 
tell the world why. Assad relented, asking only would the Secretary or I raise the 
question of the naval blockade once the cease-fire was accepted. The Secretary was 
prepared for that. Assad had followed his pattern of testing to be sure he had gotten 
what he could, and we had an agreement."57 
 In this situation, the clear limits that the person set for the person 
contributed to advancing their agreement. Obviously, setting authoritative limits does 
not always solve the problem. What is certain, however, is that if a person senses a 
lack of limits, failure is virtually inevitable. Had Christopher reacted authoritatively 
immediately upon Assad's humiliating refusal to meet with him, Assad might not have 
dared to introduce a new demand. We can assume that assertiveness alone, or any other 
reaction directed to the "I," would not have sufficed. What was called for was 
authoritativeness directed toward the other in order to set limits. Note again that actions 
(e.g., standing up and leaving), as opposed to words, are an authoritative move that 
make a great impression on the other.  
Christopher: I insist that you don't raise a new issue now (assertiveness).  Stands up 
and retrieves his briefcase (authoritativeness). 

                                                 
57 Ross, 2004, p. 254; Ross 2009, p. 243. 
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SOCIAL SKILLS 
 
Research background 
Traditional-collectivist societies () are known for their social skills.1  Intensive 
group living from a young age prepares the individual to be aware of his surroundings 
and to become part of them. A child growing up in an extended family has several 
"mothers." If his biological mother refuses to give him candy before a meal, he will 
probably turn to his aunt, and if she refuses as well, he'll continue asking his 
grandmother or sister-in-law until he gets what he wants. He also grows up within a 
group of children with whom he is constantly negotiating in order to find his place and 
establish himself in the group. To the Westerner (a person) who has undergone the 
process of separating from the group and thus does not try to activate the other so 
intensively, these social skills may sometimes seem negative and  manipulative. But for 
people, they constitute basic common sense, the same common sense beautifully 
exemplified in the Bible from the time that we were all still part of traditional-
collectivist society. Hence Jacob deceives Laban and Joseph's brothers deceive their 
father; so too in the Judgment of Solomon, and many other instances. In the modern 
era—the past five centuries—as the individual separated from the group, his 
manipulative capabilities were transformed into skills of logic. Now the individual 
makes his calculations on his own, independent of the other. Bargaining in the Eastern 
market, as opposed to the fixed-price system of the West, symbolizes the function of 
social skills versus critical thinking. In bargaining, the merchant must be alert to the 
buyer's inclinations and sensitivities, while in the West the seller determines the price 
according to his own personal considerations; the  price is the same for all and usually 
not open to significant changes. Another example: Someone with an internal locus of 
control tends to view lying as a relatively serious offense, whereas a person with an 
external locus of control has no compunction about telling a lie in order to avoid 
offending someone, and/or to maintain good relationships and group harmony.  
 Emotional attitudes can be divided into two groups: Those identified with a 
character, such as jealousy, revenge, supplication, flattery, shame, respect, pity, 
intimidation, and gestures, which place the other at the center; and those identified with 

                                                 
1 For more on social skills, see the sources in the Further Reading List at the end of the book. 
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a character, such as despondency, emptiness, boredom, despair, loneliness, guilt, 
and ambivalence, in which the individual is at the center. Pity, for example, is an 
emotion with an external locus of control and is therefore widespread among 
people. When we pity someone we identify with him, put ourselves in his shoes and 
feel what he feels, unlike guilt, for example, which is focused on the self and  requires 
no identification with the other. In prayer, a person asks God to pity him, but in modern 
society people do not like being pitied. The connection many of us have with God 
therefore brings us back to the periods when we were less separated: both in our 
personal past (as children) and our cultural past. The connection with God, therefore, 
can help many people in modern-individualistic society to understand the link to an 
authority figure which typifies traditional-collectivist societies. 
 Emotional attitudes with a character are directed toward activating the other 
or being activated by him. For a person with a Western thinking paradigm, these are 
likely to be construed as manipulation, but for a person with an Eastern thinking 
paradigm these are important skills, just as critical thinking is of great significance to a 
person with a Western thinking paradigm. 
 The reciprocity principle maintains that in contact with a person, a mirror 
response to the attitude presented is likely to be beneficial. An appropriate response to 
a stance of victimhood might emphasize that things are not easy for the counterpart 
either, and a response to a request for a gesture might be to demand a gesture in return. 
Likewise, this holds true for flattery, intimidation, etc., because a society by nature 
is built on group equilibrium and reciprocity, not on the individual's personal 
calculations.  
 
Problem 1: In meetings between Arafat and Rabin, Arafat tended to repeat well-worn 
texts in a whining tone: "Look, your excellency, you have the upper hand; so do me a 
favor…you're the strong ones, so show me another gesture."2 Sometimes he would  
threaten that if he were to relinquish anything, he would be murdered. Or, changing his 
style slightly: "Do you want to attend my funeral? I will not wait for them to come and 
shoot me, I will shoot myself if I agree to relinquish Jerusalem and its holy places."3 

                                                 
2 Yatom, 2009, pp. 319, 346. 
3 Indyk, 2009, p. 328; Ross, 2004, p. 693. 
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What should have been the Western representative's reaction to Arafat's victimization 
approach? 
The solution: A person will often adopt the position of victim in order to arouse 
pity in his counterpart. His dramatic skills may assist him in this regard. Many Western 
people felt that Arafat deserved the Nobel Prize for acting;4 Dennis Ross claimed that 
Arafat had transformed the role of victim into an art.5 Despite this wide recognition and 
understanding, those who came into contact with Arafat, repeatedly fell into the victim 
trap he laid for them.  
 How should a person have dealt with this situation? Based on his social 
education, a person might say something like: "You're not a wretch," "Do you want 
us to feel sorry for you?", or "Pull yourself together." Even though they are focused on 
the other ("you-focused" as opposed to "I understand that it's difficult but possible," 
etc.), such statements are liable to offend since they are authoritatively instructing the 
individual to renounce his habit of trying to activate the other. King Faisal of Saudi 
Arabia provides an answer to this issue. Henry Kissinger felt that the geopolitical 
approach had failed in his discussions of the oil embargo with the king. "I appealed to 
psychology," Kissinger later explained. "It was painful, I said, to be pressured by a 
friend…Faisal turned the appeals against me by insisting: 'I have suffered even more 
than you.'"6 Thus, according to the reciprocity principle, when confronting the victim 
position one should present a counter-victim position, not a separate one altogether. 
We are not responsible for your difficulties; take responsibility (assertiveness + critical 
thinking).  Do want us to tell you about all our difficulties? (social skills). 
 
Problem 2: Dennis Ross relates how Gamal Halal, his Coptic-Christian interpreter 
(from Arabic to English, and vice-versa), a person, tried to help him deal with 
Arafat when the Hebron Agreement7 seemed about to collapse. Ross says that Gamal's 
interpretations were not only literal; they also transmitted the tone of voice. When 
someone was angry, for example, Gamal identified with him and anger was clearly 
audible in his translation. At one point, Ross said to Arafat that he had worked very 

                                                 
4 Sher, 2001, p. 323; Ya'alon, 2008, p. 92. 
5 Ross, 2004, p. 689. 
6 Kissinger, 1982, p. 664. 
7 In 1996. 
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hard to obtain concessions from Israel which he, Arafat, would not be able to enjoy. 
Arafat replied that he was being pressured and that everything was stuck. Ross writes,  
 "I put the cap on my pen, closed my notebook and said, 'Fine. There is nothing 
left for me to do. You promised the President you would do your best but all you want 
to do is complain. This is not doing your best and there is no point in my presenting the 
ideas the President referred to…' I was all set to tell him I had had it when Gamal, who 
was interpreting, suddenly switched from translating and pressed in closer to Arafat's 
chair, half standing, half leaning into Arafat's face, and shrieked, 'You can't do this to 
this man! Do you know how hard he has worked? Do you see how he is moving the 
Prime Minister? He has gone without sleep the last twelve days. He is working tirelessly 
for you. Who else is going to help you? Don't let him go like this…'"8 Ross would later 
say that Gamal deserved a prize for great acting.9 
 Ross continues: "I put my hand on Gamal's shoulder and asked him to sit down, 
saying I would speak for myself. I told Arafat, 'If you think someone else can produce 
for you, fine. If you think you can do better if I leave now, fine. If you want to stretch 
this process out with all the risks that runs, fine. But you need to know that I will leave 
tomorrow and don't expect me to come back anytime soon. It is a pity, because I had 
come with a swap to close the deal. But what is the point now?' 
 "Suddenly Arafat's tone and demeanor changed again. 'We still have twelve 
hours,' he said. 'We can still finish. Don't give up now.'" What brought about the change 
in Arafat? 
The solution: Ross's logical remarks did not do the job. Only Gamal's appeal to Arafat's 
sense of pity, and a further appeal by Ross, including an authoritative threat to quit, 
convinced Arafat to listen to Ross's alternative proposal. We see that a person is 
just as liable to fall into the victim-position trap himself as he is to ensnare others. Note 
that part of Ross's remarks to Arafat is a direct appeal to the "you" and is focused on 
him. Nevertheless, most of Ross's remarks convey separateness and independent 
thinking (you don't live up to your promises and you are entitled to make your choices). 
Ross: I worked hard to obtain these concessions….There is nothing left for me to do 
(critical thinking + assertiveness).  Gamal: You can't do this to this man! Do you 

                                                 
8 Ross, 2004, p. 287. 
9 Ibid., p. 288. 
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know how hard he has worked?...He is working tirelessly for you. Who else is going to 
help you? Don't let him go like this (social skills). 
 
Problem 3: Bachir Gemayel, the Lebanese-Christian leader, regularly flattered  
Menachem Begin, the Israeli prime minister. He showered praise on Israel for being 
the only country concerned about the fate of the Christian minority in Lebanon.10 To 
Begin's aides he said with a smile: "How can I possibly refuse [the requests of] such a 
venerable old man?"11 Later he asked Begin  to waive the million-dollar debt that the 
Christian Phalange owed Israel for supplying it with weapons. The heads of the Israeli 
security establishment opposed the idea. What did Begin do? 
The solution: A person sometimes lacks the defenses needed to prevent him from 
falling into the flattery trap. The glorification and sense of importance conferred on him 
are almost irresistible. With his sensitivity to the other and his ability to tell him what 
he wants to hear, a person does not hesitate to use his skills of flattery. Thus  the 
person manages to activate the person according to his own needs. In such a 
situation, a person ceases to be separate and think independently; his thinking vector 
turns outward. Begin could not withstand the temptation and, with a generous wave of 
his hand, annulled the debt. The moment he waived the debt, Begin lost himself: he had 
allowed the other to activate him. However, had he chosen to not waive the debt, Begin 
may have lost the other. If he had simply said, "I thank you for the compliment," he 
would been acting empathically. This  empathic response would likely have been 
perceived negatively, as separate and distant. A person can protect himself against 
flattery by utilizing the same social skills as the person, i.e., the reciprocity 
principle. In other words, return the flattery without waiving the debt.  
 A further example of the reciprocity principle: In one of the meetings of the Israeli 
and the Egyptian teams, the Israeli representative, Ben-Elissar, praised Sadat's speech: 
"At a certain moment I winked to Hassan Kamel, Sadat's bureau chief, and whispered 
to him in an expression of admiration: 'Wow, your boss is not only clever, he's also 
sharp. He's managed to twist things quite well.' Hassan, who understood exactly what I 
meant, and knew that I wasn't complimenting his master, reacted immediately: 'Your 
boss is not too bad himself, believe me.'"12 In this case the person replied using the 
                                                 
10 Schiff, 1984, p. 64. (H) 
11 Ibid., p. 29. (H) 
12 Ben-Elissar, 1995, p. 113. 
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reciprocity principle. The moment that the person returns a compliment, he is freed 
(sometimes unconsciously) from the need to return a favor to the person for his 
flattery, thereby reducing the likelihood that he will fall into the flattery trap. 
I thank you for the compliment but we insist that you pay the debt (empathy + 
assertiveness).  You Christians are also doing important work and are helping us no 
less. But debts must be paid (social skills + authoritativeness). 
  
Problem 4: King Abdullah I of Jordan liked to regale his counterparts with parables or 
challenge them with trivia questions. A young Israeli, Shaul Bar-Haim, was present at 
a meeting when the king asked why large heavy aircraft don't fall from the sky. The 
king moved his gaze among the assembled company, from his close associates in the 
Jordanian government to the Jewish guests. Everyone shook their heads, indicating they 
did not know. Then, surprisingly, the young Bar-Haim produced an exact answer. 
Another question followed; again everyone hesitated and kept silent, and only Bar-
Haim proffered the correct answer. At the end of the meeting, Bar-Haim expected 
everyone to  congratulate him on his erudition, but no one did. Why not? 
The solution: It was explained to Bar-Haim that his behavior had been inappropriate: 
If the king asks a question, only the king is meant to know the answer. Abdullah's 
associates had all heard the same questions endless times. Though they knew the 
answers well, they remained silent so as not to offend the king's honor.13 One can thus 
conclude that even a person needs flattery and can fall into its trap. In the chapter 
on respect (Problem 2), we saw how Shimon Peres flattered Arafat and was rewarded 
by the correction of a critical mapping error Israel had made.  
 Muhammad Ibrahim Kamel, the Egyptian foreign minister, relates that in King 
Hassan's palace in Morocco, groups of people dressed in the finest clothes would 
circulate, close to each other, through the corridors and gardens. Their function was to 
jump to attention every time the king passed by, encouraging him, praising his virtues, 
and wishing him a long life.14 This scene reveals the vitally significant understanding 
that in society, the truth is not a supreme value as it is in society. Rather, it is 
connections and relationships with others that take precedence. 

                                                 
13 http://www.haaretz.co.il/hasite/spages/826546.html 
14 Kamel, 1986, p. 79. 
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Providing the correct answer (admiration).  Remaining silent as if one does not know 
the answer (social skills). 
 
Problem 5: In one of their meetings, President Sadat shared his expectations with the 
Israeli Defense Minister Weizmann: "You need to do something for me. Not for me, 
for Egypt. On the occasion that I visited you and came to Jerusalem in 1977, had you 
made a gesture and withdrawn in Sinai to the El Arish–Ras Muhammad line, you would 
have taken the wind out of my sails. I expected you to do this, but you were silent! You 
thought you were smart and courageous. Where has the Israeli sharpness and wisdom 
disappeared to?...I propose that Israel announce this very day that it is transferring El-
Arish and Jabel Mussa [Mount Sinai] to Egypt. We'll turn them into Egyptian enclaves 
to be administered by Egypt even before a peace agreement is signed. We don't need 
roads. We'll get there by air."15 How should Prime Minister Begin have reacted? 
The solution: "I saw that there is no Arabic translation for the word compromise," 
Shimon Peres says. "The Arab does not make compromises, only gestures. This is 
another method of conducting dialogue—an exchange of gestures and not an exchange 
of compromises."16 In the West, the word "compromise" is not just meeting the other 
party half way. Rather, it is the understanding that each side will relinquish less-
important things in order to achieve those of greater importance. Compromise is based 
upon analytical thinking and attempts to reach solutions in which both sides benefit. As 
Peres noted, however, this word does not exist in Arabic. Generally, a person 
prefers gestures to compromises because a gesture implies a relationship while a 
compromise is shaped by critical thinking. For the person, compromise or even 
negotiations on issues of principle are problematic; breaking down the problem into its 
constituent elements and thence searching analytically for a solution runs counter to his 
search for a holistic solution. Thus Mubarak requested that Ned Walker, the American 
envoy, not use the term "compromise" regarding Jerusalem, "because it leads Muslims 
to fear that their religion is being compromised."17 The Syrians, too, adamantly opposed 
Israel's definition of their dealings as "negotiations on the core issues." Explaining this 
to the Israelis, one member of the Syrian delegation said that for them, the word 
"negotiations" implies "haggling," which is unacceptable when issues of principle are 
                                                 
15 Grosbard, 2006, p. 202. 
16 Bar-Zohar, 2006, p. 642. 
17 Ben-Ami, 2004, p. 258. 
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on the agenda.18 The word "compromise" is also absent in the February 2002 Saudi 
peace initiative.19  
 Since it is obviously easier for a person to give generously and request 
unabashedly—as Sadat did when he came to Jerusalem—rather than to examine a 
problem analytically in order to find a solution acceptable to both sides, we can 
conclude that a person should suggest to a person neither a compromise nor 
even negotiations on principle issues, but rather an exchange of gestures As Sadat wrote 
to Nixon: "I would also like you to know that we make our decisions by ourselves, 
freely and independently; therefore, if you prove your friendship to us we will be ten 
times more friendly; if you are hostile to us, we will be ten times more hostile. Seeing 
that it is the law of nature that every action causes a reaction, any good move on your 
part will produce a dozen good moves from us, and vice-versa."20  Sadat's words 
precisely explain the reciprocity principle. To Shimon Peres he said: "Shimon, Shimon, 
be a little more generous in your public statements. Make a little gesture, and you will 
see that I respond with tenfold grander gestures of my own."21 Martin Indyk writes: 
"The Syrians were always promising [the Americans] that if we took one step toward 
them, they would take two steps toward us…so Christopher decided to test them by 
offering aircraft for exit visas [for Jews]. Sharaa [the Syrian foreign minister] accepted 
the trade."22 These cases amply illustrate the person's tendency to conduct relations 
with those around him through gestures, not compromises. 
 Now to return to Sadat's request of Begin. To his associates, the Israeli prime 
minister declared: "Policy determination is not a question of gestures; it's a serious 
matter. What Sadat obtained from Israel in return for his visit to Jerusalem was the 
hospitality we showed him." 
 To Sadat he wrote: 

Dear Mr. President, 
My friend and colleague, Weizmann, sent me a dispatch from Salzburg. You 
proposed that Israel would take the unilateral step of transferring El-Arish and 
Mount Sinai to Egyptian sovereignty. You most certainly understand, Mr. 
President, that no country takes unilateral steps. Bilateral contacts, however, 

                                                 
18 Rabinovich, 1998, p. 126. (H) 
19 Sasson, 2004, p. 260. 
20 al-Sadat, 1978, p. 209. 
21 Peres, 1995, p. 205.  
22 Indyk, 2009, p. 106 [should be 99] 
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are quite feasible. We suggest holding a meeting between our representatives 
in Jerusalem, Cairo, Alexandria or Haifa.23 

 Soon afterward, a dispatch arrived from Cairo: 
I regret to inform you that the National Security Council decided today that 
there is no need for the Israeli military group (the joint military committee that 
Sadat agreed in Ismailia to establish as requested by Begin) to remain in Egypt. 
We have made the necessary arrangements to return the group tomorrow, July 
27, on a civilian Egyptian Boeing to Lod. 
With warm greetings, 
General Gamasy [the Egyptian minister of war].24  

 It is clear that when a person requests a gesture from a person and the 
latter has difficulty complying with the request, he should request a return gesture  that 
will satisfy him instead of rejecting this operative mode. In this case, Weizmann 
suggested to Begin that he react positively to Sadat's request, in return for a suitable 
Egyptian gesture such as permission to move Israeli-bound cargo on Israel's ships 
through the Suez canal. Begin refused.25 Alternatively, the person might suggest to 
the person to request a different gesture because the essence of a gesture, like that 
of a gift, is often the very fact of giving.  
Begin: Policy determination is not a question of gestures; it's a serious matter (critical 
thinking).  As brothers we want to suggest to you an exchange of gestures 
(identification + social skills).  
 
Problem 6: During discussions between Israel and the Palestinians on formulating the 
Oslo II Accords, Abu Ala lost consciousness and was taken to hospital. Shimon Peres 
accompanied him in the ambulance. Abu Ala returned to the talks shortly afterwards,  
after it was ascertained that he had collapsed from exhaustion. How did Peres's presence 
affect Abu Ala? 
The solution: Without doubt such a gesture, in which your enemy accompanies you to 
hospital and cares for you, would deeply affect any human being, regardless of his 
thinking paradigm. However, unlike the person, who feels more independent and 
less reliant on external stimuli, the behavior of a person is often shaped by his  
                                                 
23 Grosbard, 2006, p. 202. 
24 Ibid. 
25 Weizmann, 1981, p. 300. 
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counterpart's actions, and a gesture, as we have seen, calls for a counter-gesture. On his 
return to the negotiating table, Abu Ala was received warmly. He immediately went up 
to Peres and said: "I thank you from the bottom of my heart for accompanying me to 
the hospital." Afterwards he whispered to Uri Savir: "Peres saved my life. He sat next 
to me in the ambulance and said, 'Hold on, Abu Ala. We all need you.' I'll never forget 
that."26 
 Even a chance gesture can make a deep impression on a person. During  
Israel's withdrawal from Sinai, the Israeli defense minister Ezer Weizmann decided that 
the Israeli installations in Sinai would be transferred to the Egyptians only after they 
had been properly whitewashed and were squeaky clean. Prime Minister Begin agreed, 
and the Egyptian leadership was so impressed that they kept repeating to Moshe Sasson, 
the Israeli ambassador to Egypt, that they would always remember "Ezra's" personal 
gesture. "We sometimes disagreed with 'Ezra,' but we never doubted his intentions," 
they would tell the ambassador now and again.27 Nevertheless, these examples are 
exceptional. Because such gestures embody a thinking paradigm foreign to the 
person, he is generally not sufficiently aware of the option of using them to 
influence his opponent's thinking from the outside. A person, on the other hand, is 
likely to be highly proficient in this area.  
 Muhammad Hassanein Heikal, the legendary editor of the newspaper al-Ahram, 
tells of a particularly moving gesture that Egypt made in its negotiations with Israel. 
After the Yom Kippur War, General Aharon Yariv and his Egyptian counterpart 
Gamasy met for talks at Kilometer 101 on the Cairo-Suez road. In their discussion on 
the exchange of prisoners, Yariv requested that the Egyptians also release the Israeli 
pilot whose plane had been shot down by Egypt  in 1970, during the War of Attrition. 
Heikal writes that Sadat decided to make this gesture to Israel in order to increase 
Yariv's confidence in Gamasy's influence. Consequently, Gamasy told Yariv at their 
next meeting that he had a gift for him—upon which the pilot, Lt. Dan Avidan, entered 
the tent and was handed over to Yariv.28 
Peres: I hope you get well soon (empathy).  Sits alongside him in the ambulance and 
says: Hold on, Abu Ala. We all need you (social skills + identification). 
 
                                                 
26 Savir, 1998, p. 272. 
27 Sasson, 2004, p. 241. 
28 Haykal, 1996, p. 222. 
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Problem 7: Some time before the elections in Israel, Prime Minister Begin asked  
President Sadat to meet with him as soon as possible. Sadat agreed at once, but the 
Egyptians delayed the meeting for no apparent reason. Finally they agreed to meet very 
shortly before the elections. Why did the Egyptians delay the meeting? 
The solution: At dinner during the Sharm el-Sheikh summit, Kamal Hassan Ali, the 
Egyptian foreign minister, whispered to Minister Ariel Sharon that the Egyptians had 
intentionally delayed the summit conference as long as they could to just before the 
Israeli elections, in order to assist Begin's election to a second term of office.29 The 
Egyptians knew that a meeting of this kind prior to the elections would heighten Begin's 
prestige. Whether or not this story is true, it illustrates the Egyptian way of thinking. 
What emerges here is the opportunity to help the other more than the other helps 
himself, thereby providing a welcome surprise that could have been revealed 
previously. This, then, characterizes identification in the person's world: a 
willingness to act on the other's behalf without telling him about it.  
The Egyptians: We do not interfere in the elections of a neighboring country (critical 
thinking).  We help those who are close to us (identification). 
 
Problem 8: King Hussein was even more sophisticated. At a ceremony in Washington 
in July 1994, Rabin and Hussein declared their willingness to conclude a peace treaty 
between the two countries. On the eve of this ceremony, there were ongoing discussions 
about the precise content of what was to be called the Washington Declaration. Rabin 
wanted it to include the wording "an end to the state of war," while the Jordanians 
insisted on using the legalistic and less understandable phrase, "ending the state of 
belligerency." Israeli efforts to persuade the Jordanians to declare "an end to the state 
of war" failed. Left with no choice, the Israelis agreed to the Jordanian's version of the 
declaration. The next day, when it was Hussein's turn to speak at the White House 
ceremony, he referred to ending the state of belligerency and, pausing for dramatic 
effect, said everyone knew that in any language this meant ending the state of war with 
Israel. Dennis Ross writes how Elyakim Rubinstein, the key Israeli negotiator, visibly 
lifted up out of his seat, and Rabin, too, brightened.30  Hussein had planned this gesture 
carefully: his initial refusal was meant to add enormously to the impact of the gesture 
                                                 
29 Sharon, 1989, p. 380. 
30 Ross, 2004, p. 184.  
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he ultimately granted. And so it was: the impression Hussein made with this gesture 
will long be remembered.  
 
Problem 9: Before the signing ceremony of the Sharm el-Sheikh agreement with the 
Palestinians, Israeli Prime Minister Ehud Barak anxiously tried to avoid any hitches, 
such as the tactic Arafat had used against Rabin in March 1994: he sat on the stage 
refusing to sign the agreement. Barak called Albright and Mubarak and warned them 
that if Arafat were to attempt a similar move, he himself would leave the stage 
immediately and return to Israel. They conveyed the message to Arafat. Did Ehud Barak 
act correctly? 
The solution: In general, a threat is a desire to influence the other from outside (as 
opposed to explanation, for example); therefore it is widely used among people. 
Threats, however, also offend one's honor, an issue of particular sensitivity for people 
with this thinking vector. Thus, one needs to know the proper way to convey a threat. 
Since they are motivated by an internal locus of control, people tend both to threaten 
less and react less to threats. Arafat's reaction to Barak's threat was in line with the 
reciprocity principle: he did not trust Barak. He demanded and even received from 
Albright an American guarantee that Barak would honor the agreement.31 It would seem 
that Barak did not benefit from the threat, which also adversely affected his relationship 
with Arafat.  
 In order to understand the significance of the use of threats, a person should 
simply recall Saddam Hussein's need to not surrender to Western threats; instead he 
acted as though he possessed nuclear weapons in order to impress with his power. 
Refusing to appear weak and to submit to threats, he continued the game until it was 
too late for him. The American ambassador to Israel, Martin Indyk, stresses how the 
Clinton administration failed to comprehend the situation and believed that Saddam did 
indeed have nuclear weapons. After all what thinking person would pretend that he has 
weapons of this kind, thereby endangering his own life!?32 
 A person will often make a threat without any intention of carrying it out,  but 
rather to examine the extent to which he can frighten his counterpart. Thus he tests the 
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other, gets to know him better, and learns how he is likely to react in various 
circumstances. 
 Weizmann recalls how tense the atmosphere was in the discussions between him 
and Sadat. Sadat demanded the evacuation of all the Israeli settlements in Sinai. "I see 
that I have to pursue you," Sadat said. Weizmann didn't understand. "If nothing comes 
of this," Sadat continued, "there could be an explosion." Sadat said all this in a severe 
tone of voice. He threatened war. Weizmann writes: "I wasn't alarmed. I said to Sadat, 
'We pursued you already in 1948, in 1956, and in 1967. I personally hit your column 
south of Tel Aviv and would not like to do it again. Look what happened to your air 
force in 1967.' I knew I had touched a sensitive and painful nerve. Sadat recoiled. 'Yes, 
yes,' he said, 'I don't want to talk about it.' Silence ensued. He continued in a conciliatory 
tone: 'Listen, I'm talking to you about full peace.'"33 This is how Sadat, who did not 
intend to go to war, scrutinized Weizmann. Had Weizmann become alarmed, it would 
have been important information for Sadat that it was indeed possible to threaten the 
Israeli. He respects the fact that Weizmann gave him a dose of his own medicine, and 
that he is not susceptible to threats. Again we see that the reciprocity principle is 
understood and honored by a person, and that sometimes the best way of responding 
to a threat is with a counter-threat. Although he liked surprising his opponent and toying 
with him, it would seem that Sadat understood the limitations of the threat. This is what 
he wrote to Leonid Brezhnev, the Soviet leader:  

Frankly—and in the spirit of true brotherhood—I hope you will understand 
that this is not a warning, as others might interpret it: we never issue warnings 
to anyone, because we are not prepared to receive warnings from anyone.34 

 How, then can one threaten?  
 U.S. Secretary of State Kissinger writes that Fahmy, Sadat's foreign minister, was 
a wizard in conveying hints. "His jovial manner was a great hit with [President]  Ford 
and obscured the indirect threats he kept putting forward the way a doctor might present 
an unfavorable diagnosis—as events beyond his control. Absent some early progress in 
the Sinai—say, by November—he would claim, the Middle East would erupt again, 
probably triggered by Syria."35 In Kissinger's view, Fahmy's social maneuvers can be 
encapsulated as: It's not me, it's the situation. There's nothing I can do. Returning to our 
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example, Barak could have used Fahmy's method and said, for example, that he did not 
wish to return to Israel if things did not turn out to his satisfaction, but rather a decision 
to that effect had been forced on him. In this case he would  no longer be issuing a 
threat. This reasoning, with its external locus of control, is often used by people. 
Barak: If Arafat repeats his tactic of refusing to sign the agreement, I will return 
immediately to Israel (assertiveness).  The government decided, and I have to obey, 
that if difficulties arise over signing the agreement, I have to return to Israel 
immediately (social skills).  
 
Problem 10: Following Sadat's assassination, when voices were being raised against 
the peace treaty between Israel and Egypt, Israel's ambassador to Egypt Moshe Sasson 
wished to convey an urgent message to Egypt. He called his friend Kamal Hassan Ali, 
deputy prime minister and foreign secretary, and invited himself to Kamal's house for 
a private discussion. Sasson's purpose was to get Kamal, on his own initiative, to ask 
the question: "How will Israel react if Egypt's new president annuls the peace treaty?" 
Why did Sasson want Kamal to ask the question instead of raising it himself? 
The solution: After about half an hour of pleasantries, the Egyptian indeed asked the 
awaited question. Moshe Sasson answered: "If you wish to know what will happen, I'll 
go immediately to my office, and within two to three hours I'll have an official answer 
for you from my prime minister, Menachem Begin." 
 Kamal immediately balked: "No, no, Moshe, all I want is your assessment." 
 "Three things will happen, sir: first the withdrawal from the remainder of Sinai 
will cease; second, forget about the two billion, two hundred million dollars that you 
receive each year in the wake of signing the peace treaty with us; and third—I 
personally am convinced that within a few hours of the cancellation of the treaty, the 
IDF will land on the banks of the Suez Canal, and Sinai will return to us." 
 Kamal Hassan Ali gaped in astonishment: "What, you'll really reconquer Sinai? 
What about the peace treaty?" 
 "You entered into the peace treaty in order to get back the whole of Sinai. If there 
is no peace treaty—you'll no longer have Sinai." Moshe added that this was his personal 
opinion, but that if Kamal wanted an official reply, he could obtain one immediately. 
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Kamal replied: "No, absolutely not. In any event this is not on the agenda at all, and for 
me your assessment is sufficient."36 
 Thus Moshe Sasson put the fear into his Egyptian colleague that he would ask 
Begin, and Egypt would again lose Sinai. The use of intimidation is acceptable in 
society as a way of shaping the other's behavior. For Sasson, it was important not 
to overtly threaten the Egyptian because that might have led to confrontation. If the 
question were to come from Kamal, as Sasson planned it, it would not be perceived as 
though the Israeli himself was initiating a threat, but that he was being forced to give a 
sincere reply  to a question. 
Sasson: We insist that you honor the peace treaty, otherwise we will be forced to 
consider our options (assertiveness).  Seeing that you asked, I will say that if you 
annul the peace treaty we will immediately reconquer all of Sinai (social skills). 
 
Problem 11: The Hebron Agreement between the Israelis and the Palestinians seemed 
to be nearing conclusion. President Clinton talked about it with Arafat and things 
looked promising. The American envoy Dennis Ross arrived in Gaza and entered a 
meeting with Arafat with a draft of the agreement. At that point Arafat received a phone 
call from a senior Palestinian official, who claimed that Israel had another demand—to 
double the number of joint patrol units—and, according to the official, to humiliate the 
Palestinians. Arafat, his mood suddenly darkening, wondered aloud how he could 
conclude the agreement when the Israelis were giving nothing and squeezing him. He 
started to work himself into a near frenzy, claiming the Israelis had put 250 tanks into 
Sinai. "Imagine 250 tanks, more than they had when they seized Gaza in the 1967 war. 
What are they trying to do? Humiliate me and squeeze me. They won't succeed. They 
did much more against me in Lebanon and they could not succeed." Ross writes that he 
knew the charge of the tanks was ridiculous (he checked with Israel's Prime Minister 
Netanyahu and found it to be baseless). Why did Arafat behave in this way? 
The solution: Drama is one of the cornerstones of the Eastern thinking paradigm, 
where occurrences take place more often between people than within them.  Drama 
transmits emotional messages that overshadow critical thinking. Arafat is inviting Ross 
to be drawn into an emotional whirlpool in which the truth is less important than the 
emotional message conveyed: I am being humiliated. Ross adds: "I knew him well 
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enough to know there was method in his madness. He was trying to undo the deal and 
put the onus on the Israelis."37 In this case Arafat's aide created the spark, and Arafat 
added the burning oil in order to create the drama. Cooperation of this kind for the sake 
of drama is acceptable among people. Under different circumstances, they could 
have decided to ratify the agreement. According to the reciprocity principle, Ross could 
have said to Arafat what Arafat had indeed done to him at that moment, namely, 
humiliated him. Arafat was playing the role of the humiliated individual, but Ross was 
genuinely offended after everything America had done on Arafat's behalf. A person 
finds it difficult to use the word "humiliation" as well as other words with an external 
locus of control ("jealousy," "revenge," "hate," "respect," etc.). Anyone who listens to 
the news, for example, knows that a word like "humiliation" often appears in the lexicon 
of people while hardly ever appearing in that of people. Note too that it is not 
suggested to Ross in his reaction to begin with the words "I respect you," but rather 
with the words "Everyone sees." 
Ross: I checked the facts and what you said is not exact (critical thinking).  Everyone 
can see how we respect you. I talked with the President, and I came specially to Gaza 
for you. So why are you humiliating us? (respect + social skills). 
 
Problem 12: Dennis Ross relates how in the summer of 1998, following a suicide 
bombing in Jerusalem, he knew that if the Israeli government saw a Palestinian 
business-as-usual response to the bombing (make perfunctory condemnations and a few 
symbolic but meaningless arrests), the Israelis would understandably freeze all political 
contacts with the Palestinian Authority—and an already stalemated position would 
begin to unravel. He understood that the Palestinians had to act, but knew they would 
not if Arafat did not see the importance of doing so and of making commitments that 
he felt he would have to live up to. So he asked to convene a meeting with Arafat, all 
of his security chiefs, and Amnon Shahak and Ami Ayalon—heads of the Israeli 
Defense Forces and Shin Bet [Israel Security Agency], respectively. This was a highly 
unusual and unprecedented step—particularly with the American envoy organizing it 
and presiding over it. What motivated Ross's unusual step? 
The solution: Ross writes that the meeting was successful, and, for a time, did make a 
difference. He claims that an urgent intervention is often needed, and the more 
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unconventional the better, particularly if the intervention itself creates drama and gives 
everyone a reason to pause and change the subject.38 In other words, getting through to 
a person often requires more than speaking in a relaxed manner and minor tone. 
Just as a person is likely to close up in the face of dramas that seem to  be contrived 
performances, so a person, who is used to stormy, colorful proceedings, is not likely 
to absorb messages conveyed in a calm, refined manner. Soft speech, as people 
sometimes report, makes it difficult to absorb the message.  
 A similar problem occurred in the discussions on the Oslo II Accords. At the end 
only one problem remained, Rachel's Tomb. With much fervor, Major-General Biran 
said, in Hebrew, to Shimon Peres that he insisted on stationing soldiers on the roofs of 
the houses surrounding the tomb. "Speak English," Peres said to him. 
 Biran burst out to Arafat: "Look," he said, "if we do things your way, I won't be 
able to guarantee security. You already agreed. We went out of our way to satisfy you 
regarding the redeployment around all the cities, and now with Hebron as well. I have 
to ensure minimum conditions for this holy place." 
 "Biran was furious, and Arafat surprised us again," Uri Savir relates. "He was 
clearly impressed by the outburst. He went up to Biran, shook his hand, and said, 'I 
agree,' and followed this up by embracing the nonplussed major-general."39 In the world 
of people, this drama is not necessarily only a performance, as we saw in Problem 
9. Drama can also be an authentic outburst of emotions that a person, who is not 
from an introverted society, respects, and Arafat was probably impressed by Biran's 
outburst. 
Ross: We insist that you take substantial steps to change the situation (assertiveness). 
 Convened a consultation with the security chiefs of both sides at a chosen location, 
with the authorization of the leaders of both sides, presided over by the American 
representative, in a way that had not happened previously (social skills). 
 
Problem 13: At the start of the peace talks at Camp David between Egypt and Israel, 
President Sadat of Egypt surprised Israel's Prime Minister Begin by presenting demands 
far beyond what he had agreed to before the talks. On his expanded list were not only 
an Israeli withdrawal from all the occupied territories and the establishment of a 
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Palestinian state, but also full compensation for what Egypt claimed was damage caused 
by IDF forces to the civilian population and its installations, as well as for exploitation 
of the oilfields in Sinai. As he presented these demands, Sadat whispered to U.S. 
President Jimmy Carter, who was mediating the discussion, that they were simply a 
ploy. Why did Sadat do this? And how should Begin have reacted? 
The solution: Sadat was testing Begin's limits in a way that is acceptable among 
people. He was buoyed by his ability to surprise his opponent and ruffle his feathers, 
which he referred to as "an electric shock."40 This is characteristic of people, who 
strive to affect and shape the other more than themselves. In this case, Begin was indeed 
highly offended and found it difficult not to react accordingly. Even after Carter hinted 
to him that this was only Sadat's opening gambit, Begin asked, and reiterated, how an 
honorable person could behave in such a way: to clearly enunciate his demands, then 
cavalierly change them without warning. The delegations had to work hard to placate 
the Israeli prime minister and convince him that this was not what Sadat really 
intended.41 Had Begin recognized the need of people to test the other, he might not 
have been so  shocked by Sadat's maneuvers. For example,  he might have retorted with 
similarly excessive Israeli demands, or, in light of Carter's hints, responded to Sadat's 
provocations with humor. 
 A similar process took place during the peace talks between Israel and Syria when 
the Syrian representative demanded that the border between Israel and Syria pass 
through the Sea of Galilee, and that the security arrangements be symmetrical on both 
sides of the border, despite the different strategic depth of the two countries. This was 
a retreat from Syria's previous positions. After the meeting, Dennis Ross, the American 
envoy, requested to talk privately with the Syrian representative, and expressed his 
disappointment. The Syrian asked Ross to understand that he had received instructions 
to begin in this way and to moderate the Syrian position afterwards.42  
 Henry Kissinger, who had a slightly different experience, recalls that when he 
requested modifications of Sadat's red lines, he would sometimes leave the long 
discussions in a worse state than when he had entered them.43 If Sadat subsequently 
agreed to his own earlier proposals, Kissinger would have a feeling of achievement. 
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The negotiating assumption of a person is that, as negotiations progress, each side 
concedes more. This is an almost logical assumption focused on the change that an 
individual accepts. In the world of the person, however, the focus is on the other, 
and it is he who must be made to conform. Retreating from prior positions is one of the 
legitimate ways of doing this.  
Begin: Sadat's demands deviate from our previous agreements and are insulting (critical 
thinking + empathy).  If Sadat is permitted to change what was agreed upon, then we 
can do so as well. We renege on our agreement to withdraw from Sinai (social skills). 
Negotiations progressing in a linear manner with increasingly significant concessions 
(critical thinking).  Negotiations based on surprising one's opponent and unbalancing 
him, and therefore not progressing in a linear manner (social skills).  
 
Problem 14: The Israeli representative Moshe Sasson relates: "In February 1960 I had 
a discussion in Teheran with the then Iranian foreign minister, Abbas Ahram, in which 
he informed me of the Shah's decision to establish full diplomatic relations with Israel, 
and to open an official Iranian embassy in Israel. 'Do you know who was sitting here 
before you in your armchair? Abbas Ahram asked, and continued, 'It was the Egyptian 
ambassador who came to complain officially that we allow El Al to conduct direct 
flights between Israel and Iran, and that we agreed to open an El Al counter at our 
Mehrabad airport.' I replied to the ambassador: 'There are no El Al flights to Teheran 
and no El Al counter at Mehrabad.' The Egyptian ambassador insisted that he had 
personally seen both an El Al plane landing, and the El Al counter at the airport. 'You're 
mistaken, Mr. Ambassador,' Abbas Ahram told me he had replied, 'You saw nothing. 
Neither a plane nor a counter! This is a complete figment of the imagination of someone 
who wished to discredit you, Mr. Ambassador.' This ended the discussion between the 
embarrassed Egyptian ambassador and the Iranian foreign minister, who delivered his 
fictitious pronouncement with such confidence. On my return to Jerusalem, I informed 
Foreign Minister Golda Meir of the promise I had received from the Shah through his 
foreign minister. Golda was overjoyed with the news, rose to embrace me and even 
informed me excitedly that she appoints me as the first official Israeli ambassador to 
Teheran." What did Moshe Sasson, a person with an Eastern background and with 
considerable social skills of his own, explain to Golda Meir? 
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The solution: When Golda Meir sat down again, Moshe Sasson told her the story of 
the Egyptian ambassador, the El Al counter, and the Iranian foreign minister, and 
concluded by saying: "I wouldn't be surprised, Golda, if tomorrow or the day after, 
Abbas Ahram informs us that all this is a fabrication, that I wasn't in Teheran, and that 
he'd never met me."44 Thus we can learn about the possible behavior of a person 
toward us by observing his behavior toward others since, in the main, people do not 
adopt special behaviors toward one individual or another, but rather tend to perform 
their own familiar repertoires. This attack on critical thinking is possible for someone 
who does not feel that he is obliged to employ it; he can simply use it for his own needs 
as he attempts to influence his counterpart. What is striking in this case is the 
person's ability to say that black is white, a statement that is liable to deeply offend 
anyone when he senses that he is being treated like an idiot. A person who behaves 
this way in fact wants to affront his counterpart. The correct response, therefore, is not 
to try to prove that this is not the case, but to reply according to the reciprocity principle 
and say, for instance, that we didn't complain at all—it was all in his imagination.  
Black is not white and what you've told me is incorrect (critical thinking).  Who told 
you that we complained about this issue? It's all in your imagination (social skills). 
 
Problem 15: The Palestinians tended to lie to the Israelis even though they knew that 
the Israelis knew they were lying. Avi Dichter, at the time head of the Shin Bet (General 
Security Service), described a meeting he had with his Palestinian colleagues, among 
them Jibril Rajoub. The discussion concerned Israel's claim that the Palestinians were 
releasing terrorists according to the "revolving door" principle. Referring his 
Palestinian colleagues to a specific terrorist whom the Palestinian Authority had 
promised to arrest, Dichter protested that the terrorist was still at large. According to 
Dichter, "What was amazing was that Jibril Rajoub knew that the person was not in jail, 
knew that I knew that the person was not in jail, and knew that I knew that he knew that 
the person was not in jail, and despite this continued to lie.45 I," Avi Dichter thinks 
innocently, "lie to someone only when he doesn't know that I'm lying; while he, Jibril 
Rajoub, lies to me when he knows that I know that he is lying." What is Rajoub's 
motivation? 
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The solution: In this case, a person is shaping an environment for a person 
wherein the latter must decide whether he wishes to confront the lie or to pretend and 
go along with it, by agreeing that black is white. This tactic is acceptable in the world 
of  people because inner truth is not highly internalized while there is a strong need 
to get along with others. A who experiences this situation can always maintain his 
honor by saying that he didn't know his counterpart was lying. For a person, 
however, this is clearly difficult: it challenges his inner truth and is likely to offend him 
(What? Am I an idiot?!). He needs to bear in mind that his counterpart is actually 
offering him a ladder, acceptable in his world, to climb down from his inner truth. He 
now has to choose, according to the circumstances, whether he accepts the person's 
suggestion that they both turn a blind eye to the event in question, or whether he is 
prepared to enter a confrontation over it. There is, however, another other-focused 
solution which is appropriate to the person's world: to ask him, "Why are you doing 
this to us?" This is based on the assumption that if the person wants to maintain 
good relations, he should not put his counterpart in such a position. 
Dichter: It's not true (assertiveness).  Why do you put us in this situation? Why do 
you make us get angry with you?! (social skills).  
 
Problem 16: King Hussein, as we know, was a pilot. He took Henry Kissinger and his 
wife Nancy for a flight that barely grazed the treetops. To get him to fly higher, Nancy 
said innocently that she did not know helicopters could fly so low. Hussein understood 
her request. What did he do? 
The solution: Just as people may enjoy logical puzzles, critical thinking, and 
thinking games that they play on their own, people may enjoy outsmarting others, 
and interactive games that demonstrate their social skills. In reaction to Nancy's fears, 
Hussein assured her that they could fly lower still, making the rest of the trip almost on 
the deck. As Kissinger says, "Had he exploited the opportunity he could have obtained 
my agreement to any political demand by promising to fly higher."46 It is difficult to 
imagine a leader obtaining pleasure in this way from his counterpart's anxieties. 
Had Kissinger announced to King Hussein that he is linking the king's flight level to 
the level of American assistance proffered, he too would have been using threatening 
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humor as part of his social skills. It is difficult, though, to expect someone to be able to 
use humor when he is filled with anxiety about imminent death.  
 Hussein's playful nature was similarly expressed when Golda Meir sent him the 
following message in August, 1968: "I hope that Your Majesty knows that Israel is your 
best friend in the Middle East." When the king received the message, he smiled and 
said: "Some people think that I am Israel's best friend in the Middle East."47 The 
reciprocity principle, or the typical tendency of a person to reverse the direction of 
the message, is apparent. Between the lines, Golda is telling King Hussein that he 
should be grateful for Israel's friendship. Hussein replies that the opposite is true, 
introducing his statement with an external locus of control: "Some people think." While 
Golda begins with "I hope," King Hussein begins with, "Some people think."  His smile 
shows that he feels he has trumped her. Had Golda, too, began with "Some people 
think," her message may have been perceived as less arrogant, less demanding of a 
counter-reaction. A is liable to experience the repeated use of "I" as arrogant. Had 
Golda wish to create closeness, she could have improved her message: 
Golda: I hope that Your Majesty knows that Israel is your best friend in the Middle East 
(admiration).  You will certainly agree with me that we are each other's best friends 
in the Middle East (identification + social skills). 
Ms. Kissinger: I did not know helicopters could fly so low (critical thinking).  The 
level of the American assistance to Jordan will be proportional to your flying height 
(social skills). 
 
Problem 17: In June 1988, a few days before the end of his term of office, Israel's 
ambassador in Cairo, Moshe Sasson, was invited to the Egyptian Foreign Ministry for 
a meeting with Bader Hamam, Director of the Israel Department. Moshe Sasson had 
reason to assume that Bader intended to issue him a formal protest about something that 
had been said in Israel, "similar to those I had become familiar with during my many 
years of service in Cairo. This time, however, it really irked me that the subject of my 
final meeting with my friend Bader Hamam would be devoted to a formal protest by 
the Egyptian government to the Israeli government. It would not have disturbed me 
under the circumstances had they invited another official and delivered the protest 
through him. To a large extent, I viewed this 'protest discussion' at that moment as 
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tactless and somewhat irritating and decided, therefore, to reciprocate the irritation. At 
the same time, I was determined that the irritation would be gentle, cultured and very 
diplomatic. I entered Bader Hamam's room and began by saying how pleased I was to 
have been invited for this final official discussion, and to be able to share with him the 
conclusions I had drawn in the course of my work in Cairo about Egyptian-Israeli 
relations. Bader Hamam reacted warmly to what I had said, and summoned one of his 
aides to the room to record my comments. Ambassador Hamam is a wonderful 
interlocutor, a highly cultured individual in both the Arabic and the Western context, a 
man with deep knowledge of classical Arabic poetry, the Quran, and Islam tradition. 
After about three quarters of an hour of important and interesting discussion on 
Egyptian-Israeli relations, I gently diverted the discussion to another subject, ostensibly 
intellectual, 'neighborliness in Islam,' quoting at dictation pace to him and his aide—
who recorded every word—a Muslim hadith attributed to the Prophet of Islam: 

'Whoever believes in Allah and the Day of Judgment, let him honor his neighbor.' 
'Whoever believes in Allah and the Day of Judgment, let him honor his guest.' 
'Whoever believes in Allah and the Day of Judgment, let him say what is good or 
keep quiet.'" 

 Why did Moshe Sasson quote these verses from the Muslim tradition? 
The solution: By nature, people tend to react more than to initiate. Bader is now 
forced to react to Sasson's words and will find it difficult to submit his protest. 
Furthermore, the saying of the Prophet is a command to speak only good at such a time. 
No less important, the person is required to avoid confrontation, and in this case not 
to spoil the close, warm relationship that Sasson initiated. "When I finished reciting the 
quote to the aide," Sasson continues, "I turned to my main host and said: 'And therefore, 
Bader my friend, I am sure that you invited me today to the final official meeting in 
order to honor me—as commanded by the Prophet of Islam—for after all I am both a 
neighbor and a guest who is about to complete his mission and return home. I hope, in 
the words of the prophetic hadith, that you wish to talk to me today about what is 
good—or keep quiet.' 
 "Poor Bader Hamam! He looked embarrassed and could barely utter a coherent 
sentence. After an 'introduction' of this kind, how could he execute the task imposed on 
him by his foreign minister and present me with a 'protest.' Initially he said that to the 
best of his memory, the Prophet did not use the word 'quiet' but rather 'to be 
dumbfounded'…afterwards he relaxed, turned to his aide, and in very flowery language 
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told him that he should study very well the minutes that he had just recorded from our 
discussion, because this is 'one of the most instructive lessons in the technique of 
diplomacy.'"48 
Sasson: Bader my friend, since you invited me for a discussion, would you please begin 
and tell me the purpose of the meeting (critical thinking).  I'm sure you invited me to 
tell me pleasant and good things, otherwise you would not have invited me at this time 
(social skills). 
 
Problem 18: A similar situation occurred when Israel tried to enlist the support of King 
Hassan II of Morocco in promoting Israel's relations with Jordan. As part of the 
preparations for Shimon Peres's visit to Morocco in the summer of 1986, the Moroccan 
hosts asked the Israelis to provide them with a short document. Peres's aides asked Abba 
Eban to compile the document, which he did. However, MK Rafi Edri, who was 
organizing the visit, felt that Abba Eban's document was too short, and gave instructions 
to type it with wider spacing between the lines. It is rumored that, when he presented 
the document to King Hassan II's adjutant, Edri noted that it is important to read 
"between the lines." King Hassan II began his discussion with Peres by expressing joy 
that Israel recognizes the PLO as the sole legitimate representative of the Palestinian 
people, that Israel is willing to recognize the Palestinians' right to self-determination, 
and that Israel agrees to establishing a Palestinian state with its capital Al-Quds 
(Jerusalem). What lay behind King Hassan's opening gambit? 
The solution: King Hassan wanted to put Peres in a situation where it would be difficult 
for him to refuse. Unfortunately for the king, his counterpart this time was a person 
who, irrespective of his surroundings, permitted himself to say what was on his mind. 
Totally shocked, Peres wondered aloud how His Majesty had arrived at such a reading 
of the Israeli position, to which the king replied, "It's written between the lines." The 
practical result of this misunderstanding was that Hassan refused to offer his support 
for any Israeli-Jordanian step that did not conform to the 1982 Fez Plan.49 Peres, for his 
part, could have chosen to relate not to the content of the king's remarks but to the 
manipulation itself. For example, "Why are you doing this to me?! Do you want to spoil 
the warm relations between us?" Rhetorical questions with an external locus of control 
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are quite acceptable in society because they encourage the desired response. A retort 
like this would have enabled the king to relate to his close relationship with Peres 
without embarrassment at having "misunderstood" the Israeli position. 
Peres: How did His Majesty arrive at such an assessment of the Israeli position? (critical 
thinking).  Why are you doing this to me?! You don't want to spoil the warm relations 
between us! (social skills). 
 
Problem 19: "You said Palestinian independence," Mubarak explained to Ben-Elissar, 
the Israeli ambassador in Egypt. "I'm not interested in the Palestinians. They are of no 
interest to the Saudis, nor to the Emirates. Hussein doesn't want a Palestinian state. Give 
something formal, something that looks good. You'll be able to arrange things with 
ease, either by yourselves or with Hussein."50 "The main issue is Jerusalem. You've got 
to do something. It's psychological. Jerusalem will never be redivided. What do you 
care about a flag, an Arab flag? All we are asking for is something external, something 
symbolic; that's all. Who knows what will happen in five years' time? You are there and 
you will stay there. No one will remove you. Give them this and you'll see how all the 
Muslim countries will join us: Bangladesh, Pakistan, Indonesia, even Saudi Arabia."51 
Why is appearance more important than essence in society, and what benefit can be 
derived from this? 
The solution: Symbols are important in any society, but in societies symbols of all 
kinds are dominant because the individual is more directed to external experience than 
to inner essence. However, a person is sometimes hard put to appreciate the 
importance of appearance in the world of people, and is therefore likely to treat this 
element contemptuously rather than taking advantage of it. Thus, for example, Israel 
could have declared that it would transfer the Temple Mount to the sovereignty of God, 
and that a special committee, to include Muslim countries, would deal with the formal 
issues entailed and make its decisions by consensus. Such a step would not change 
anything in practice, but it would have taken the wind out of the jihad's sails. It is indeed 
difficult for people to understand the power of symbols in peoples' world; it is 
even more difficult for people to create symbols to serve their goals. Sadat, for 
example, attempted to create such a symbol by proposing the establishment of a 
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51 Ibid., p. 226. 
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religious center at Santa Caterina in Sinai comprising a church, a synagogue, and a 
mosque. "The idea of building three houses of prayer at Santa Caterina was not new," 
Weizmann notes. "Sadat had raised it several times in the past, but in every case 
encountered a refusal, if not ridicule, on our part, to which I was not party."52 Clearly, 
the use of symbols does not come naturally to those with a Western thinking paradigm, 
who are consequently unaware of the massive impact symbols can have on those with 
an Eastern thinking paradigm. 
Jerusalem will not be divided; it will remain united under Israeli sovereignty (critical 
thinking).  Jerusalem will not be divided, but an Arab flag can be raised in various 
places as a symbol of brotherhood (social skills). 
 
Problem 20: Major-General Avrasha Tamir, head of the Strategic Planning Division 
of the Israel Defense Forces, relates that the Egyptians always asked him what kind of 
tours and excursions Defense Minister Ezer Weizmann preferred—highly organized or 
spontaneous? How did the Egyptians explain the difference? 
The solution: The Egyptians replied in a humorous tone: "If he wishes to visit Souk 
Khan el-Khalili as part of an organized tour, for example, we clean the souk well, close 
all the shops, keep the crowd away, keep a few shops open and place many plainclothes 
policemen and security personnel around them. On the other hand, if he wants a 
spontaneous tour, it is not necessary to close all the shops and keep the people away—
rather, the visitor is surrounded by more than a thousand security personnel, including 
those who will applaud him."53 What the Egyptians are saying, in fact, is that they plan 
everything. Since people are well experienced in creating an image and an 
appearance, when the Israelis asked to see the poor quarters of Cairo during an 
organized tour, the Egyptians quickly replied: "When someone gives you their hand to 
shake, you don't check to see if his nails are trimmed."54 
The Egyptians: You choose what you want to see (critical thinking).  You are the 
guests and we will choose what you see and how you see it (social skills). 
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Problem 21: Prior to convening the Madrid Conference, James Baker, the U.S. 
secretary of state, complained to Feisal Husseini, the Palestinian representative, that the 
Palestinians were making things hard for him by their refusal to conduct diplomacy 
according to protocol. Despite the fact that they had agreed not to include the PLO in 
the negotiations, the Palestinians' presentations demonstrated that their delegation was 
actually controlled by the PLO. In response to this accusation, Husseini told Baker the 
following story: "Once upon a time there was a small Palestinian village, many of 
whose inhabitants sailed to other parts in order to better themselves. One day, one of 
these inhabitants who had gone to America many years earlier, and had become very 
rich, visited the village. The guest met an old friend, an honest man, but with few means, 
dressed in rags. Because he wanted to help this friend, he bought him a fine fabric with 
which to tailor a suit. The pauper could not afford to pay the tailor, but wanted the suit. 
Someone presented himself as a tailor and offered to sew the suit free of charge. On 
completion of the work, the pauper tried on the suit, and discovered that one sleeve was 
too short, the other too long, the left leg lacked a hem, the waist was too tight, and the 
collar did not match. In response to the pauper's complaints, the tailor said, 'What's your 
problem? Simply pull the right sleeve up and the left sleeve down, lift up the left foot, 
pull in your stomach, and just turn the collar to the right.' The man listened to the 
instructions and went out on to the street completely contorted. A passerby said to his 
friend, "How pathetic, he's so distorted.' 'It's really sad,' his friend replied, 'but you must 
admit that his tailor is the best in the world.'" The lesson Husseini tried to convey to 
Baker is clear. If the Palestinians were behaving strangely and not as previously agreed, 
it was only because the Madrid suit that the United States had tailored for them was 
unsuitable.55 Why did Feisal Husseini tell this story instead of just explaining the 
Palestinians' difficulties? 
The solution: We have already seen how people are likely to tell a story instead of 
supplying an explanation. Ancient sources, including the Bible, constantly demonstrate 
the preference for allegory over explanation. The use of allegory exploits associations 
and images that bypass rational defenses and directly touch the unconscious. Rather 
than explaining why the Palestinian delegation did not comply with their agreement, 
the Palestinian representative creates the image of an unfortunate individual wearing an 
ill-fitting suit and, even worse, being ridiculed and blamed for his misfortune. It is 
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obvious that he is referring to the Palestinians; what can one say? Baker could have 
taken the image further and replied that a suit that doesn't fit exactly is better than no 
suit at all, and that gradually it would be possible to improve or replace it, but in the 
meantime the discussion should start with the existing situation and comply with the 
existing agreement. 
Explanation (critical thinking).  Story (social skills). 
 
Problem 22: In the peace talks between Israel and Jordan, Ehud Barak, Israel's chief 
of staff at the time, demanded of Jordan's Prime Minister Majali that the peace 
agreement with Israel take preference over Jordan's agreements with Arab states, 
particularly with regard to security issues. "Look here, Mr. Barak," said Prime Minister 
Majali, "I am extending this hand to make peace with Israel," and he extended his right 
arm. "This arm," he added, "is part of this body and can function normally. Now, what 
good will this arm be to you if it is cut off from its body." How did Barak respond to 
the message? 
The solution: Barak excused himself and went out to use his cellular phone. He came 
back a short while later. "Okay," he said, "we can forget about these clauses."56 It would 
seem that the image of an arm severed from its body was more powerful than any 
explanation of how Jordan could serve as a bridge between Israel and the Arab world. 
Again, an image proved preferable to explication.  
 
Problem 23: At the Madrid Conference, Dr. Majali represented the Jordanian-
Palestinian delegation, and Elyakim Rubinstein the Israeli delegation. They met for a 
preparatory meeting to decide how to manage the opening session. Majali describes 
what transpired: 
 "Doctor," said Rubinstein as the two men sat to talk, "what is your idea of the 
mode of work now?" 
 "When we are seated I will make my speech," answered Majali, "then Dr. Abdul 
Shafi (head of the Palestinian delegation) will make his, then comes your turn to make 
yours." 
 "Jordan that you represent is a state," remarked Rubinstein, "and Israel that I 
represent is a state too, but the Palestinians do not represent a state. Therefore it is better 
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that you make your speech first and I come second, then the Palestinians would be 
third." 
 Majali promptly agreed because he thought Rubinstein's proposal would be better 
for the joint (Jordanian-Palestinian) delegation. "If the Israelis mention anything in their 
speech that we do not like and warrants a response," thought Majali, "then Abdul Shafi 
will have a chance to respond. The heads of delegations have only one chance to speak 
so Rubinstein will not have a chance to respond to Abdul Shafi." 
 "You are a young man, a diplomat and an expert in negotiations," said Majali, 
referring to Rubinstein's negotiations with the Egyptians and the Lebanese. "I am not 
like you," he said, "I am a lot older, am a man of science and methodology, and not an 
expert in diplomacy and negotiations. I hate any attempt by anyone to fool me. Say 
what you like and I will respect your right to speak no matter how bitter your words 
may sound, and beware of attempts to sweeten your words. If I conclude that you intend 
to sweeten the bitter talk, you will not find me the same man thereafter." 
 "I know these qualities in you, and I promise you will not be disappointed," 
Rubinstein said. 
 When his turn came, Abdul Shafi indeed spoke very critically about Israel, and 
Rubinstein began to respond angrily. Majali stopped him immediately and, heatedly, 
noted that he had no right to respond. Rubinstein stopped talking and apologized.57 
What can we learn about the mechanism of projection from Majali's behavior? And 
how should Rubinstein have responded? 
The solution: At the very start of their discussion Majali trips Rubinstein, probably 
knowing that Shafi would make strong remarks about Israel to which Rubinstein would 
not be able to respond. Immediately afterwards, however, he warns Rubinstein not to 
fool him. In this classic projection mechanism, one attributes one's own feelings and 
thoughts to the other. Though projection takes place among people with both kinds of 
thinking vector, it is stronger and more pronounced in societies that lack separation, as 
can be seen in many reactions of people. They tend to immediately attribute to the 
other what the other attributes to them (see the reciprocity principle), based on the 
automatic assumption that it is reasonable to assume he is projecting. It follows, 
therefore, that a person has to be aware of the different ways a  person expresses 
himself, and to understand that they might be reflecting his own intentions.   
                                                 
57 Majali, 2006, p. 18. 
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  Majali creates distance between himself and Rubinstein in terms of age, 
profession and experience. He is also threatening. Rubinstein's response is to kowtow 
and reveal weakness. His social skills are inapt for dealing with the threat: "I know all 
these qualities in you, and I promise you will not be disappointed." He should have used 
other social skills, and, according to the reciprocity principle, said that Majali should 
be careful about threatening him because he, Rubinstein, does not like it either when 
people try to deceive him. Alternatively, Rubinstein could have told Majali 
authoritatively that peace talks do not begin with threats. Generally, a person should 
not leave a threat without a suitable response: this is liable to be interpreted as weakness 
and invite further aggression. Appropriate statements, on the other hand,  could improve 
the relationship between the parties. 
Rubinstein: I know these qualities in you, and I promise you will not be disappointed 
(inapt social skills—flattery).  We are at the beginning of peace talks, and there is 
certainly no need for threats at this stage (social skills + authoritativeness). 
I don't like being threatened (assertiveness).  If you threaten you should also be 
careful (social skills + authoritativeness) / Why are you threatening? (social skills). 
 
Problem 24: The Israeli representative, Eliyahu Sasson, writes how the 670 Israeli 
prisoners captured by the Jordanians in the War of Independence were freed. King 
Abdullah's agreement was not sufficient to implement the handover; it became 
necessary to bribe Colonel Abdullah el-Tal, the Jordanian Legion's commander in East 
Jerusalem, who was meant to execute the release on the king's behalf. The colonel 
fetched Eliyahu Sasson and Moshe Dayan, at the time the commander of West 
Jerusalem, and drove them to the King. Sasson possessed  an envelope with a large sum 
of dollars, which he had obtained from the state coffers (with some difficulty, because 
the heads of the ministry were hesitant about sanctioning a relationship of this kind). 
He tried to explain to Dayan that because he (Dayan) and the colonel were on equal 
footing, he would have to be the one to bribe him. Despite Sasson's explanation that a 
bribe would improve their relationship with Jordan immeasurably, Dayan was firmly 
opposed, but finally agreed to a compromise: Sasson would do all the work, and Dayan 
would slip the envelope into the colonel's pocket.  
 When the car arrived, Sasson sat next to Abdullah el-Tal, and Dayan sat behind 
them. Sasson started the conversation by telling the colonel he was sure that the king 
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would release the prisoners since he is such a humanitarian, like all Hashemites. 
Continuing, he remarked that returning the prisoners would be a very expensive matter, 
requiring busses and petrol for a large number of people, and that he, Sasson, requested 
that the colonel hire the best busses, while the Israelis would cover all the expenses. 
The colonel reacted with alarm, saying that 670 prisoners would require a massive 
outlay. Sasson calmed him, saying that "we will pay to the last cent." They did various 
calculations of how much it would probably cost, and when they reached a certain 
figure, Sasson rounded up the amount. He then asked for the colonel's word of honor 
as an officer of the Legion. El-Tal responded positively, adding that he was serving his 
king and carrying out a humanitarian deed. At this point Sasson pinched Dayan, who 
slipped the envelope into the colonel's pocket.  
 El-Tal requested that the king not be involved in these technical issues, because  
the king was busy with important matters and should not be bothered with trifles. 
Sasson promised to keep the matter a secret among the three of them, but added that 
one small matter was bothering him. While he was certain, he said, that the king would 
agree to the prisoner release, he was not yet sure how the British would react. He would 
certainly wish to hear el-Tal's opinion. El-Tal cut Sasson short, saying: "There is no 
room for concern. I will give the king my frank assessment that the British will support 
the king's action since they view it as a humanitarian gesture." Indeed, when the king 
asked el-Tal about the British reaction he expected, el-Tal gave him a similar 
response,58 and the Israeli prisoners were subsequently freed. What can we learn from 
this event? 
The solution: In society, giving or accepting bribes is generally considered 
unacceptable behavior. In society, however, bribery is viewed less seriously: a 
society based more on relationships than on truth and absolute values views the need 
and wish to compensate the other as quite reasonable. Here we are dealing not with a 
democratic society, but rather a tribal one, where the most important issue is the 
relationship with the other, not equality before the law. It is therefore interesting for the 
person to observe how both sides in the above encounter know the truth but play 
the game according to different rules. They agree that returning the prisoners will be 
expensive; they round up the amount; the colonel gives his word of honor that he will 
not take the money without carrying out his mission (yes, there is also honor in 
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bribery!); and finally they agree that while everything will be done in the spirit of the 
king and on his behalf, they will not bother him with trifles. It would seem that a 
person would need many years of training to be able to adopt this thinking 
paradigm. 
Dayan: I refuse to give a bribe (assertiveness).  Sasson: Bribery improves the 
relationship immeasurably (social skills). 
 
Problem 25: Eliyahu Sasson was trying to understand why King Abdullah (grandfather 
of King Hussein) wanted peace with Israel, unlike the leaders of the other Arab states 
and against the counsel of his own advisers. Sasson was wary, though, about asking 
Abdullah this sensitive question directly. How could he have asked in a way that would 
increase his chances of obtaining an honest answer? 
The solution: In the world of people there are many ways of drawing the other 
person closer and of getting him to invite the interested party to raise what he wishes to 
speak about. If Eliyahu Sasson could create the circumstances in which the king would 
force him to ask his question, then it would sound not defiant, but almost intimate. 
Hence, at the end of one of their meetings, the king accompanied Sasson to the stairway 
leading from his home. "When my turn came to shake hands goodbye," Sasson recalled, 
"I said to him that I would very much like to ask him a question, but am hesitant as it 
is a sensitive question. The king released his hand from mine, laid it on my shoulder 
and said: 'Ask, ask, my son.' When I continued to hesitate and suggested that we leave 
it to our next meeting, the kind responded in a fatherly but authoritative tone, saying: 
'This is a royal command, my son, ask!" Apparently having no choice, Sasson 
continued. 'I am a young, inexperienced man, and there are many things I neither know 
nor understand. Only two years ago we were at war, and suddenly you are conducting 
peace negotiations with us. Why do you now want peace, my lord?'" The king's answer 
was no less interesting. He said he wanted peace with Israel because he knew that the 
Arabs would be defeated in every war against Israel, so peace was in the best interests 
of the Jordanian-Palestinian people.59 
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It is permissible and sometimes even necessary to ask difficult questions (critical 
thinking).  Asking permission to pose a difficult question invites cooperation (social 
skills).  
 
Problem 26: "You can't trust their promises," Foreign Minister Yitzhak Shamir hurled 
at Moshe Sasson, the Israeli ambassador to Egypt, in one of their conversations. "They 
lie! Simply lie. Didn't you telegraph me their president's positive answer, word for 
word? How can we work this way?!" Was he  correct? What clarification does he need? 
The solution: Many people complain that one cannot rely on the word of 
people, and that many of their promises are never honored. We understand that 
keeping a promise in an unsupportive environment requires i.e. individuation; 
without it, an individual cannot withstand the personal or group pressure to which he is 
subjected. A simple "No" enables dialogue between people, each of whom can have 
his say without any obligation to agree. This "No," however, does not exist among 
people, for whom "No" represents separateness and an independent opinion, both 
of which are unacceptable in their society. The way that a question directed  to a 
person is formulated is therefore important. A direct formulation that demands the 
truth can be perceived as callous, and does not allow the negotiator maneuvering 
space in which he can refuse without causing offense.  
 Following are some methods that  people can use to fathom exactly what their 
counterparts mean without forcing them to refuse a request: 
1. Allowing the counterpart to begin the discussion in order to ascertain his position 

without immediately confronting him with the problematic question. 
2. Concentrating on asking rather than presenting a position, or carefully putting out 

feelers on the subject. 
3. Suggesting alternative responses to the counterpart and seeing which he chooses. 
4. Opening with a presentation of an opposing position that demonstrates 

understanding of the counterpart's difficulty in complying with the request. 
 In a world without separateness, the person issuing a request should pose it so 
that the other party, because of the unpleasantness, will not have to delude him and raise 
false hopes. The Egyptian general el-Shazly was proud that he had concealed his 
professional opinion from Sadat in a discussion on the Egyptian army's withdrawal 
from the east bank of the Suez Canal to the west after Israel crossed the Canal; this was 
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his way to avoid disappointing Sadat and harming their good relationship.60 Another 
example: When Egyptian Foreign Minister Fahmy was angry at the United States, he 
tried to sidestep an invitation to join President Ford for breakfast by saying that he "is 
not used to getting up early and talking politics before 10 o'clock."61 (We do not know 
whether the Americans realized the Egyptian was angry.) Similarly, aiming to improve 
their relationship with the members of the Palestinian delegation to Camp David, the 
Americans invited them to join in various activities, such as basketball, after the 
discussions. The Palestinians didn't say "no"; they simply didn't show up.62 In all these 
examples, the person must be sensitive to hints of what the person is thinking. 
Regarding the basketball game, for instance, there were almost certainly preliminary 
signs—a lack of enthusiasm and a very half-hearted "yes"  in response to the direct 
American invitation—which could have indicated that the Arab side had no intention 
of playing ball.  
 Moshe Sasson summarized the issue for his Foreign Minister: "While Mubarak 
indeed answered me positively, it is not acceptable in Egypt to say 'no.' For Egyptians, 
to respond  negatively is a flagrant display of bad manners, something they do only in 
extreme situations. The ambassador thus has to differentiate between the Egyptian 'yes' 
that is indeed 'yes,' and the Egyptian 'yes' that is no more than a polite 'no.' If the 
ambassador is unable to maintain this distinction, the blame should not be laid at the 
Egyptians' door, but at the ambassador's.'"63 
Not telling the truth is a lie (critical thinking).  Not telling the truth could be a 
consequence of being considerate (social skills). 
 
Problem 27: The Israeli Prime Minister, Yitzhak Shamir, and King Hussein each gave 
the U.S. Foreign Secretary, George Shultz, a rather different assessment of the meeting 
between them in July 1987. Shamir reported that the event was a turning point because 
it was the first time in history that a Likud prime minister had met with the king of 
Jordan. The meeting went on for five hours, beginning formally, ending warmly. 
Shamir put forward a long list of cooperative steps that could be taken jointly by Israel 
and Jordan….The two had agreed that Shamir would send an emissary to Amman soon. 
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In light of the optimistic reporting, Shultz wondered whether Shamir had not caught a 
mild case of peace fever. Maybe Shamir had decided to compete with Peres as a 
peacemaker… 
 The contrasting report from Amman gave no grounds for such optimism. In 
effect, Hussein was saying that Shamir was hopeless, and that he could not work with 
him. This stood in sharp opposition to Shamir's claim that he could work directly with 
Hussein and did not need any help from outside…. Shultz specifically asked Hussein 
for permission to reveal to Shamir that he had received his report of the session. The 
answer was no.64 
 A skilled observer of television can often discern such gaps when a person 
and a person emerge from a joint meeting. In these types of interactions, what is the 
significance of the recurring optimism of people relative to people, to the extent 
that it sometimes seems that they had not participated in the same meeting? 
The solution: A person perceives himself as dependent on his surroundings, which 
he is powerless to change. Pessimism protects him from harboring false hopes. 
Contrarily, the optimism of the person derives from his internal locus of control, 
which gives him the ability to change and shape the reality around him. Sadat explains 
the great strength embodied in the ability to renounce hope: "Rejection has been, and 
always will be, the most effective weapon in our hands, children of the good land which 
I love more than anything else in the world."65 Abu Mazen explains another advantage 
of a pessimistic position; it causes the other to try to appease his counterpart.66 Thus 
people tend to refrain from open expressions of happiness because the "evil eye" is 
liable to arouse the jealousy of their group and complicate their lives. When a 
person is happy, everyone knows that he also has something to lose. Though 
Egyptian Foreign Minister Fahmy was gratified by the Soviets' announcement that they 
would supply new weapons to Egypt, he did not reveal this to the Russians; instead he 
asked for more.67 
 Likewise, Dennis Ross describes his meetings with Syria's Assad: long and slow. 
Ross found himself being particularly careful about what he said and how he formulated 
his words, consciously avoiding over-enthusiasm so that Assad could not clip his wings: 
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"Our meeting was long and cordial. Knowing that Assad always wanted to settle into a 
meeting, I did not rush to the Rabin message. I set the stage for it…I knew that if I 
raised the Rabin message prematurely or made too much of it, Assad would belittle it. 
Instead I eased into it by talking about how both sides had needs, and no agreement 
could be reached unless the needs of both sides were satisfied—and the public opinion 
of both sides was addressed. Assad nodded, saying, 'This is correct.' Then I told him I 
had a message from the prime minister, which I then summarized. Assad listened 
carefully, then declared the message 'useful.' When I asked him how he understood 
Rabin's needs, he replied: 'Rabin needs peace.' When I pressed him on what that meant 
in practical terms, he said he needs 'full peace; peace between neighbors.' He resisted 
being more precise."68 Ross also claims that Assad would never initiate, but would 
always only react.69 As we see in this example, Assad's passive, pessimistic position 
protects him. 
  Moshe Dayan similarly describes how Begin and Sadat emerged from a one-on-
one meeting in Ismailia: "The meeting began with a private discussion between Sadat 
and Begin. They secluded themselves in an adjoining room for about half an hour, at 
the end of which Begin seemed to glow, in contrast to Sadat's emotionless 
expression."70 Begin would add that he returned from the Ismailia meeting "a happy 
man."71 
 In the secret peace talks in Oslo, Abu Ala explained smilingly to Yair Hirschfeld 
the advantage their secret talks had over those that were conducted openly in 
Washington with another team: "Yair, our situation here in Oslo is far better than that 
of the Palestinians in Washington. Haider Abdel Shafi (head of the Palestinian 
delegation in Washington) may have thought that the negotiations in Washington were 
progressing satisfactorily, and would probably assume that he is allowed to smile in 
public. In any event, before he decides to do so, he will spend two sleepless nights 
wondering what his colleagues will say and how Arafat in Tunis will react to such an 
independent decision, so that ultimately…he will decide not to smile. In Oslo we are 
entitled to smile and laugh to our heart's content, without anyone bothering us."72 This 
is how the Palestinian interlocutors felt—that they were being scrutinized constantly by 
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their colleagues and their leadership, and a smile indicating optimism of any kind would 
also be a weapon in the war. 
 Abandoning the optimism ingrained in people, even for the sake of 
appearances, is no trivial matter. The members of the Jordanian delegation to the peace 
talks with Israel claimed that the Israelis never lost hope, so much so that they could 
watch the same movie twice in the hope that the hero would behave more logically the 
second time around.73 Thus did the Jordanians view the false hopes of the Israelis, 
implying that they, the Jordanians, would behave differently. It is clear, then, that in his 
contacts with a person, a person would do well to keep his natural optimism to 
himself.  
[With an optimistic smile] We will overcome all the obstacles in the peace discussions 
(admiration).  [With a downcast look] We are not satisfied. If the other side does not 
change its positions, no progress can be made (social skills). 
 
Problem 28: How did Sadat deceive Israel, forestalling Israel's preparedness for the 
Yom Kippur War? 
The solution: Sadat writes: "Even though I did not intend to begin the war in May 
1973, as part of my plan of strategic diversion I developed a publicity campaign in the 
mass media and displayed various means of civil defense to encourage the Israelis to 
think that war was approaching. On the days that war was expected to break out, Israel 
declared a general mobilization, while militarily we relaxed completely. I did the same 
thing again in August, to which the Israelis reacted in a similar way. After the October 
War, Moshe Dayan was asked why he didn't mobilize the army in October. He said 
because of Sadat: 'I did it twice, and each time it cost us 10 million dollars! So when 
the third time came around, I thought his intentions weren't serious, but he deceived 
me!'"74 Kissinger confirms Sadat's version: "He declared his wish to go to war so many 
times that no one believed him anymore. This was his tactic to anesthetize the enemy. 
We all thought that Sadat was a silly fool who declares war morn and night, at every 
opportunity."75 
 Furthermore, in September 1973 Sadat leaked a message, to the foreign minister 
of an unnamed country friendly to Israel, that that minister should report to his prime 
                                                 
73 Majali, 2006, p. 177. 
74 Al-Sadat, 1978, p. 182. 
75 Haykal, 1996, p. 177; Kissinger, 1982, p. 206. 
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minister that Sadat intended to visit the UN's headquarters in October, but that this news 
should be kept tightly under wraps since Sadat had no desire to announce it at that 
moment. Indeed, this message was conveyed to Israel immediately, suggesting that 
Sadat could not be thinking of starting a war with Israel when he planned to be visiting 
the UN.76 
 If all this were not enough, Sadat also writes about the cunning of his local 
commanders. "They who were anxious to keep the plan secret until the last moment 
needed a typical Egyptian ruse: they allowed their soldiers to relax on the banks of the 
Canal and provided them with sugarcane, which they chewed and sucked as if they 
were on vacation!"77 
 Added to all these factors, of course, was the date Sadat chose to begin the war—
Yom Kippur—on the assumption that Israel would be less prepared on this, the holiest 
day in the Jewish calendar. 
 A person is well aware of his counterpart's character and inclinations and is 
likely to be highly skilled at exploiting these sensitivities for his own benefit. Thus the 
Egyptians behaved like experienced chess players planning several moves ahead. The 
actions they carried out aroused specific thoughts and perceptions in the Israelis. It is 
difficult to imagine that a person would know how to use these kinds of common 
sense or manipulations to further his goals. He would prefer to use research and logical 
intelligence, which systematically collects and analyses data. In the process, he forgets 
the words of the Bible—which should always be consulted when trying to understand 
people: "For by wise counsel you will wage your own war,"78 or, "Where there is 
no counsel, the people fall; but in the multitude of counselors there is safety."79 
War is waged by analyzing data and by logic, including the use of appropriate 
technology (critical thinking).  For by wise counsel you will wage your own war 
(social skills). 
 
Problem 29: Hassanein Heikal, the legendary editor of Al-Ahram, the Egyptian 
newspaper, writes about Jacques Neriah, an Israeli officer who grew up in Lebanon and 
was totally familiar with the Arab language and culture. Heikal felt that Neriah was 
                                                 
76 Al-Sadat, 1978, p. 185. 
77 Ibid., p. 190. 
78 Proverbs, 24:6. 
79 Proverbs, 11:14. 
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unsure whether he was an Israeli Arab or an Arab Israeli. He writes that because of 
Neriah's command of the language and his engaging personality, he rose to be director 
for Arab affairs in Prime Minister Rabin's office. His colleagues envied him for being 
Rabin's "favorite" and because Rabin listened more attentively to Neriah's views than 
to theirs. As a way of identifying with his Arab negotiating partners he would say: 
"Those blue-eyed diplomats don't like us because we are Arabs." The Arab negotiators 
sensed that Neriah felt more comfortable with them than with his Israeli colleagues, 
and he also knew how to exploit the Arabs' conspiratorial nature. Once he was sitting 
with Said Kamal, the PLO ambassador to Egypt, in the lobby of the hotel in Paris where 
the talks between the parties were taking place. Kamal noticed that most of the other 
chairs were occupied by unusually attractive women. "It's very pleasant sitting here 
with all these beautiful ladies, but shouldn't we go somewhere where we can talk 
privately," Kamal asked. "Don't worry, the ladies are from Israeli security," Neriah said, 
"the beautiful ones, that is, not the ugly ones. They have to be beautiful to work in 
security." Neriah explained that beautiful women were chosen because they were less 
likely to be identified as security agents. "We would never leave the security of our 
delegation to French protection," he added. "It has cost Israel several million dollars to 
prepare men like Shahak [the chief Israeli negotiator] for their mission, and we cannot 
afford to lose them."80 How can we understand the PLO ambassador's quick willingness 
to believe this story? 
The solution: A person can exploit people's predilection for conspiratorial 
ideas. They live in a world where an authority figure pulls society's strings, unburdened 
by the need for any kind of transparency; people in this society consequently feel at 
times like marionettes activated by the authority figure. However, the person's 
external locus of control, by its very definition, gives the other the power to influence 
the individual, and the distance from here to conspiratorial notions, with no basis in 
reality, is short.  
 In the fall of 1998 the Saudi Crown Prince Abdullah was invited to the White 
House for a working lunch. On one side sat the Crown Prince in his flowing white robes 
and headdress, trimmed with the finest gold threads, flanked by his similarly attired 
aides. On the other side sat the President, the Vice President, Foreign Secretary 
Madeleine Albright, Secretary of Defense William Cohen, and others, all in suits. Since 
                                                 
80 Heikal, 1996, p. 477. 



 
 

163 
 

the Saudis believed Albright and Cohen were Jewish (they are not), it must have looked 
to them as if Clinton and Gore were flanked entirely by Jewish advisers. Abdullah 
leaned across the table and explained to Clinton in a hushed voice that he had 
"information" that Monica Lewinsky was Jewish and part of a Mossad plot to bring the 
president down because of his efforts to help the Palestinians. He told Clinton that he 
intended to share this intelligence with senators he would meet after lunch in an effort 
to help forestall his impeachment.81 
 One may conclude that the conspiratorial quality in the thinking of people is 
not limited to commoners, but is a result of a personality structure that relies more on 
the environment than on the self. It would seem that the example of Jacques Neriah is 
an exception to the rule:  people must work hard to learn how to take advantage of 
the characteristic thinking of people. Any person, for instance, could clarify 
whether Albright and Cohen were Jewish. If this person is an Arab, and it transpires 
that the president's advisers are indeed Jewish, he could say he is uncomfortable with 
this. A person, however, will have difficulty exercising critical thinking and 
conducting such an investigation because in his world, one cannot rely on the 
environment. He will believe, rather, that there is a higher hand directing the show. The 
President's advisers are Jewish, Monica Lewinsky is Jewish, and the President has 
gotten himself into trouble with her at the same time he is trying to help the Palestinians. 
In the Crown Prince's world, this is sufficient data to conclude, often wisely, that these 
"facts" are not independent of each other. 
The Crown Prince: I am not comfortable with the fact that most of the President's 
advisers are Jewish (empathy + critical thinking).  If the President's advisers are 
Jewish and Monica Lewinsky is Jewish, and the President got himself into trouble with 
her at the time that he wanted to help the Palestinians, then these matters are not 
disconnected (social skills).  
 
Problem 30: Hassanein Heikal continues to describe the unsuccessful meeting that 
took place between Jacques Neriah and Arafat in Tunis. Neriah reported to Rabin that 
Arafat ranted and boasted and behaved strangely. A few days later the Israeli and 
international press reported that Arafat was on the verge of a nervous breakdown. The 
article spoke of Arafat weeping and sweating profusely, and suggested that he was 
                                                 
81 Indyk, 2009, p. 202.  
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feeling the strain of the huge gamble he had taken in accepting the Oslo agreement. 
When Rabin was asked about the reports he was quoted as saying: "I can't help it if 
Arafat is sweating. Let him sweat." Arafat replied, "We'll see who is sweating." The 
fact that the PLO perceived Neriah as someone who understood them more than all the 
Israeli negotiators only compounded the offense of the published reports. How could 
Arafat take revenge on Neriah? 
The solution: An angry Arafat instructed his aide Yasser Abed Rabbo to instigate an 
argument between Rabin and Peres at his next meeting with them. Abed Rabbo told 
Peres that the PLO no longer knew who to deal with in the Israeli government. "We 
have been meeting with you in these committee meetings thinking that you were 
authorized to act for Israel. But now Prime Minister Rabin has informed us that the 
responsibility is his, not yours. We are in a dilemma." Peres asked who had given him 
the message from Rabin. Abed Rabbo's answer: "Jacques Neriah." Peres checked with 
Rabin, who summoned Neriah for a clarification. Neriah explained that he had not said 
anything out of the ordinary, beyond explaining each man's area of  responsibility. 
Despite the explanation, Neriah was removed from the Prime Minister's Office for three 
months, and Arafat had his revenge. Meanwhile, Arafat's aides, who were fond of 
Neriah, asked Arafat whether the removal of Neriah was wise, seeing that he understood 
them better than all the Israelis. Arafat replied that he deserved the punishment for what 
he had done.82 
 Arafat grasped the power struggle between Rabin and Peres and exploited it to 
his full advantage. In general, a person will be aware of his counterpart's various 
group affiliations. He will know whom it is better to approach and on what issues, and 
how to extract the maximum from the group dynamics. Revenge is acceptable in 
society as an expression of  the reciprocity principle. A person will not state, 
from a position of separateness, how harming the other will serve him; rather, harming 
one who harmed him satisfies him and preserves the essential balance in the lives of 
people who are dependent on each other. 
There is no point seeking revenge. Harming the other will not advance us (critical 
thinking).  Planning and executing the revenge are satisfying because the other must 
be made to feel what I felt (social skills + identification). 
 
                                                 
82 Heikal, 1996, p. 477.  
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Problem 31: Defense Minister Weizmann writes about his discussion with President 
Sadat on the future of the West Bank. Weizmann expressed the fear that a referendum 
on the West Bank would lead to the establishment of a Palestinian state headed by the 
PLO. Sadat dismissed this with a wave of his hand, stating firmly, "The PLO's career 
is over. Arafat," he added, "will lose his job; Abu-Iyad will replace him." Weizmann 
continues: "And as if he knew that I want to hear this over and over again, he repeated, 
with emphasis: 'Ezer, you've got nothing to worry about. There will not be a Palestinian 
state.'" Weizmann writes that he was relieved.83 Why did Sadat sow these illusions, and 
why did Weizmann not demur rather than allowing himself to feel relief? 
The solution: Human beings, by nature, tend to hope and believe that what they really 
want will come about. It is more difficult, especially for people, to see things 
negatively and not look forward to a better future. As we have said, people take 
more care not to be overly optimistic. A person with this vector, however, also knows 
how to make good use of the illusion trap. Since he is other-focused, he identifies his 
counterpart's wishes with some precision and generously grants what the other desires. 
In this case Sadat not only deludes Weizmann, but also gains strength by the very fact 
of granting him hope, thereby causing the Israeli to become dependent on him. 
Knowing exactly what Weizmann most wants to hear, Sadat promises it to him. 
Weizmann will find it difficult to resist the temptation and not believe the promise. 
Furthermore, a person will hesitate to reject or even contradict the person's 
promise for fear of offending him. Does Sadat believe what he says? This is not of 
major  importance to him. What counts is that he is able to lead Weizmann where he 
wants: to agree to a referendum on the West Bank.  
 The ability to say to the other what the other wants to hear is evident in Arafat's 
speeches as well. According to Gilad Sher, the Israeli representative, Arafat is "highly 
expert in adapting his words to the listener. In his speeches and declarations in Arabic 
he tends to be impassioned and extreme, and keeps repeating the same phrases. On the 
other hand, in his speeches in English, which are not intended for a Palestinian and 
Arab audience, he knows how to express himself as a seasoned, logical and moderate 
diplomat."84 
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 In another instance, Weizmann managed to avoid falling into the illusion trap. 
Discussions between the Israeli and Egyptian military delegations in Cairo were 
focused on the evacuation of the Israeli airfields from the Sinai peninsula. Fahmy, the 
Egyptian commander-in-chief at the time, said: "What about the airfields that you are 
asking to leave in Sinai? Why are they important? 
Weizmann: "To protect Eilat." 
Fahmy: "Against whom?" 
Weizmann: "Against Jordan or Saudi Arabia." 
Fahmy: "We'll protect Eilat for you." 
Weizmann: "We'll protect the Suez Canal for you." 

"The Israeli group was confused; people didn't know whether or not the 
Egyptian commander-in-chief's comment was meant as a joke. Weizmann, in any event, 
chose to take Fahmy's words lightheartedly. The serious faces of the Egyptians, 
however, indicated that Fahmy was not joking."85 Clearly, the Egyptian commander-
in-chief did not believe what he himself had said; he was not that foolish. Interestingly, 
however, the Israelis believed that he was serious. Indeed, people do have 
considerable dramatic talent. Whatever the truth here, it would appear that Weizmann's 
response, based upon the reciprocity principle, was appropriate. To bridge the gap 
between the false promises of people and the person's feeling that such promises 
are little more than a joke, a person can offer promises similar to those of the other 
side. Hence the original absurd message is returned without causing any damage.  
Weizmann: I thank you for your concern, but we cannot rely on your promise that 
everything will be all right (empathy + assertiveness).  If you are proposing that you 
protect Eilat for us, and that we protect the Suez Canal for you, then we agree (social 
skills).  
 
Problem 32: In a preparatory meeting between Elyakim Rubinstein, head of the Israeli 
delegation to the peace talks, and Majali, head of the Jordanian delegation, Rubinstein 
requested that Haddadin, one of the members of the Jordanian delegation,  not 
participate in the discussions since he liked to create confrontations. Majali insisted on 
Haddadin's participation. Later he told Haddadin about the request and asked him to 
behave more tactfully during the talks. Haddadin decided to take revenge. During the 
                                                 
85 Haber, 1980, p. 218 (H); Weizmann, 1981, p. 153.  
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meeting the two delegations began to discuss the following, mostly Jordanian text: 
"Both sides shall respect these international borders." Majali looked at his aides with 
an inquisitive eye. Before any of them could express approval, Haddadin took the floor. 
"Ambassador, I have a problem with the word 'respect'  in this text." 
 "But it is a Jordanian text!" protested Rubinstein. 
 "I realize that, but I have a problem with it." 
 "What is your problem?" asked Rubinstein with a resentful tone. 
 Haddadin replied: "I know you have borders with Egypt that you respect. I also 
came to note yesterday's statement by Mr. Lobrani, the Israeli head of delegation in the 
Lebanese track, in which he said that Israel respects its international borders with 
Lebanon. My problem is that, while you express your respect for those borders, your 
tanks are running over them every other day!" 
 "What!" exclaimed Rubinstein, "do you compare Lebanon with Jordan? Lebanon 
is run by Syria and let me tell you what the Lebanese could not do. I was there during 
the drafting of the famous Israeli-Lebanese accord of 17 May 1983. The Lebanese 
agreed to it, but they were never able to have it ratified by their President because of 
Syrian pressure. Lebanon cannot decide for itself. Lebanon is not a country!" 
 "Lebanon is as good a country as any other in the region," Haddadin emphasized. 
"We do not allow, nor do we accept to hear statements like this said about Lebanon in 
our presence. Ambassador, you should apologize!" screamed Haddadin, and leaned 
over to Majali. "Pasha, he had Lebanon for breakfast, and he will have Jordan for 
lunch," he whispered in Majali's ear to justify his response. Majali nodded. 
 "Elyakim, this is going way too far," said Majali. "We will not allow the 
scratching of the sovereignty of Lebanon or the dignity of its people. You should retract 
what you said." 
 "I am saying the truth," Rubinstein insisted, "and the truth cannot be masked by 
pretending that Lebanon today is sovereign. Pasha, Jordan is different. Jordan has 
leadership admired by the whole world. Please do not take offense at what I said." 
 "What you said is beyond the permissible levels in any form of diplomacy. You 
should withdraw what you said." Haddadin was excited that Majali had concurred with 
him, but concealed his happiness. 
 "Pasha, Dr. Abdul Salam," pleaded Rubinstein, "for heaven's sake, do not bring 
us back to the issue of withdrawal. We have had enough debate over withdrawal under 
Resolution 242. Now, please, let us get on with our business." 
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 "If you do not retract what you said," insisted Majali, "I am afraid I will not carry 
on with the negotiations." After a brief silence, Majali stood up. "I am going to the 
men's room," he said and walked out of the room. After a while he returned, not to the 
negotiations room, but to our delegation's room. Majali showed mixed signs of relief 
and worry. 
 "What is the matter?" Anani [a member of the Jordanian delegation] asked him. 
 "A minor problem," replied  Majali. 
 "Aren't you going back in?" asked al-Qadi [another member of the Jordanian 
delegation]. 
 "No, no," said Majali, and continued, "I left them with Munther [Haddadin] 
throwing stones at them with visible success. I will let him carry on!" 
 And so it was. Haddadin and al-Khasawneh [Haddadin's colleague in the 
delegation] played complementary roles in concluding an agreement on the Common 
Agenda. Haddadin acted the tough senior, while al-Khasawneh pleaded with him to be 
a bit more lenient at times, upon which Haddadin would accept the wording that al-
Khasawneh proposed!86 
 What did Rubinstein fail to see and understand? 
The solution: In the Jordanian memory, the story began many years earlier, during the 
Six-Day War. Though the Israelis were not preoccupied by the question of who won 
that war, the Jordanians certainly were. Hence Majali told Haddadin,  who was in 
charge of Jordan's water matters: "I see, Munther, you have been negotiating without a 
clue on who lost the 1967 war with Israel." Haddadin replied: "Sir, I know when to 
explode in their faces; only when they make a mistake, after which I show them stars 
in midday! One more thing. I intend to have my colleagues in the group develop better 
guts when they negotiate with the Israelis. I intend to show my colleagues that the 
Israelis are not the breed that cannot be defeated."87  
 Thus, while Haddadin was doing his best to humiliate the Israelis, the Israelis had 
no idea what was provoking his words. A person who has defeated a person 
finds it difficult, on many levels, to identify with how that blow must have felt. In this 
case, Rubinstein's suggestion that Haddadin be excluded from the discussions added 
fuel to the Jordanians' simmering fire. Thus Haddadin orchestrated an angry incident 
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which clearly upset Rubinstein, who had no idea why it had occurred. Rubinstein's 
failure to read the situation weakened his position and left him feeling helpless, afraid 
that the whole agreement might explode. We see that the person is willing to push 
the limits and dare to trifle with his counterpart only when it is clear to him that the 
person will not easily forgo the agreements they have already made. Subsequently, 
people will play  "good cop/bad cop" in order to press their advantage further. In 
this game, the  person will come to trust the "good cop" whom, they feel, rescues 
them and the agreement at stake. The "good cop" can enjoy all the privileges that derive 
from this relationship, while the "bad cop" is the one delegated to set limits and see that 
they are observed. In such a scenario, the Jordanian delegation can enjoy the best of all 
worlds and achieve optimal results. 
 Majali describes another case in which the person's manipulative abilities 
play out in the context of the person's relative naiveté and lack of social skills. In 
one of the discussions, Haddadin lashed out again, this time at a delegation of senior 
Israeli officers, with the express intention of later mingling with the furious officers and 
provoking an argument. During their next break, he thus made his way among the 
Israelis, staring them firmly in the eye and hoping for a heated confrontation— 
Haddadin alone facing the Israelis—a situation that he expected would engender 
massive media coverage around the world. Unfortunately he was disappointed; no 
confrontation occurred.88  
 It is fascinating to note that, afterwards, Majali shares his intentions with his 
readers with no sense that they (in most cases individuals with a Western thinking 
paradigm) would be likely to view his behavior in a negative light. For Majali, the 
Jordanian prime minister, there is nothing wrong in activating social skills. He explains 
whom he considers a good negotiator: "One who can choose when to get angry, against 
whom, for what reason and to what level. A negotiator, we would say, knows how to 
dress, what to dress and when to dress what."89 The high degree of skill required by a 
person to avoid falling  into these  traps is clear. Retorting to Haddadin's demand 
that he apologize, Rubenstein could have used the reciprocity principle: 

                                                 
88 Ibid., p. 274. 
89 Ibid., p. 67. 



 
 

170 
 

Rubinstein: I am not prepared to apologize for something I don't feel guilty about 
(assertiveness).  It is you who intentionally made me angry, and therefore you are the 
one who should apologize (social skills + authoritativeness). 
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The Western Thinking Paradigm 
 
Four principles for a successful encounter with a person who has an inwardly directed 
thinking vector (): 
 

Admiration 
Empathy 
Assertiveness 
Critical thinking 
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ADMIRATION 
 
Research background 
The sparkle in the eyes of parents affirms their enthusiasm regarding their children.1 
A good grade in school will probably be greeted with reactions like: "You're great!" 
"I'm proud of you!" "It all depends on you," etc. In societies, on the other hand, the 
reactions are often more subdued so as not to arouse jealousy and separate the 
individual from the group. Hence people with an external locus of control tend to 
attribute their child's success in an exam to the teacher, or to an easy exam, not 
necessarily to the child's ability. Alternatively, they may tell the child that he has 
brought honor to the family; again employing the . Admiration provides narcissistic 
reinforcement, which directs the thinking vector inward. Admiration enables the child 
to relate to himself like this throughout life: to feel he is special, to be impressed with 
himself, to be able to rely on himself and to create. people are liable to be 
embarrassed when others admire them because they experience themselves as part of 
the group, not as unique individuals. Very seldom do they grant this narcissistic 
reinforcement to their counterparts. In the past five hundred years, during which 
Western man separated from the group, the locus of control shifted gradually from 
outside himself to within. Respect gave way to admiration, and people could grant 
themselves the respect they long for. "Everyone knows that we succeeded in splitting 
the atom" denotes respect. "We succeeded in splitting the atom," indicates admiration. 
Creativity, with its important element of admiration, developed in modern times in the 
West at the expense of religion, and is little more than the thinking vector turned inward 
from the outside. Now anyone can be creative, not only the selected few. Creativity has 
to arise from the self. It is the opposite of imitation, copying, or dictating, which are the 
norm in societies where the individual experiences himself first and foremost as part of 
the group. Research in Africa showed that, of the 27 languages investigated, only one 
(Arabic) had a word for "creativity."2 Ultra-Orthodox Jews (who by and large have an 
external locus of control) claim that, "The Bible forbids that which is new,"3 implying 
that initiative, brainstorming, and new concepts all call for . 
 
                                                 
1 For more on admiration, see the sources in the Further Reading List at the end of the book. 
2 Makel & Plucker, 2007. 
3 Samet, 2005. 
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Problem 1: Abu Ala describes his first meeting with the Norwegian diplomat Terje 
Larsen, one of those responsible for the successful negotiations between the Israelis and 
the Palestinians at Oslo. "A man appeared with a disheveled look, like a 'hippy,' 
carrying the kind of backpack schoolchildren use, wearing jeans and a short-sleeved, 
button-down shirt. I thought he was one of those Europeans leftists with an obsessive 
ambition not only to change the society around them, but the whole world; people who 
dream unrealistically that it is possible to change the world by demonstrating here or 
protesting there."4 What was particularly difficult for Abu Ala to accept? 
The solution: Abu Ala, a person, prefers "proper" dress, not jeans, and not what he 
perceives as sloppy; he would expect to see a person carrying an attaché case rather 
than a backpack. He is likely to view long hair as a rebellion, as unrestrained freedom. 
Terje Larsen, however, is a person, and despite his official position he chooses 
clothing that reflects not external order but inner freedom: jeans, perhaps even faded 
ones; a short-sleeved T-shirt, definitely not a buttoned-down shirt with a tie; hair that 
might be long, if not actually scruffy; and a traveler's backpack. All these give a 
person a feeling of space and inner freedom, the feeling that he is not bound to an 
obligatory appearance and dress code.  
 At the Camp David talks, Jimmy Carter suggested to the Egyptian, Israeli, and 
American delegations that they dress casually. The Egyptian delegation was the only 
one that failed this assignment.5 At the secret talks in Oslo, the Israeli delegation arrived 
looking "unkempt" while the Palestinian delegation took pains to dress formally. Carter, 
a person, believes that inner freedom and a relaxed affect are key to creating good 
relationships and progressing in negotiations. Abu Ala, for his part, scorns the leftists 
who, he believes, want to change the world. He does not believe in change.  
 A person finds it difficult to believe that he is capable of shaping his 
surroundings according to his own wishes; on the contrary, he believes that the 
surroundings shape him. For the person, belief in the possibility of change is almost 
sacred. He believes that all things begin with his own desires, and that it is he who sets 
the wheels of environmental change in motion. These attitudes toward change reflect 
one of the essential differences between the two societies. In society people seek 
psychological treatment for the sake of changing; in society, individuals' 

                                                 
4 In Arabic, p. 45. 
5 Grosbard, 2006, p. 210. 
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dependence on their surroundings does not, in the main, allow them to undergo such 
processes, which can be encapsulated in the word "admiration." Someone with a 
Western thinking paradigm, who places the human being in the center, tends to admire 
himself and others. Conversely, a person with an Eastern thinking paradigm will try to 
distance himself from such an approach; in his perception it makes an individual unique 
and detaches him from the group. For the Easterner, this would arouse jealousy and 
undermine the all-important social fabric of the group.  
 Regarding Larsen, it should be noted that things ultimately turned out well: Abu 
Ala learned to love him and appreciate his good qualities. "The truth is that Mr. Larsen 
quite quickly impressed me; he always presented matters warmheartedly and modestly. 
He was friendly and supportive toward me and clearly conveyed that he believed in the 
justice of his cause. The man captivated me." Indeed, it is possible to build a bridge 
between and people. 
A person cannot change his surroundings. He must adapt himself to them (social skills). 
 Everything depends on determination, and it is possible to create a new reality 
(admiration).  
 
Problem 2: When an Egyptian delegation headed by Sadat visited Be'er Sheva after 
the signing of the peace agreement, they could not hide their admiration: "It's so green, 
so green, it's not possible," they kept repeating as their plane approached the airport. 
They could not believe that the beautiful city they were seeing from above was the same 
small village amidst arid terrain that they remembered from 1948. At that moment, an 
American journalist asked Sadat whether Egypt would start purchasing goods from 
Israel. "What have they got to sell?" he replied, "even their grain they have to purchase 
in America."6 
 Ben-Elissar, who was director-general of Begin's bureau, relates how many 
Egyptians who came into contact with Israelis tried to minimize the significance of the 
Israelis' achievements. "I remember that every time I arrived in Cairo on the Israel 
Aircraft Industries' Arava aircraft, and I replied to questions from inquisitive onlookers 
that the aircraft was Israeli made, the next question would inevitably be, 'And the 
engine?' On hearing my reply that the engine was manufactured by Pratt and Whitney, 
the questioners would sigh in relief, and remark to each other: 'You see, it's not their 
                                                 
6 Ben-Elissar, 1995, p. 147.  
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product, it's American made.'"7 What would have been an appropriate response from 
Sadat and the Egyptians to gain the Israelis' appreciation and support? 
The solution: A person respects competition and admiration but not jealousy. He 
sees competition as legitimate. Admiration of achievements is part of the game, and it 
is often genuine. Had the Egyptians admired the Israelis' achievements instead of 
minimizing them, it would have been greatly appreciated. First, because in the Western 
thinking paradigm people are grateful when others compliment them, and second, 
because the other party demonstrates that they have overcome the jealously inherent in 
all of us. Jealousy is an other-focused emotion; the individual compares himself with 
the other and finds himself wanting. The person's response to this feeling will be, 
"Try to improve and accomplish more instead of belittling the other." In societies, 
however, jealousy is widespread because people frequently check their status within 
the group and constantly compare themselves with others. People in societies are 
therefore wont to play down their genuine achievements in an attempt to avoid "the evil 
eye," i.e., to avoid arousing jealousy that might provoke others to take revenge on them 
in the future. In their contacts with people, people do not have to fear jealousy 
about their genuine achievements, nor be alarmed by others' admiration, because 
people believe that this admiration is honestly won. 
Sadat: What have they got to sell?! Even their grain they have to purchase from America 
(social skills).  They have much to offer us and we'd be pleased to learn from them 
(admiration). 
Egyptians: We knew that the engine wasn't theirs; it's American made (social skills). 
 Congratulations to them on their success (admiration). 
 
Problem 3: Israeli Defense Minister, Ezer Weizmann, tells about his intimate 
discussion with Sadat during the Egyptian's historic visit to Jerusalem. The discussion 
revolved around the division of Jerusalem, and Sadat maintained that East Jerusalem 
should come under Palestinian control. The two men observed the view from Sadat's 
suite at the King David Hotel. "I led him toward the window. We remained 
alone…'Look at Jerusalem,' I said, 'and say it yourself: Can you divide it? Look what's 
happening here! You can't go back eleven years.' 'But the Arab land is holy,' Sadat 
repeated, 'I won't be able to look an Egyptian in the eye if you remain in the areas you 
                                                 
7 Ibid., p. 147. 
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conquered in 1967.'"8 How should Sadat have formulated his comments so they would 
sound better to Israeli ears? 
The solution: Sadat expects Weizmann to identify with his statement that he will not 
be able to look an Egyptian in the eye. A person, however, is not quick to identify 
with the other. He is liable to say, from a position of separateness, that how the other 
solves his problems is not his concern. Weizmann, in other words, may be willing to 
understand Sadat's difficulty, but will not necessarily agree with or act according to it. 
This is the definition of empathy. Nevertheless, Sadat goes beyond this and expects 
Weizmann to put himself in his, Sadat's, shoes, to experience his own sense of the 
holiness of Arab land, and to understand why Sadat cannot possibly relinquish it. Again: 
though a person may be prepared to understand the other, he is not necessarily 
willing to commit himself to a course of action in the wake of this understanding. He 
can look at the issue from different angles and consider his own constraints.  
 Sadat should have appealed to Weizmann's creativity as a person and told him 
that he believed the Israelis were capable of finding a creative solution to the problem. 
He could have suggested an Israeli-Egyptian brainstorming session to find a creative 
solution which would give the Palestinians the feeling that they regained East 
Jerusalem, and would convince the Israelis that the city would not be divided. There 
was no shortage of ideas about such a solution, a joint administration. Sadat's 
admiration of their mutual creativity would have served the issue better than his request 
that Israel recognize the Egyptians' difficulties and acknowledge the holiness of the city 
for them. Note that Weizmann appeals to Sadat via critical thinking ("Can you divide 
it? … You can't go back eleven years,") while Sadat responds in terms of respect 
(holiness) and identification ("I won't be able to look an Egyptian in the eye.") 
Admiration—one component of which is creativity—places the person in the center 
and always sounds good in society. 
Sadat: But the Arab land is holy. I won't be able to look an Egyptian in the eye if you 
remain in the areas you conquered in 1967 (respect + identification).  I trust the two 
sides, if they wish, to find a creative solution that will enable the Palestinians to obtain 
recognition of their rights in Jerusalem, and that will give the Israelis the feeling that 
the city has not been divided (admiration). 
 
                                                 
8 Weizmann, 1981, p. 47.  
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Problem 4: Ismail Fahmy, the Egyptian foreign minister, complained to Henry 
Kissinger about the character of the American system of government—continuous 
changes in administration, scandals, pressure groups, and the personal interests and 
ambitions of high-level officials—and claimed that all these prevented Egypt from 
developing a solid relationship with the United States. In reply, Kissinger phoned 
President Ford on the spot and insisted that he meet Fahmy the following day for 
breakfast. While he was speaking with the president, Fahmy kept protesting: "What the 
hell are you doing? I'm not used to getting up early and talking politics before 10 
o'clock." What brought about Fahmy's reaction? What kind of reaction would Kissinger  
have appreciated? 
The solution: Fahmy complains about the essence of the democratic regime, in which 
people are often replaced and private interests, ambitions etc., often prevail. He also 
blames the Americans for relationship issues between the two countries. Fahmy clearly 
finds it difficult to take responsibility, at least for some of the problems between the 
two countries, and projects everything onto the Americans. A person tends to take 
responsibility and blame upon himself, sometimes immediately, and certainly to a 
greater degree than a person, who indeed is likely to attribute blame to the other. 
Kissinger might have said that the Egyptian regime was no better or more efficient than 
the Americans'. Instead, he tries to patch up their differences by taking responsibility 
for them, and offers Fahmy nothing less than a meeting with the president. Fahmy, who 
in all likelihood was terrified by the great honor bestowed upon him, and was possibly 
more interested in complaining than repairing, panicked and chose to attack: "What the 
hell are you doing?! I'm not used to…" Had he really wanted to develop a close 
relationship with the American administration, he would have jumped at this 
opportunity. Instead he invented a totally illogical excuse that sounded dreadful to a 
person. Such excuses are unacceptable to a person, who understands that he is 
being denigrated. Unattuned to social skills, he feels his intelligence has been insulted. 
Excuses of this kind, however, which utilize social skills to evade embarrassment, are 
more easily forgiven by a person. Hence a should be careful about using 
illogical excuses; a person does not forget them quickly, and will be left with the 
feeling that he has no one to talk with. Rather, Fahmy could have expressed admiration 
for the gift Kissinger gave him, which would have been appreciated. How did the story 
end? Fahmy realized he could not forgo this important opportunity and did meet with 
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President Ford the next day for breakfast.9 Again, note how often the person begins 
with "I," while the person opens with "you." 
Fahmy: What the hell are you doing?! I'm not used to getting up early and talking 
politics before 10 o'clock" (authoritativeness + social skills).  I really appreciate this. 
Congratulations on the initiative (admiration).  
 
Problem 5: Israel's Prime Minister Olmert offered Abu Mazen, chairman of the 
Palestinian Authority, what seemed to him a particularly generous peace agreement. In 
response, Abu Mazen suggested that experts from both sides meet the following day. 
On the morrow, however, the Palestinian representative called to say that the members 
of the Palestinian delegation were busy: they had forgotten they had to be in Amman. 
The Israelis did not hear from them again.10 How could Abu Mazen have communicated 
with Olmert in a more suitable manner? 
The solution: Abu Mazen found it hard to tell Olmert the disappointing truth: also this 
agreement was problematic for him. He used his social skills to avoid saying "no." 
However, not honoring one's obligations is perceived very negatively by a person. 
Olmert would have admired a position with an internal locus of control far more. As 
we have seen, a person would give more credit to his counterpart if he admired a 
proposal but still empathically refused to accept it. 
Abu Mazen: We will meet tomorrow and discuss the proposal (social skills).  This 
really is a generous proposal, but it does not mean that I can obtain Hamas's agreement, 
and my life could be in danger. I am telling you sincerely what my limitations are so as 
not to mislead you (admiration + empathy).  
 
Problem 6: When a close relationship develops, a person is likely to be perceived 
almost as a member of the person's family, who provide the requisite instructions 
to facilitate the former's acceptance into the family. This is how Sadat, the Egyptian 
president viewed Weizmann, the Israeli defense minister: "'Now,' said the President, 
getting up from this armchair, 'come with me.' I got up and straightened my suit. My 
bones ached from the prolonged sitting. 'I'll introduce you to my wife.' At the threshold, 
Sadat gently pulled my arm: 'Ezer,' he said, 'don't forget to congratulate her on her 
                                                 
9 Fahmy, 1983, p. 157. 
10 Yediot Aharonot, January 28, 2011.- 
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master's degree.' I smiled warmly, and promised not to forget. Sadat led me to his empty 
bedroom. 'Don't forget,' he warned me again. Jehan Sadat entered from a side door. An 
impressive woman with pleasant features. She asked after me, my family, my 
impressions of Cairo, to which I replied. And what were your wife's impressions? 
Reuma's impressions were no different from mine. I told her about the experiences of 
my son, Shaul. The discussion flowed, the president following closely, but saying very 
little. 'I heard that you have completed your master's studies at the university,' I said. 
Sadat smiled from ear to ear. His face glowed with pleasure. 'Permit me to congratulate 
you and express my admiration: How does a grandmother manage to accomplish so 
much.' The compliment took her fancy. 'I'm also about to become an assistant at the 
university,' she related proudly."11 
 Weizmann, as we have seen previously, understood Sadat's Eastern thinking 
paradigm, and cooperated willingly and with evident enjoyment. Others, however, 
might not have been so understanding. How should Sadat have behaved with other 
persons? 
The solution: A person, who is endowed with social skills, is likely to shape a 
situation and build a drama that will serve his ends. By instructing his counterpart, he 
invites a sense of identification. In his society, one does not allow a person to act from 
an internal locus of control and free choice. Judging by her husband's smile, it can 
reasonably be assumed that Jehan, herself a person, understood that he not only told 
Weizmann about her academic achievements, but also directed him to congratulate her. 
Nevertheless, this did nothing to diminish her enjoyment, as it would probably have 
done for a person, because behavior was more important to her than intention. 
Weizmann said to her, "Permit me to congratulate you and express my admiration." 
"Permit me" opens with the other, "congratulate" is outwardly focused, while 
"admiration" is inwardly focused. Weizmann thus combines the two thinking 
paradigms. Jehan, however, experiences the exchange according to her external locus 
of control—not as admiration, but as respect. In the present company, she was prouder 
of her role of grandmother and her new status as a university assistant than of her 
specific, self-focused skills.  
 Sadat, then, had one solution to a situation in which a person instructs a 
person about the intricacies of his world. Adopting a Western thinking paradigm, 
                                                 
11 Weizmann, 1981, p. 298. 
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though, Sadat might have told Weizmann admiringly about his wife's success and been 
content with that without dictating what Weizmann should or should not say. 
Weizmann, a person, would have found a suitable opportunity to compliment Jehan 
on her achievements. Bear in mind that a person objects to being told exactly what 
to say. He needs his freedom and can be relied upon to find the right moment to express 
his admiration of his counterpart. Thus when a parable is offered, it is not customary to 
interpret them in societies, while in societies the parable is explained so that the 
listener is not left to his own devices and perhaps misunderstand the conclusion. Such 
societies do not believe that an individual has the freedom to understand things as he 
wishes. A person is liable to experience this attitude as intrusive. 
 Sadat might have conveyed his message to Weizmann from the perspective of a 
Western thinking paradigm: 
Sadat: Don't forget, congratulate her on her master's degree…don't forget, he warned 
me again (authoritativeness).  My wife received her master's degree! (admiration). 
Weizmann could have conveyed the message to Jehan using only an Eastern thinking 
paradigm, in which he is focused on her and not on his admiration: 
Permit me to congratulate you and express my admiration (respect + admiration).  
Please accept my family's and my congratulations (respect).  
 
Problem 7: Muhammad Kamel, the Egyptian foreign minister, describes the Israeli 
character as "closed and cautious," as opposed to the open, spontaneous Egyptian one. 
Like himself, he relates, Sadat felt genuine affection for Weizmann because of his 
candid, upbeat personality, while he had a particularly strong aversion to Moshe 
Dayan's intellectual, cold, and distant nature, and avoided meeting or talking to him. 
He referred to Dayan as a braggart.12 How could Kamel and Sadat have broken the ice 
with Dayan and have got closer to him?  
The solution: Kamel and Sadat, people, view the average Israeli as a typical 
Westerner, immersed in himself and slow to build relationships. They regard the Israeli 
as one who thinks critically, tends to admire himself and others as "who do they think 
they are?," but are not really warm and close, and certainly do not rank relationships 
among their primary concerns. How, they wondered, can an Egyptian  forge contacts 

                                                 
12 Kamal, 1986, p. 322. 
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with such a cold, distant, and arrogant type of human being? Nevertheless, everyone 
was impressed with Dayan's analytical skill and his cognitive ability to distill the 
essential questions from a complex situation, thereby providing order and clarification. 
At Camp David, his incisive, sometimes cynical thinking was greatly valued by all 
sides. By expressing admiration for Dayan's genuine skills, Kamal and Sadat could have 
paved the way towards a better relationship, at least from Dayan's perspective. He 
would have appreciated the compliments and would have then sought an opportunity 
to reciprocate with admiration of Sadat and Kamal's skills. A person with an Eastern 
thinking paradigm has to understand that admiration of the other does not transform the 
other into a super-human, nor does it detract from the value of the admirer or those 
around him. Rather, it recognizes the uniqueness of the other while at the same time 
confirming  that each person can be special in his particular field. A person wants 
recognition of his uniqueness, just as a person wants others to recognize what unites 
him and his surroundings and what they share. Sadat should have transformed what he 
perceived as a detriment—Dayan's  "boastfulness"—into a benefit: a person with 
superior cognitive skills who relied on himself in a way that is unacceptable among 
those with an Eastern thinking paradigm, and is worthy of admiration. In exchange, 
Dayan might have admired the Egyptians' ability to establish warm and close 
relationships because, deep down, cold and distant people like Dayan long for these.  
Sadat: Dayan is a cold and distant braggart13 (respect + identification).  We 
appreciate his special qualities (admiration).  
 
Problem 8: The Begin government decided that Israel would offer Egypt the gift of 
Israeli agricultural projects that had been developed in Egypt. Besides being a gift, these 
projects also promised considerable economic profit. The Egyptians, however, turned 
down the offer; they preferred to see the projects scrapped. "We can manage without 
you," they announced.14 Did the Egyptians' decision increase the Israelis' respect for 
them, or the opposite? 
The solution: A person with a Western thinking paradigm may well have differentiated 
between disagreement, whatever its nature, and assistance, which has value in itself. 
                                                 
13 Though boastfulness has a narcissistic component, it also represents the wish to impress the 
surroundings negatively and can thus be included within the principle of respect. Coldness and 
distancing can be included in the principle of identification, since they represent its opposite. 
14 Ben-Elissar, 1995, p. 149. 
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Accepting assistance in one area does not imply agreement on others. A person 
tends to compartmentalize the various elements under discussion and consider each one 
on its own merits. For a person, however, who is guided by respect, it is difficult to 
separate issues, and accepting assistance is the equivalent of humiliation. The Egyptians 
could have replied to the Israelis in a Western thinking mode so that the Israelis would 
not see this as harming Egypt's self-respect, but as a practical Egyptian approach. 
Alternatively, a person may perceive the other's refusal to accept essential 
assistance, without duly considering the complexity of the issue, as foolishness, not 
respect. Thus for years Israel valued the assistance it received from Germany while 
regularly reminding itself that "we will not forget and not forgive." 
Egypt: We can manage without you (respect).  We thank you for placing your skills 
and your substantial capabilities at our disposal. On other issues, unfortunately, we still 
disagree (admiration + empathy). 
 
Problem 9: In the peace talks between Israel and Egypt, Gamasy, Egypt's minister of 
war, asked Shlomo Gazit, head of Israeli military intelligence, "Why do you need the 
early warning stations in Sinai?" To which Gazit replied: "To spy on you." How did 
Gamasy react? How should he have reacted and why? 
The solution: Humor is acceptable in any society, but in societies there is also a 
penchant for laughing at oneself, which is not the case in societies. For example, 
"I'm such an idiot!" will seldom be uttered by a person with an Eastern thinking 
paradigm. Self-deprecating, Woody-Allen-type jokes ("I wouldn't want to belong to a 
club that accepts people like me") are similarly rare in Eastern societies. The reason: 
introversion is not highly developed in societies. The individual, moreover, is 
required to protect his honor. So, too, with cynicism, which is largely humor used 
paradoxically in order to annoy the listener. Cynicism is poorly developed in 
societies, possibly because of its components of creativity and logic. A person uses 
cynicism to create a new reality with its own logical laws, which implies admiration, 
and therefore an internal locus of control. 
 In the above case, Gamasy found Gazit's cynicism offensive. He stared at his 
counterpart and remained silent. Later he asked Gazit to use the word "to track" and not 
"to spy." Afterwards the Egyptian generals told Israel's Defense Minister Weizmann: 
"Better that Gazit does not come next time if this is the way he intends to conduct his 
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discussions with us."15 In all likelihood, had Gamasy felt at home with the Western 
thinking paradigm he would have been less offended or not at all. He would have 
understood that this is how people play, laugh, and sometimes even get closer to 
others, and he could have responded with admiration: "That's a good joke!" He might 
also have laughed and gone along with Gazit's creativity by replying: "Okay, if you 
want to spy on us, we don't agree to the early warning stations." Gazit would have been 
alarmed, and most probably would have said that he was only joking, to which Gamasy 
could have retaliated by saying that he's not joking, etc. Clearly, Gazit did not mean to 
offend Gamasy. He seems to have wanted to get closer to him but did not know how. 
Gamasy, a person, must also realize that his question, "Why do you need the early 
warning stations in Sinai?" is not innocent, and may invite this kind of response. 
Gamasy: Please use the work "track" and not "spy" (respect).  That’s a good joke 
(admiration). 
 
Problem 10: When Weizmann wanted to break the ice during Sadat's visit to Jerusalem, 
he blithely asked Mustafa Khalil—head of the World Arab Bank and also secretary of 
Egypt's ruling party, the Arab Socialist Union: "Mustafa, how does socialism go 
together with the fact that you are a bank manager?" How did Mustafa Khalil react to 
this attempt to make him laugh at himself? 
The solution: Weizmann recalls that Khalil didn't even smile. "Leave it," he replied 
indifferently, "I'll explain to you some other time." Weizmann adds that his mockery 
was probably inappropriate.16 It was hard for Mustafa to accept the fact that people 
might be laughing at him, which prevented him from coming up with a creative 
response on the spot. There was one close by: he could have asked Weizmann to first 
tell him how he happened to be both the minister of defense and a millionaire. 
Weizmann, most probably, would have laughed at this response. 
Mustafa Khalil: Leave it. I'll explain to you some other time (social skills).  You've 
been planning this question for a long time, haven't you…(admiration). 
 
Problem 11: At a meeting that began quite calmly between the Palestinian and the 
Israeli delegations, Shlomo Ben-Ami joked to Arafat that they were meeting to discuss 
                                                 
15 Haber, 1980, p. 252. (H) 
16 Weizmann, 1981, p. 40. 
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the issue of "how we spread out the release of the three prisoners over several stages."17 
What was Arafat's reaction? What kind of reaction might have improved 
communication between the parties? 
The solution: Everyone else laughed, but Arafat was insulted and angry. "Barak 
humiliated me," he protested. A person has trouble laughing at himself in the way 
a person (who tends toward introspection) does. Just as confrontation is 
unacceptable for the person, so too is laughing at one's counterpart, since in a world 
dominated by the code of respect and an external locus of control, the individual is 
dependent on his surroundings, and does not have the tools to deal with these messages. 
 By his very being, the resolute Westerner who freely expresses what is on his 
mind without particularly considering his surroundings, constitutes an insult to the 
person due to the lack of symmetry in the encounter. A person depends on a 
person to reinforce his respect, or at least to not humiliate him, but the does not 
depend on the person in this way. The reciprocity principle holds even in a 
humorous context, and Arafat could have made use of it. 
Arafat: Barak humiliated me (respect).  If you want to spread out the release of the 
three prisoners, I want to spread out the acts of terror (admiration).  
 
Problem 12: Abu Ala, the Palestinian representative to the Oslo talks, succeeded in 
bonding with the Israeli team by, among other things, telling them a joke about himself. 
Uri Savir describes the scene: "During the talks I happened to ask Abu Ala if his family 
were living with him in Tunis. 'No, they're in Amman,' he said. 'I'm on my own.' He 
then told us a story that became part of the Oslo folklore. 'There was this man,' he said, 
'whose loving wife passed away after fifty years of marriage. After the funeral the house 
was filled with dozens of mourners, and also in the subsequent days much attention was 
lavished on him. But, as time passed, fewer and fewer visitors came until one day he 
suddenly realized that he was completely alone. The widower wandered around his 
large, quiet house, lamenting: 'I'm on my own! I'm on my own!' Slowly the lamentations 
became a question, and then, all at once, the old man burst out laughing and emitted a 
fervent roar of joy: 'I'm on my own! I'm on my own!' 
 Abu Ala finished the story and began leaping like Zorba the Greek, singing at the 
same time, 'I'm on my own! I'm on my own!'" "His appearance," Savir writes, "in the 
                                                 
17 Ben-Ami, 2004, p. 101. 
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throes of the happy and wild dance, made us all laugh."18 How did Abu Ala promote 
intimacy with the Israelis? 
The solution: Abu Ala tells them a joke with a sizeable element of introspection and 
self-mockery. Like the old man in the story, excited by the discovery that he is alone, 
Abu Ala reveals that things are not at all bad being by himself, far from his family, in 
Tunis (where the PLO leadership was exiled). Savir recalls that from then on, instead 
of asking, "How are you doing?' they would begin their phone conversations with the 
words, "Are you on your own?" Thus accepting Abu Ala's challenge, the Israelis created 
a common, relaxed and humorous bond with him. And indeed, Abu Ala, a person, 
was exceptional in his ability to laugh at himself, a fact that benefitted the negotiations.  
Savir: Is your family with you in Tunis? 
Abu Ala: Thank goodness, no. They're in Amman and everything is all right. Thanks 
for your concern (identification).  I'll tell them a joke…(admiration). 
 
Problem 13: During the peace talks between Syria and Israel, there was disagreement 
concerning the appropriate strategy for dealing with the peace process. Barak, the 
Israeli prime minister, said to Shihabi, the Syrian chief of staff: "You relate to these 
discussions as a series of steps—each time we agree about a specific step; then we 
proceed to talk about the next step, just like building a brick wall. But this is not the 
correct approach." 
 Shihabi liked Barak's analogy very much, and responded: "It's like first building 
foundations, then walls, and then the roof." 
 Barak then proceeded, typically, to explain his approach: "At least at this stage 
and in this forum, it is preferable to view the process the way an artist paints a picture 
and not the way a builder constructs a building. For the artist, the creative process is 
one where you have no prior idea of what the end product will look like. As opposed to 
a building plan, an artist applies various patches of color that connect in the end to an 
overall picture. The process is circular, that is to say, we discuss an issue, examine it, 
go back and make corrections, and so on and so forth."19 
 Why is it difficult for a person to participate in creative brainstorming, and 
how can the difficulty be overcome? 
                                                 
18 Savir, 1998, p. 48. 
19 Yatom, 2009, p. 166. 
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The solution: A person's expectation that the person will participate in creative 
brainstorming in order to discover new and better solutions often ends in bitter 
disappointment. There is nothing more natural for a person than to raise ideas 
spontaneously with the aim of maximizing the benefit for both parties. In the main, 
however, the party receives far more precise directives from his superiors than the 
party, and has no choice but to fully obey them. He may observe how his 
counterpart raises imaginative ideas and plays with concepts in a way that is totally 
unfamiliar. For him, only God, the great Creator, has this freedom and can permit 
Himself to use it. The person may therefore be envious of the party, but at the 
same time, he will be hard put to explain his constraints to his counterpart. The gap 
between the optimism and activism of the person and the pessimism and passivity 
of the person is clearly evident. A person can explain to a the difference 
between them quite simply because the latter ,who is often self-focused and possesses 
relatively few social skills, is unaware of his counterpart's constraints. In the wake of 
such an explanation and clarification of the limits of the person's authority, it 
becomes easier for the parties to connect, to seek solutions that take into account the 
constraints, and even to develop a warm, close relationship.  
 In many instances, people begin a discussion by asking their counterpart, 
"What are the limits of your authority?"20 Far more aware of these restrictions than the 
person with a Western thinking paradigm, they know that not everything is possible. In 
any case, conceptualizing innovative ideas always has to pass through the "I" and 
requires the ability to express admiration. A person, even if he has the authority to 
do so, is liable to have trouble participating in this process. Prior to the Camp David 
summit, therefore, Dennis Ross and Shlomo Ben-Ami separately asked Abu Ala the 
same hypothetical question: "Assuming that you obtain the borders that you think you 
are entitled to, how do you intend to deal with Israel's security problems?" Abu Ala did 
not reply.21 It was difficult for him to deal with hypothetical questions. On the other 
hand, because of his awareness of the environmental and social contexts of the process, 
a person can contribute to the process no less significantly than  a person. 
 The Egyptians related to the peace process like the Syrians did, without the 
spontaneity characteristic of innovation: "The Egyptian generals were not swept away 

                                                 
20 Savir, 1998, p. 155. 
21 Ross, 2004, p. 643. 
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by the enthusiasm that enveloped the Israelis. In the discussions, Tamir [Avrasha Tamir, 
aide to Defense Minister Ezer Weizmann] discovered that their way of thinking about 
peace between Israel and Egypt was completely different from that of their Israeli 
colleagues. The Egyptian representatives, Magdov and Havidi??, viewed peace 
between the countries as a slow process that would emerge in stages. 'It's like building 
a home,' said Magdov. 'First you decide to build. Then you lay the foundations, continue 
the construction, complete the roof, install doors and windows, and only at the end do 
you move in. The same with peace. We start by signing, you withdraw, and only at the 
end of the process will genuine and full peace emerge.'"22 
 "Why are we always the exemplary recruits practicing the evacuation of wounded 
soldiers from the battlefield, while they—the Palestinians—lie immobile on the 
stretcher?" Gilad Sher would complain to his colleagues. "The Israelis' active approach 
clashes with the Palestinians' passivity, so characteristic of the way they conduct 
themselves in all areas. They lack initiative, except when outside pressure is put on 
them. It was always the Israelis—Rabin at Oslo, in Cairo and at Taba; Barak at Sharm 
el-Sheikh, at Camp David, and as transpired later, at Taba; or the Americans or 
sometimes even the Egyptians and the Jordanians—who put an initiative or a plan on 
the table. Never in the negotiations did the Palestinians propose a long-term  initiative, 
a substantial political plan, a position that was anything other than 'all or nothing.'"23 
Even though Gilad Sher rates the Egyptians and the Jordanians as more active and 
displaying more initiative than the Palestinians, they were still far from taking active 
responsibility the way the Americans and Israelis did. 
 The Palestinian representative, Yasser Abed Rabbo, admitted that "brainstorming 
was about as natural to him as walking down the streets of Ramallah in a dress."24 
Dennis Ross also repeatedly noted that Assad never initiated; he only reacted.25 
 The Palestinians were therefore shocked when Ben-Ami dared to propose a 
solution to the Jerusalem issue, at the end of which he added: "It could well be—which 
is how it seems at present—that these are no more than wild ideas of mine and of 
Gilad's, and that Barak will kick us out when we show them to him —but it would be 
worthwhile for you to discuss them seriously."26 
                                                 
22 Haber, 1980, p. 164. (H) 
23 Sher, 2001, p. 254. 
24 Miller, 2008, p. 297. 
25 Ross, 2004, p. 222. 
26 Sher, 2001, p. 188. 
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 To conclude, a person should try, as far as possible, to take part in 
brainstorming, not only because of the ideas that might emerge, but because this will 
also win the sympathy of the person. The process demands the ability to admire 
one's own ideas and those of one's counterpart. To smooth the way, it can be clarified 
at the start that any solution the participants arrive at during the process will be subject 
to review, taking into account the person's ability to present their ideas in his natural 
environment. 
Making peace is like building a home (authoritativeness).  Making peace is like 
painting a picture (admiration). 
A tendency to react more and initiate less (social skills).  A tendency to initiate more 
and react less (admiration).  
 
Problem 14: Sadat had just arrived in Jerusalem. Ezer Weizmann, the Israeli defense 
minister, was tense and excited at having been invited to Sadat's suite at the King David 
Hotel for an initial one-on-one discussion. When shaking hands at the entrance, 
Weizmann said: "Before we start to talk, I must tell you one thing; as professionals, you 
deserve full praise for having surprised us in the Yom Kippur War." 
 Why did Weizmann praise someone who was his enemy? How did Sadat 
respond? How could he have improved his answer? 
The solution: Weizmann expressed admiration for Sadat. He remembers that for a 
moment he seemed to detect a spark in his counterpart's eyes, but Sadat suggested that 
this was not the time to speak about wars.27 Like anyone, Sadat enjoys the admiration 
he receives, but, as his society prescribes, he immediately dismisses the gesture. A 
person is educated to not aspire to special status or go outside his group. Sadat 
would have preferred a compliment to the Egyptian army and the Egyptian people, 
expressed in terms of respect rather than admiration, and would not have dismissed 
such a statement. Weizmann, for his part, expresses admiration for the Egyptians' 
professionalism only. He does not mention Egypt's importance in the world, nor how 
everyone respects its people and its army. A person with a Western thinking paradigm, 
Weizmann is accustomed to paying compliments and knows that honest admiration and 
compliments foster genuine relationships. Though it is painful for him to acknowledge 
and praise the success of Sadat's surprise attack on Yom Kippur, he overcomes his 
                                                 
27 Weizmann, 1981, p. 46. 



 
 

189 
 

personal sensitivity for the sake of fairness and creating a positive relationship. 
Weizmann, who truly believes that Egypt made a highly sophisticated move when it 
began the war by surprise, would have been pleased to obtain a gracious response from 
Sadat, such as "Thank you for the compliment." Sadat might also have replied with 
suitable admiration for certain aspects of the Israeli army. 
Sadat: Let's put the wars aside for now (authoritativeness).  Thank you for the 
compliment (admiration). 
 
Problem 15: When Kissinger and his family were invited for dinner at Sadat's villa, 
Kissinger said: "All the Americans who had worked with Sadat owed him a great debt. 
He had made all of us look good." How did Sadat receive this compliment? 
The solution: "The remark," Kissinger relates, "disturbed him; he kept coming back to 
it. He did not want his labors to be considered personal; it was his duty, not his 
preference, to restore dignity to his people and give hope to his country and perhaps to 
the world."28 In this case, too, Sadat missed a cue. He could have said, for example, 
"I'm pleased to hear what you say; it gives me pleasure," or anything else that would 
have confirmed Kissinger's feeling that Sadat indeed made the Americans look good. 
Sadat: My labor is not personal. It is my duty to my people and the world (respect).  
I am happy to hear it (admiration).  
 
Problem 16: A cordial atmosphere prevailed at the end of the signing ceremony of the 
Oslo agreement, and the parties revealed to each other the tactics they had used during 
the negotiations. Before saying farewell to Abu Ala, the Palestinian representative, the 
Israeli representative Joel Singer said to him: "You are the king of all the negotiators." 
Abu Ala recalls that he responded warmly: "Yes, we all cheat sometimes, don't we?!"29 
How can this dialogue be understood? 
The solution: The Israeli representative pays the Palestinian representative a personal 
compliment expressing how much he admires him: "You're the king of all the 
negotiators," to which Abu Ala responds in the collective language of identification: 
we're all the same. In fact, Singer's admiration was most appropriate since during the 
course of these negotiations the Israelis' social skills were no match for the Palestinians', 
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who exploited their abilities to the hilt. Abu Ala could have smiled appreciatively and 
added a genuine comment about the difficulty of the process, the fears he had had along 
the way (empathy), or that he also admired particular aspects of the Israelis' negotiating 
ability. Instead, he revealed that he sometimes cheated and attributes similar behavior 
to the Israelis, even though the negotiating style of the Israelis, people, was based 
largely on critical thinking, not on common sense or consciousness of how to maneuver 
in the group. 
Abu Ala: Yes, we all cheat sometimes, don't we? (identification + social skills).  (An 
appreciative smile) You also have no lack of special skills (admiration).  
 
Problem 17: In April 1996, when Peres met with Arafat at the Erez Crossing, he noted 
that the cooperation between the Israelis and the Palestinians had greatly improved 
thanks to the work of Amin al-Hindi, the chief of intelligence, and Mohammad Dahlan, 
head of preventive security. Arafat was quick to respond: "Don't thank them until they 
manage to catch Muhammad Deif and Adnan al-Rol," among the most-wanted people 
that Israel had asked to detain. On hearing these remarks, everyone present burst out 
laughing.30 How did Arafat choose to respond and why? 
The solution: Because of his discomfort with a personal, emotional experience that 
focuses on an individual and empowers him, Arafat dismisses Peres's admiration out of 
hand. A person's ability to express admiration makes him a genuine partner in his 
contacts with a person. 
Arafat: Don't thank them until they catch… (social skills).  Receiving a compliment 
like that from you is really something…(admiration).  
 
Problem 18: When the Jordanian Crown Prince al-Hassan asked his aides, "How are 
you folks?" they would answer him, "Praise be to God, Sir,31 we are happy when you 
are happy."32 How should these aides reply when meeting with a person with a Western 
thinking paradigm? 
The solution: The prince's aides answered in a way that indicates a lack of separateness. 
What the prince feels they feel; they have no existence of their own. In meeting a person 
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with a Western thinking paradigm, however, they should formulate a response that 
expresses their distinction from the questioner. "Fine, thank you," for example, starts 
with the self, thereby demonstrating separateness, rather than expressing identification 
with the questioner or returning the question to him ("How are you?"). The direction of 
the thinking vector in the reply may be unclear because it sometimes depends on 
intention and tone of voice, not merely content. Thus, for example, a simple "thank 
you" may be directed toward the self or the other. The general spirit in which it is said 
will indicate its direction. A person will characteristically respond with admiration, 
such as "Excellent!" or "Couldn't be better," which gives the impression that he is not 
dependent on anyone else for his well-being. For a person, this level of 
independence will probably seem excessive.  
 Following the Madrid Conference, Jordanian and Palestinian delegations met in 
Washington to organize a joint delegation for further talks with Israel. Majali, head of 
the Jordanian negotiating team, writes that the participants greeted each other, but were 
not formally introduced to one another, in keeping with Arab custom.33 In his society, 
since the "I" is not at the center, a greeting is directed to the entire group. In  Western 
society, an introduction specifically presents each individual along with his titles, 
confirming his status and importance in the gathering. A person is often uneasy 
about presenting himself, his titles and his achievements the way his counterpart 
would do (and how the person would expected him to do). This difficulty comes to 
a head in getting-to-know-you meetings and job interviews.  
We are happy when you are happy (identification).  Excellent (admiration). 
 
Problem 19: The Jordanians describe the negotiations with Israel as follows: "The 
chemistry between Majali and Rubinstein was moving faster than the chemistry among 
the rest of us. Moreover, not all of the Jordanian delegates appreciated Rubinstein's 
sense of humor, or his manipulation of words and tones. They thought that even his off-
the-cuff jokes were loaded with political insinuations. If there were two possible 
interpretations, one good and one bad, the bad one was considered more likely to be 
intended. They believed that his seeming simplicity concealed his ability to be sly. 
Well, no matter what the Jordanian delegates felt about Rubinstein, he was certainly 
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making an impression." What can we learn from this description about the two 
delegations' different perceptions of the negotiations? 
The solution: First, note that only the head of the Jordanian delegation, not his 
subordinates, permits himself to break through the barriers and develop a good 
relationship with his Israeli counterpart. The other members of his delegation are bound 
by loyalty. Contrarily, it can reasonably be assumed that everyone in the Israeli 
delegation is entitled not only to make such a breakthrough but to garner admiration for 
the achievement.  
 Though the members of the Jordanian delegation are rather suspicious of 
Rubinstein, they tell themselves that negotiations comprise manipulations, pretenses 
and tricks. They describe a good negotiator thus: "A good negotiator is one who can 
choose when to get angry, against whom, for what reason and to what level. A 
negotiator, we would say, knows how to dress, what to dress and when to dress what. 
'So do you think that Dr. Majali is a good actor," one of the delegation members asked. 
'Yes,' another member replied, 'and he is the best type, because he does it so naturally 
that nobody knows he is actually acting.'"34 Much of their suspicion of Rubinstein 
doubtlessly arises from the way they perceive negotiations: they project their own 
expectations onto Rubinstein and, not surprisingly, find him untrustworthy and even 
dangerous. A person needs to be aware that he is liable to project his own perception 
of negotiations onto the other. For a person, negotiations are not an exercise in 
social skills but a creative, logical exercise, which has little need for pretense or drama. 
He tries to think logically and put forth new ideas that, in the best case, promote 
cooperation with the other side and suggest solutions that benefit both sides. For the 
Western-thinking person, this is not necessarily a zero-sum game wherein one gains 
and the other loses. It is not the relationship that is the essence, but the solution. 
Negotiations are an exercise in social skills (social skills).  Negotiations are a 
creative, logical exercise (admiration). 
 
Problem 20: Hassanein Heikal, editor of the Egyptian newspaper al-Ahram, writes that 
one of Sadat's conditions for accepting an American-Israeli proposal was that he could 
present it in Egypt as if it were his own. This was a pattern that kept repeating itself. 
Kissinger listened to Israeli Prime Minister Golda Meir's proposals, presented them to 
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Sadat as if they were the Americans', and Sadat then presented them to Egypt as his. In 
the end, the Israelis were invited to accept their own demands.35 What does this tell us 
about the character of the participants in this relationship? 
The solution: We observe here the difference between respect and admiration. The 
Egyptians are hard put to rely on themselves and come up with new ideas. The creative 
process and the self-admiration that is essential for innovation are not accessible to 
them. Of utmost importance to the Egyptian leadership is what their countrymen will 
think of them. They want their people to think that these are their ideas and be duly 
respectful. Israel, on the other hand, feels the need to find appropriate solutions to its 
needs, and is willing to propose them without having others know these ideas were 
theirs. By its nature, admiration comes from the self and does not always require 
external recognition. A person can sometimes be satisfied just by the knowledge that 
he has created a concept or object, that it is his. Respect, however, is different; by 
definition, it has a character. It follows, then, that for Israelis, the content of their 
ideas reigns supreme, not others' acknowledgment of their origin. For the Egyptians, 
the content of the ideas holds less weight than their social context, i.e., Egyptians giving 
credit for these concepts to Egypt. The upshot is that the Israelis don't particularly care 
what others say, while the Egyptians care only about what others say. In this regard, 
Israelis manifest the admiration principle, and the Egyptians the respect principle. 
Accepting an idea on the basis of its potential to arouse respect (respect).  Accepting 
an idea based on its suitability (admiration). 
 
Problem 21: The signing of the Oslo Accords between Israel and the Palestinians in 
September 1993 increased King Hussein's willingness to reach a peace agreement with 
Israel. On November 2, 1993, Peres met secretly with Hussein in Amman and they 
arrived at what Peres considered an outline of a peace agreement. The king requested 
that the meeting and the agreement be kept secret for a few days until after the elections 
in Jordan, in order to protect him from the Muslim Brotherhood. Peres, however, was 
enthusiastic and eager to obtain recognition for his success. At the border crossing he 
removed his disguise so he would be recognized, and proudly kept repeating to the 
gathered journalists that they should remember the 2nd of November until it was clear 
to everyone what was going on. The story was, of course, published immediately in the 
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media. When King Hussein heard about this, he exploded angrily: "Why did he do this 
to me?" He was furious that Peres's conceit led him to behave as he did, and refused to 
meet with him until after the Israeli-Jordanian peace agreement was signed.36 How 
could Peres's "conceit" have been explained to Hussein in a way that he could have 
digested more easily? 
The solution: Because he seeks admiration, Peres has trouble keeping the secret. Proud 
of the agreement, he views it as his personal achievement. The issue here is  admiration, 
not respect: Peres is proud of himself and wants people to say,  "Well done!" rather than 
"You have brought honor to Israel." A person has difficulty controlling his need to 
be admired, just as the person finds it hard to control his need to obtain respect. 
 The narcissism of Yigal Alon and Abba Eban, according to the U.S. Secretary of 
State, William Rogers, also threatened King Hussein's life. The two met with Hussein 
on his yacht in the Gulf of Aqaba on the evening of February 20, 1969. "At the 
beginning of their conversation Eban had looked for a pen to make notes, and when he 
could not find one, Hussein handed him his own gold pen with the Hashemite crown at 
the top. The pen remained on the table, and at the end of the meeting Hussein gave it to 
Eban as a present. Later Eban waved the pen with the royal crown under the noses of 
Israeli newspaper editors. Alon committed a more serious indiscretion by telling a 
Vienna-based U.S. correspondent that, public denials notwithstanding, he and Eban had 
had a meeting with Hussein that had come to naught, with Hussein declaring that he 
would not go down in history as the first Arab ruler to surrender Jerusalem to Israel."37 
We see again that it is often problematic for a person to refrain from revealing a 
secret when the revelation will lead to public admiration. The need for respect, on the 
other hand, does not call for the individual to expose himself or his deeds in the media 
in this particular way. Respect arises more from social convention than from personal 
achievement; hence media exposure that admires the individual and views him as 
special is likely to be counterproductive. The Western press, therefore, competes to 
obtain and break scoops, while the Arab press tries to maintain consensus.  
 Abu Ala relates that in their Oslo talks, Uri Savir "did not forget to remind us of 
the importance of secrecy. His remarks made me laugh. I said to him: 'On this particular 
matter you have nothing to fear from us. On the contrary we are worried about you, 
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especially your press, which knows about all the events even before they happen'".38 A 
person must understand that the person needs, above all, to realize himself—
not to find his place in the group. From this it follows that a pattern of behavior emerges 
which a person finds difficult to accept: What Peres wants, like other persons, 
is admiration and not respect. 
Everyone respects you / you bring honor to your country / congratulations to your 
country (respect).  Well done (admiration). 
 
Problem 22: Eliyahu Ben-Elissar, the Israeli ambassador to Egypt, writes about his 
discussion in March 1980 with Boutros Boutros-Ghali, the Egyptian foreign minister, 
concerning the establishment of a Palestinian state. 
Ben-Elissar: "There will not be a Palestinian state." 
Boutros-Ghali: "Never mind. The walls of Jericho were circled with trumpets blowing 
until they fell." 
Ben-Elissar: "We brought down the walls of Jericho, not you."39  
Who of the two is more competitive and why? How should Boutros-Ghali have 
responded? 
The solution: A person likes competitions and wants not just to win but for all to 
witness his success. Bear in mind, however, that the source of this behavior is his desire 
to strengthen his personal skills. A person with an Eastern thinking paradigm will not 
remove himself from the group and will not focus on his "I."  His primary wish, as we 
have seen, is for people not to laugh at him but to say positive things about him, i.e., to 
have a good, well-respected name. Winning a competition empowers him, which is in 
fact contrary to his needs: it may remove him from his group and complicate matters. 
Ben-Elissar does not hesitate to say to Boutros-Ghali: "We brought down the walls of 
Jericho, not you." The two are on totally different playing fields. Boutros-Ghali is proud 
of the Arabs' perseverance, while Ben-Elissar is proud of the Jews' victory. This reflects 
far more than a cognitive difference in time perception: it expresses an emotional 
difference. The person needs to admire his achievements; the person will avoid 
such self-aggrandizement. If a person understands the person's narcissistic need 
to excel, he will not be offended by responses like this. Boutros-Ghali could have 
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answered Ben-Elissar in the Israeli's own terms, e.g.: "He who laughs last, laughs best." 
In other words, the historical game is not yet over, so don't boast yet.  
Boutros-Ghali: Insulted silence (respect.)  He who laughs last, laughs best 
(admiration).  
 
Problem 23: An interesting discussion took place in the summer of 1995 between 
Marwan Muasher, the Jordanian ambassador to Israel, and Netanyahu, at the time head 
of the opposition in Israel, on the issue of establishing a Palestinian state. Netanyahu 
claimed that a Palestinian state would be detrimental to the shared interests of Jordan 
and Israel regarding the Palestinian minorities living in their respective countries. A 
Palestinian state, he suggested, would lead to extremism among the Palestinians living 
both in Jordan and Israel. Muasher disagreed: "We believe that the establishment of a 
Palestinian state in the West Bank and Gaza will help our own political identity because 
we have Jordanians of Palestinian origin who are reluctant to say that they are 
Jordanians so as not to appear to betray the Palestinian cause. But if they feel that the 
Palestinian political identity has evolved in the West Bank, they will no longer be 
reluctant to acknowledge their Jordanian identity. This is exactly like the Palestinians 
in Israel. None of them would want to leave Israel to live in a Palestinian state. But they 
want equal rights within Israel and they support the establishment of a Palestinian state 
for the sake of the other Palestinians, not in order to be radicalized."40 What would 
Netanyahu's likely reaction be to the ambassador's position? 
The solution: Netanyahu looked at Muasher and said: "Mr. Ambassador, I think I 
understand the Jordanian position better than you do!"41  
 The Jordanian ambassador, a person, was apparently dumbstruck by this 
competitive and arrogant remark. He is not used to dialoguing with a counterpart who 
tries to prove his own superiority instead of trying to communicate. Nevertheless, the 
situation called for an appropriately cynical reaction on his part.  
The Jordanian ambassador: Insulted silence (respect).  I'm pleased to see that at least 
you hold yourself in such high esteem (admiration). 
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Problem 24: Prime Minister Netanyahu's opening of the Western Wall tunnels in 
September 1996, without prior consultation with Jordan's King Hussein, led to an 
outbreak of riots on the Palestinian side. According to Israel's peace agreement with 
Jordan, Hussein enjoyed special status in Jerusalem. When Netanyahu and Hussein 
later met at the White House, Hussein spoke about "the arrogance of power." Netanyahu 
said nothing, but as they were leaving, he went up to Hussein and said: "I am determined 
to surprise you."42 How did Hussein receive this declaration, and how should he have 
reacted? 
The solution: Hussein felt that Netanyahu had committed the sin of arrogance twice: 
first when he failed to consult with Hussein about opening the Western Wall tunnels, 
and second when he admired himself and his determination to surprise the king—even 
if he intended to provide a pleasant surprise. When a person wishes to criticize a 
person, he should not employ social skills, such as talking generally about "the 
arrogance of power," because in doing so, he is not making a personal statement nor 
demanding a response. Also, rather than speaking authoritatively ("You are arrogant"), 
he should discuss his feelings. A person with a Western thinking paradigm knows that 
one does not argue with feelings. Hussein might have begun more successfully with 
"I," relating to the behavior instead of the personality. 
Hussein speaks in general terms about the arrogance of power (social skills).  I feel 
you are behaving arrogantly and I believe you could act differently (assertiveness + 
admiration).  
 
Problem 25: The Egyptian foreign minister, Fahmy, felt that the major Western 
leaders, such as Brzezinski, the U.S. national security adviser,43 Kissinger, the U.S. 
foreign secretary,44 and Michel Joubert, the French foreign minister,45 had egocentric 
and inflated personalities and always strove to be in the limelight. He was particularly 
critical of Kissinger, whom he blamed for trying to give his counterparts the feeling 
that they were special. Fahmy belittled Kissinger's social skills, maintaining that 
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Kissinger always used the same trick.46 Could these behaviors be explained to Fahmy 
so that they would be easier for him to accept.  
The solution: Fahmy's reaction was typical of people with an external locus of control, 
who often experience those with an internal locus of control as placing themselves in 
the center, people who instantly say what they think and take up room with no 
consideration of their surroundings. In the realm, however, people take up no more 
room than anyone is permitted to take. They are not aware that their counterparts, who 
do not always allow themselves this freedom, expect more consideration from 
people.  
 Kissinger's apparently well-intended aim is to make his counterparts feel special. 
However, if a person with an Eastern thinking paradigm wishes to promote a sense of 
partnership and intimacy with his counterpart, he is liable to take offense if the other 
calls him "clingy." Each party tries, to the best of his ability, to convey to his counterpart 
that which is familiar to himself. A must understand that the self-admiration of the 
person is nothing more than the internalization of what the person needs from 
his surroundings. This internalization leaves the person less reliant on his 
surroundings and more independent. This may be offensive to the person. Thus 
Arafat announces to his counterpart: "For your information, I am a permanent chairman 
of the Organization of the Islamic Conference. The co-chairman changes every three 
years, but I am the permanent chairman. And I am the permanent vice-president of the 
Non-Aligned Countries movement. Just for your information."47 It is important for 
Arafat to inform his counterpart of this; the fact that he himself  knows his exalted status 
is not enough since it does not bring him respect. 
Just so that you should know who I am (respect).  I know who I am (admiration). 
 
Problem 26: Following Sadat's visit to Israel, Weizmann, the Israeli defense minister, 
met with General Gamasy, the Egyptian minister of war, and put forward what he called 
a revolutionary proposal: "We can agree between ourselves to change the borders. The 
border was determined at the time by the British. Why can't we decide to change it? 
We'll take a bit of Sinai, and you'll take a bit of the Negev." How did Gamasy react to 
this proposal? 
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The solution: Weizmann enjoys being inventive and is not willing to relinquish tossing 
around original ideas, in the belief that this will eventually lead to creative new 
solutions to otherwise intractable problems. Having to explain these ideas to others at 
a later stage does not daunt him. He assumes that if his idea is good, it will be accepted 
by those  (people) around him. Gamasy, however, rejects his idea, saying: "It is 
difficult for a political leader to change borders. The President and the Egyptian people 
will not agree. Particularly not after the wars. Change will be interpreted as annexation 
and expansion."48 Gamasy's view is not necessarily correct, since Jordan, for example, 
agreed to a land exchange with Israel in the context of the peace agreement. How things 
are presented is clearly critical, especially in societies. In an alternative scenario, 
Gamasy might have participated in a creative brainstorming process with Weizmann 
and he could have presented their conclusions to the Egyptian people as a means of 
earning Egypt respect, not diminishing it. The idea, in other words, might have been 
presented as an Egyptian one that would serve Egypt's interests. 
Gamasy: Changing the borders will be interpreted as annexation and expansion 
(respect)  A creative change of borders could promote solutions (admiration). 
 
Problem 27: Gilad Sher put an original suggestion to Abu Ala and Hassan Asfour: 
"You, the Palestinians will update Barak, and we, the Israelis, will update Arafat." Ben-
Ami said: "Why don't we four, update both of them together?" How did the Palestinians 
react? 
The solution: The Palestinians were unenthusiastic.49 The Israelis' aim was to break 
the deadlock and promote mutual trust by having each side update the authority figures 
on the opposite side. Transparency of this kind is threatening to Palestinians, who are 
preoccupied with loyalty to authority. In the world, the power of authority is 
threatening and makes it almost impossible to allow oneself to think creatively, which 
demands an "unthreatening inner space." And without this kind of creative thinking, it 
is difficult to find solutions that would benefit both sides. 
 At some other point, Gilad Sher came up with another creative proposal. He asked 
Dennis Ross: "What do you think of this idea? We will present the Palestinian positions 
to you as we understand them, and parallel to this you will try to obtain the  Palestinians' 
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understanding of the Israeli positions. Try to do something with this. After all, it may 
be easier for each party to forgo a rigid position when dealing with a third party as 
opposed to the opposing party." Ross thanked Sher for his originality but did not adopt 
his suggestion. It is reasonable to assume that the Palestinians would not have been 
enthusiastic about these ideas of openness, either. If the enemy were to represent them 
and they the enemy the inevitable identity confusion that would result would not be 
looked upon favorably in a society which always sees the boundary between friend and 
foe as black vs. white. A democratic society, based on individuation and separateness, 
is more tolerant of the gap between internal cohesion and external threat. Raymond 
Cohen, an expert in intercultural negotiations, explains that creativity can be damaging 
when it comes into contact with a collective society50 because speed, shortcuts, 
flexibility, and unconventional approaches are perceived as threatening. They will 
certainly not be granted a warm welcome, but the opposite: they will lead to extra 
caution. What then can the Palestinians do? They could express admiration for these 
creative ideas, thereby acknowledging their value, while simultaneously explaining 
how difficult it is for them to accept them both for personal reasons and because of the 
group pressure they face. If they were to agree to play a part in working out such ideas, 
they could make any conclusion conditional on a further discussion: how to present 
these ideas to those around them, people endowed with a more conservative nature and 
reluctant to embrace change.  
 In discussions with the Syrians, the Israeli representative, Danny Yatom, 
suggested that each side present its problems, and that each side would suggest how to 
solve the other's problems, thus reducing each side's difficulties with and distrust of the 
other.51 The Syrians, apparently, were not yet ready for this kind of closeness and 
creativity and rejected the challenge.  
Respect, identification and clear boundaries between the two sides must be maintained 
(respect + identification).  It is permissible to let one's hair down, flout convention, 
and explore new ideas; the sky is the limit on the way to new solutions (admiration). 
Rejecting a creative solution (social skills).  This is an original and impressive 
suggestion, but, in truth, it will be difficult for us to go along with it (admiration + 
empathy).  
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Problem 28: Was Sadat's journey to Jerusalem the outcome of an internal locus of 
control? Was he by nature a person with a propensity for admiration and creativity? If 
so, how was this compatible with the characteristics of  a person's personality? 
The solution: Sadat's personality and actions are the exception that proves the rule. 
Creativity is not strictly the property of the modern, world, even though it is more 
prevalent there. Sadat writes: "When I am faced with a problem, I do not limit myself 
to finding one solution, but consider it essential to look for alternative solutions.52 One 
can't help but be impressed with his flexibility of thought throughout the peace process 
despite the fact that the nature of his creativity bore clear signs of the collective society 
and included ample evidence of attempts to influence the other from outside. For 
example, he liked surprising the people around him, giving them what he dubbed "an 
electric shock." He had a propensity for more drama and less logic; made good use of 
symbols (e.g., his suggestion to establish a mosque, a synagogue, and a church at Santa 
Caterina, symbolically uniting the three religions);53 and successfully built "family 
connections" with Jimmy Carter to promote peace. Sadat did not, however, permit his 
subordinates the same creative freedom that he himself had.  
 Regarding the complex issue of Palestinian autonomy, he told Ben-Elissar, the 
Israeli ambassador to Egypt: "We can solve this together. Believe me that I haven't 
determined any formula. I have not closed myself off to any solution. We have to seek 
together, in an open, informal discussion—I don't like formal discussions—just like I 
sat with Begin, and like I'm sitting with you. You are right that not all the solutions that 
are good for Gaza are also good for the West Bank. We have to think about this."54 
 Sadat's worldview derived primarily from an inner source of strength rather than 
from external constraints. He can therefore serve an example of a creative person. He 
explained his motivations and actions thus: "It is not possible to bring about change in 
the real world without a genuine change in ideas."55 In his autobiography, In Search of 
Identity, he describes how he relied on this inner source of strength and self-awareness 
to engender external change. This was how he started the Yom Kippur War, and this 
was how he came to visit Jerusalem. It seems that Sadat's major decisions were 
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motivated by inner truth, while his day-to-day management and his relationships with 
those around him were most often directed outward by his thinking vector.  
 Sadat describes the process leading to the decision to come to Jerusalem: "I 
realized that we were about to be caught up in a terrible vicious circle precisely the one 
we'd lived through over the last thirty years. And the root cause was none other than 
that very psychological barrier I have referred to. It was because of that barrier that 
Israel was objecting, at a preliminary stage of the Peace Process, to formalities and 
procedural points—even down to the most insignificant features such as a comma or a 
period, a word added or deleted here or there in a proposed text….And it was also 
because of that psychological barrier that the Arabs also objected—automatically—to 
formalities, declaring that we couldn't accept a US-Israeli working paper….We were 
thus about to be caught up in the vicious circle of formal procedures and moved away 
from issues of substance—the core of the entire question. By a 'psychological barrier' I 
mean that huge wall of suspicion, fear, hate and misunderstanding that has for so long 
existed between Israel and the Arabs. It made each side simply unwilling to believe the 
other….We had been accustomed to regard Israel as taboo—as an entity whose 
emotional associations simply prevented anyone from approaching it. The situation 
went from bad to worse as the cumulative effect of things said and done over the years 
rendered any change difficult, if it didn't actually preclude that possibility for both the 
Arabs and the Israelis. So I concluded that any possible change should occur to the 
substance of the attitude itself…we ought to find a completely new approach that would 
bypass all formalities and procedural technicalities by pulling down the barriers of 
mutual distrust."56 
 Sadat indeed proffered a new approach that bypassed both nations' anxieties and 
fears. This brought him the admiration of the West, which knows how to reward such 
deeds. We see, therefore, that reality is not the dichotomy that it often seems to be, as 
described in this book. Rather, there is a continuum between and in which all 
intermediate situations are possible. This is clearly reflected in the results of the 
thinking vector questionnaire with which we started. Our dichotomous model is 
intended for didactic purposes, but life, as usual, is infinitely more complex. 
Furthermore, every individual has a thinking vector that is directed in different 
directions at different times and in different situations. Ultimately, however, the model 
                                                 
56 Ibid., 231.  
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assumes that different individuals have clear tendencies that point in different 
directions. 
Change begins from outside (authoritativeness).  Change begins from within 
(admiration). 
 
Problem 29: On the ninth day of the Camp David summit, the Americans stormed out 
of  the talks with the Palestinians because they felt the Israelis were prepared to accept 
compromises, whereas the Palestinians refused to budge from their positions. At that 
point, the Palestinian representative Saeb Erekat approached Dennis Ross, the 
American representative, and requested that the Americans not give up. Ross replied 
that they could only save the summit by raising some new ideas directly with the 
Israelis. In response Erekat came up with a proposal, but did not show it to the Israelis. 
He continued pleading with Ross to raise ideas of his own. Ross reiterated that the ball 
was in the Palestinians' court, not the Americans'. He emphasized that "The President 
won't accept any other ideas unless they came from you." Erekat nodded, but again 
asked, "Do you have any ideas?"57 Why is it so difficult for the Palestinians to formulate 
new ideas? 
The solution: When someone presents a proposal of his own, he is generally expected 
to be enthusiastic about it and ready to defend it. When an opponent puts forth a 
suggestion, it can reasonably be assumed that his counterpart will oppose it, and try to 
change it to some extent. The Palestinians prefer that proposals not come from them so 
they can feel free to oppose those that come from the other side. This passive stance 
refuses to admire anything, and is widespread among people.  
Saeb Erekat: Do you have any ideas? (social skills).  I suggest… (admiration).  
 
Problem 30: In his contacts with Arafat, Clinton got smart too late, at too high a price. 
"When Abu Ala, a senior member of the Palestinian negotiating team, refused to work 
on a map for negotiating a possible solution…the President exploded: 'Don't say to the 
Israelis that their map is no good! Give me something better!' When Abu Ala again 
refused to move from his position, the President left the room in a rage: 'This is 
deception. This is not a summit, and I'm not prepared for the United States to sponsor 

                                                 
57 Ross, 2004, p. 693.  
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negotiations conducted in bad faith. Let's get out of here!"58 The Palestinians' position 
demanded that Israel redo its homework and produce what the Palestinians would 
consider a better map, while they, for their part, refused to produce a map of their own. 
What are the hidden "advantages" of the Palestinians' position? 
The solution: Their position embodies significant social skills that activate the other,  
forcing him to offer "improved" suggestions. This is, moreover, an example of their 
inability to produce something of their own, to laud it and back it, partly because any 
admiration that might evoke a sense of elation also embodies the risk of later 
disappointment and letdown. A senior Palestinian described it as "a culture of 
denigrating any achievement. Whatever you achieved [in negotiations] was not good 
enough." It is therefore dangerous to create and enthuse.59 The same Palestinian refers 
to society as "castrating" the achievements of its members, revering the "no" and 
fearing any statement of "yes" because there would then be something to lose. This is 
a society that gains closeness at the expense of progress.  
They should produce a better suggestion (social skills).  I will bring a better 
suggestion (admiration). 
The "no" protects me (social skills)  The "yes" advances me (admiration). 
No achievement is good enough (social skills).  There are many good achievements 
(admiration). 
 
Problem 31: Fahmy, the Egyptian foreign minister, relates that when the Soviets 
informed him that they would supply modern weapons to Egypt he was pleased, but did 
not reveal it to the Russians. Why? Was he correct? 
The solution: Instead of displaying gratitude or gratification, Fahmy asked for more,60 
which is to say he employed his social skills instead of showing admiration. Sadat 
describes the power inherent in a position of constant dissatisfaction: "Rejection has 
been, and always will be, the most effective weapon in our hands, children of the good 
land which I love more than anything else in the world."61 Although Fahmy may have 
obtained more weapons, he lost the ability to be authentic. This authenticity is 
particularly significant in contacts with a person, who would say that while Fahmy 
                                                 
58 Ross, 2004, p. 705; Rubinstein, 2003, p. 86. 
59 Wittes, 2005, p. 59. 
60 Fahmy, 1983, p. 147. 
61 al-Sadat, 1978, p. 22. 
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profited in the short term, authenticity would have promised long-term gain. Gratitude 
and admiration may leave the individual exposed, but rather than being defensive he is 
self-focused and authentic, with all the advantages entailed. 
Fahmy: Does not show his satisfaction (social skills).  Grateful (admiration). 
 
Problem 32: Fahmy, the Egyptian foreign minister, explained his approach to  
negotiations: a good proposal is one in which both sides are dissatisfied to the same 
extent.62 How can this approach be understood? 
The solution: Fahmy does not offer the accepted, optimistic solution of people with a 
Western thinking paradigm, who believe that both sides must benefit. Rather, he 
proposes the accepted solution of people with an Eastern thinking paradigm: both sides 
lose to the same extent. In the former case, the two sides admire their ability to produce 
an idea that supports this equation; in the latter case, the two sides focus on activating 
their social skills to ensure that the other side does not receive more. A person is 
thus attuned to gaining more, while a person is attuned to losing less.  
 Albright, the U.S. secretary of state, expressed the above as follows: "The core 
failure was the Palestinians' obsessive focus not on how much could be gained but on 
the relatively little they would be required to give up. They wouldn't yield a dime to 
make a dollar."63 
A good solution is one in which: 
The two sides are dissatisfied to the same extent (social skills).  The two sides are 
satisfied (admiration). 
 
Problem 33: Following the first round of talks in Oslo, Abu Ala reported its details  to 
the PLO leadership in Tunis, headed by Yasser Arafat. Abu Ala recalls that the first 
thing they wanted to know was what red lines Israel had declared in advance, i.e., which 
issues it would not be willing to discuss.64 Abu Mazen, however, was surprised that 
Israel had come to the first round with no red lines whatsoever, which made it easier 
for the Palestinians to raise any issue they wished.65 How can the difference be 
understood? 
                                                 
62 Fahmy, 1983, p. 213.  
63 Albright, 2003, p. 497. 
64 Quray, 2008a, p. 72. 
65 Abbas, 1995, p. 126.  
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The solution: The Palestinian leadership is not accustomed to calculating what it can 
gain, but rather what it may lose: in this case, what it will not be able to extract from 
Israel. The Israelis, however, were not expecting to discover the Palestinians' red lines 
nor to define their own; they arrived at the talks with only the assumption that the 
exchange of views would improve the situation of both parties. The Palestinians defined 
themselves by negation and by determining the external boundaries that would be 
difficult for them to live without, while Israel defined itself with a positive approach, 
without a need to deal with external boundaries. When a person  internalizes 
boundaries, they become part of him. He knows what his red lines are and has no reason 
to concern himself with them. For him the sky's the limit and he is open to creative 
exploration. 
 Majali, head of the Jordanian delegation, explains the Palestinian position to 
Rubinstein, the Israeli representative, following the latter's request that Majali mediate 
between him and the Palestinians. "Listen Eli," said Majali, "I am in no mood now or 
later to speak for the Palestinians or interfere in their affairs. I know if I did and was 
able to have Israel give up Haifa and hand it over to the Palestinians, they would not be 
happy. They would say, and maybe justifiably so, if their matters were in their own 
hands they could have liberated Jaffa and Tel Aviv as well, not only Haifa. There is no 
sense, then, in dragging me into the Palestinians' affairs."66  
 Majali is telling Rubinstein that the Palestinians are focused on external 
boundaries, on what they do not possess and what they will not obtain, and that they 
will therefore never be satisfied. It would be impossible for them, for example, to focus 
on themselves and express their gratitude and wholehearted admiration for an 
extraordinary feat, such as Majali obtaining Haifa for them. 
 A person needs to be aware, therefore, of the trouble he has with expressing 
enthusiasm and his consequent difficulty broaching new ideas or getting excited about 
the ideas of others. The result is a passive position: it focuses on the "not" and ultimately 
harms the person, especially in his contacts with a person. In the few instances 
of negotiations with Israel where the Palestinians were more active and put their own 
plans on the table—particularly regarding economic issues—the ultimate decisions 
were far closer to their proposals than those that concerned  political issues.67 

                                                 
66 Majali, 2006, p. 46.  
67 Wittes, 2005, p. 73.  
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Preoccupation with red lines, external boundaries, and that which cannot be obtained 
(respect + social skills).  Preoccupation with what can be achieved and how to 
progress in that direction (admiration).  
 
Problem 34: How is a person likely to feel when he is cautious about expressing 
too much admiration in his contacts with a person? 
The solution: Dennis Ross describes his meetings with Syria's President Assad as 
lengthy and slow. He found himself being careful about what he said and how he 
expressed himself, and in particular avoiding any over-enthusiasm lest Assad try to cut 
him short.68  Indeed, Assad never initiated; he only reacted.69 For a person, 
enthusiasm is part of spontaneity, a joy of life that one would not want to give up. From 
this perspective, the ability to enjoy a relationship is connected to the freedom to 
conceptualize ideas and play with thoughts.  
Tends to react more and initiate less (social skills).   Tends to initiate more and react 
less (admiration).  
 
Problem 35: Why  does one declare war? How do a person and a person view 
this differently? 
The solution: Dennis Ross explains, "Anwar Sadat went to war in 1973 not because he 
expected Egypt's army to vanquish Israel's but because he thought he might alter the 
Israeli calculus (and perhaps also the American view of the status quo) and produce a 
negotiating process that would eventually yield the return of his country's land."70 A 
leader with a Western thinking paradigm is self-focused; since victory is his top 
priority, he is not likely to go to war unless he thinks he is likely to win.  Contrariwise, 
at the heart of a leader's thinking is his enemy's defeat. He is thus prepared, as we 
have already noted, to accept a solution in which both sides lose, just in order to change 
the notions of the other. Because of his optimism, the person with a Western thinking 
paradigm is not willing to suffer; because of his pessimism, a person with an Eastern 
thinking paradigm is primed to think like a suicide bomber. For him, the other and what 
the other will endure is no less important than what he himself will be subjected to. 

                                                 
68 Ross, 2004, p. 109. 
69 Ibid., p. 222. 
70 Ross, 2009, p. 170. (Should be Ross, 2007, p. 174) 
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 This is the situation that prompted the lack of understanding leading up to the 
Yom Kippur War in 1973. Israel felt calm because of its military superiority, thinking 
that only a lunatic would initiate a war he could not win. Egypt, however, did not 
manage to convey to the world that it was ready to go to war, if only to cause substantial 
damage to the other side. While the person is concentrating on his victory, the 
person is focused on his enemy's losses. These contradictory perceptions can lead 
to gross errors in predicting the other side's strategies.  
We go to war to cause damage to the other side (social skills).  We go to war in order 
to win (admiration).  
 
Problem 36: In the peace talks between Israel and Egypt, Weizmann, the Israeli 
defense minister, said to Gamasy, the Egyptian war minister: "All of us here are military 
people and we all have scars from the many wars. Possibly this is an advantage in some 
respects, because military people understand the seriousness of war more than others. 
Therefore, they can reach a better understanding than the politicians." How did Gamasy 
respond? 
The solution: Gamasy's response was: "We will help the political leaders to achieve 
peace." Weizmann notes that Gamasy emphasized the words "we will help." Weizmann 
sensed that Gamasy was wiser than he.71 Sometimes, the person's wish to excel 
adversely affects the social skills required in a complex peace process involving many 
people. As in other cases that call for a measure a modesty, this encounter well 
illustrates the marked difference between the Israeli who admires himself and the 
Egyptian who knows how to display respect to authority and better understands his 
place in a larger picture. 
Gamasy: The military people will help the politicians (social skills).  Weizmann: The 
military people understand better than the politicians… (admiration).  
 
Problem 37: During the peace talks between Israel and the Palestinians, the Israelis 
demanded security arrangements that would guarantee their safety. The Palestinians 
promised that they could be relied on in this matter. Their representative, Hassan 
Asfour, declared: "We ourselves intend to fight in order to protect you. No one will do 

                                                 
71 Haber, 1980, p. 217 (H); Weizmann, 1981, p. 155.  
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this better than us, and you know full well what we are doing to hold on to peace." How 
did the Israelis take this? What kind of statement would have been more convincing to 
them? 
The solution: A person at times tries to delude others into believing that their 
wishes will be fulfilled. In many cases he knows that this is merely an illusion, but as a 
person he assesses correctly that his counterpart desperately wishes to maintain the 
illusion, and that all he has to do in order to win a sympathetic ear is to supply it. 
Sometimes this strategy works: after hearing endless promises, the person, who is 
unaccustomed to this set of social skills, falls into the trap of belief. In many other cases, 
however, the person realizes that he is being offered worthless promises, the likes 
of which he would never have promised in this way, in these circumstances. In the case 
above, the Israeli representative, Shlomo Yanai, replied with his characteristic logic to 
Asfour: "Tell me, how do you think you will persuade me that you will protect my 
interests, if I don't even manage to persuade you that these interests exist?"72 Asfour 
could have said assertively that he did not wish to commit himself to things he might 
not be able to guarantee, but that they, the Palestinians would do everything in their 
power to implement the security agreements. He also could have suggested that they 
try together to find creative solutions to the complex issues, adding that if they were to 
work hard at it, they would certainly succeed. Suggestions of this kind, which make 
good use of the principles of assertiveness and admiration, captivate people.  
Hassan Asfour: We ourselves intend to fight in order to protect you. No one will do this 
better than us, and you know full well what we are doing to hold on to peace (respect + 
social skills).  We don't want to promise things that we cannot fulfill. But we believe 
that if we sit together for a creative brainstorming session on the complex problems, 
we'll be able to find solutions that satisfy us (assertiveness + admiration). 
 Pay attention also to the music that accompanies Asfour's persuasive words. 
Because they have an external locus of control, they are not well received by a 
person. A sentence such as, "We ourselves intend to fight in order to protect you" 
does not resonate with someone who is used to relying on himself. The statement that 
"No one will do this better than us" is a request for respect, with no presentation of 
proof or of specific skills that might transform the suggestion into admiration. And 

                                                 
72 Sher, 2001, p. 109. 
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insisting that "You know full well what we are doing to hold on to peace," is an attempt 
to persuade the Israelis to believe the opposite of what they hold true. Instead of such 
useless sallies, a person should speak in the first person about his feelings, thoughts, 
and hopes, explaining rather than attempting to persuade. A person is likely to 
internalize an explanation, whereas persuasion will be perceived as coercive and 
external.  
 In the same discussion the Palestinians protested to the Israelis: "When will you 
finally recognize that before peace we were enemies, and now we are partners? Let us 
help you." 
 The person uses a rhetorical question that attempts to activate the other, and 
ultimately orders him to let them help him. A person, however, is not about to 
accept an order to be helped. He feels that the suggested behavior must emanate from 
himself, and certainly not as a command. Furthermore, he will reject a statement such 
as "We will prove to you that we can help you" because, again, this exemplifies an 
external locus of control. The only "language" that speaks to a person is one in 
which the person speaks about himself, by himself, and from within himself. 
Palestinians: When will you finally recognize that before peace we were enemies, and 
now we are partners?! (social skills).  It seems to us that a significant change has 
taken place in our relationship (admiration). 
Palestinians: Let us help you (social skills).  We will try to help you (empathy). 
 
Problem 38: Sadat requested that Weizmann make the gesture of withdrawing from El 
Arish and Santa Caterina in the Sinai peninsula earlier than set in the peace agreement. 
The request was leaked to the press along with Begin's refusal to accede to it. Sadat was 
embarrassed. At his next meeting with Weizmann, Sadat told him: "I have to say that 
the whole matter of the meeting in Salzburg [where Sadat had requested the gesture] 
was distorted to such an extent that I asked myself if I am acting wisely by meeting 
with Weizmann. I usually choose friends very carefully. Anyway, this belongs to the 
past."73 Although Weizmann relates that he keenly felt the reprimand, Sadat could have 
transmitted his message more efficiently using a Western thinking paradigm. What 
better way might he have said it?  

                                                 
73 Weizmann, 1981, p. 320. 
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The solution: Sadat does not speak about the extent of the hurt he felt as an individual, 
nor about the logic of his request. He accuses Weizmann of betraying the relationship, 
and threatens to possibly terminate it. Instead of placing their relationship in the center, 
Sadat could have focused on his regard for Weizmann and his pain. A person with a 
Western thinking paradigm usually notices expressions of emotion emanating from the 
self, and respects them as an authentic message not open to argument (one cannot say 
to another, for example: : "You don't feel that," or "What you're feeling is wrong").  
Sadat: I have to say that the whole matter of the meeting in Salzburg was distorted— 
to such an extent that I asked myself if I am acting wisely by meeting with Weizmann. 
I usually choose friends very carefully. Anyway, this belongs to the past (identification 
+ social skills).  I very much relied on you and had high regard for you, but 
unfortunately I have been hurt and am very disappointed. Furthermore, there was no 
logic to this damaging publicity (admiration + empathy + critical thinking). 
 
Problem 39: We have already documented the following discussion between 
Rubinstein, head of the Israeli delegation, and Haddadin, member of the Jordanian 
delegation,74 and noted how Rubinstein could have improved his communication with 
Haddadin. Here we will turn our attention to helping Haddadin improve his 
communication with Rubinstein. 
The solution: 
 Rubinstein: (with a firm handshake) "How are you?" 
 Comment: Firm handshake—admiration. 
 Haddadin: (with an equally firm handshake) "Fine, who are you?" 
 Comment: Imitates his counterpart—identification. 
 "Fine, fine!" 
 Comment: Admiration. 
 "I am asking who you are," Haddadin said, pretending that he did not know who 
Rubinstein was. 
 Comment: Sooner or later Rubinstein is likely to discover that Haddadin only 
pretends not to know who he is. Rubinstein will not be pleased. The person should 
be cautious about using social skills when engaged  with a person.  
 "I am Elyakim Rubinstein, head of the Israeli delegation." 
                                                 
74 See the chapter on Respect, Problem 11.  
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 "And I am Munther Haddadin, a member of the Jordanian delegation." 
 "Oh, I know who you are. You were born in 1940 to a Christian family in the 
town of Maien. You earned a bachelor's degree in engineering from Alexandria 
University, Egypt, and a master's degree and a Ph.D. from the University of Washington 
in Seattle, Washington. You are married to an American lady and you have three kids," 
Rubinstein listed with a proud smile. 
 "Oh! Rubinstein! Then you are the fellow who has been stalling the talks since 
yesterday." 
 Comment: Rubinstein is boasting. Haddadin could admire his knowledge and say, 
for example, "Right, how do you know all this?" Instead of this, Haddadin attacks 
(authoritativeness). He could have asked an open question, such as, "I understand that 
you had difficulties in the talks yesterday" (empathy), or emphasized that they are not 
willing to delay the talks (assertiveness). Authoritativeness is attuned to the other, while 
empathy and assertiveness arise from the self. 
 "Yes, I am." 
 "Why are you doing that?" 
 Comment: Haddadin has invited this confrontation.  
 "Basically because I am a very bad man." 
 Comment: A person does not have to be alarmed by cynicism (admiration). 
Haddadin could have smiled. 
 "Are you married?" Haddadin then asked innocently, pretending again that he 
knew nothing about the head of the Israeli delegation. 
 Comment: Again, unnecessary games (social skills). 
 "Yes," answered Rubinstein, "and have three daughters. They call me Abu el 
Banat [father of girls]." 
 "If you are this bad, how did you manage to get married?" 
 "I fooled my wife." 
 "Well, I am so glad you know me and as much about me as you do, because you 
will realize that you cannot fool me like you fooled your wife." 
 "Oh, I do not mean to. I have respect for you. And actually I love my wife very 
much." 
 Comment: A person is not impressed with these witticisms. Haddadin led 
Rubinstein into an area where he would "incriminate" himself (social skills). But 
Rubinstein did not take his own remarks seriously; he felt they were superfluous and 
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did not hesitate to change his mind and terminate the game (assertiveness). If Haddadin 
were indeed interested in ending the exchange or continuing it via a Western thinking 
paradigm, he could have said, for example, that he is happy to hear Rubinstein's 
response (admiration). 
 "Well, since we came to know each other this well, I feel obliged to offer you one 
piece of advice that you will not regret." 
 Comment: One does not offer advice to a person at this stage of a relationship, 
if at all. Someone with a Western thinking paradigm generally relies on himself and 
would not be prone to accept advice happily from someone with whom he'd been 
sparring just a few minutes earlier (critical thinking). 
 "What is it?" 
 "You were quoted yesterday as saying that Christ was a Jew; you should never 
say that again," Haddadin suggested. 
 Comment: Leaving aside the religious issue, this is still a bottomless pit. 
Everyone is entitled to believe what he wants and how he wants (critical thinking). One 
cannot dictate to a person what he may or may not say (assertiveness). 
 "But he was," insisted Rubinstein. Haddadin's  gestures made it clear that he  
seriously disagreed.  
 Comment: Enjoying what he perceives as a victory of his religion (admiration), 
Rubinstein is oblivious to the fact that he is offending Haddadin, who asks:  
 "Christ is the son of God; is God Jewish?" 
 "We Jews take people after their mothers. His mother was Jewish." 
 "Oh, was she? Can you prove that? Besides, the Virgin Mary became the first 
Christian on earth; she became Christian from the moment of conception." There was 
a pause interrupted by Haddadin: "Do you know how my family became Christian, as 
you so rightly mentioned?" 
 "No, how did they become Christian?" Rubinstein asked. 
 "Through bilateral negotiations with the Lord Jesus himself; so by now you 
should realize that I have behind me two thousand years of negotiations backing me 
up!" cracked Haddadin. 
 Comment: Comments of this kind, which for Haddadin are a mark of respect, 
seem strange, at the least, to a person with a Western thinking paradigm (critical 
thinking). 
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 "Okay, okay, Christ is whoever you say he is," Rubinstein pretended to concede, 
and he hurried to the blue sofa to wait for Majali and Abdul Shafi. 
 Comment: For Rubinstein, this whole discussion was totally insignificant, and it's 
easy for him to say, with some cynicism, "Okay, you're right" (admiration + critical 
thinking).  
 Rubinstein is self-focused. He starts a discussion and shakes Haddadin's hand 
firmly as an individual who places himself in the center. He announces that he feels 
"fine, fine!" and is proud that he knows quite a bit about Haddadin. He proceeds to 
make two cynical comments to Haddadin, who is insulted and responds twice with an 
attack. When Rubinstein explains to Haddadin that Jesus, whom he worships, was a 
Jew, Haddadin sees Rubinstein as narcissistic, arrogant, and immodest. People in a 
society would have accepted such a statement with more tolerance, given that what 
is important (in their world of separateness) is the outcome, not relations: what the other 
said or proved, or whether or not he expressed scorn. 
 
 
Problem 40:  
a. In one of their last discussions before Clinton left the White House, Arafat thanked 
the President and said: "You are a great man!" How did Clinton react? How could 
Arafat have articulated his compliment more successfully? 
The solution: Dennis Ross claims that Arafat habitually used flattery in order to avoid 
taking responsibility.75 Flattery implies an absence of separateness, which is a necessary 
condition for taking responsibility. With flattery the individual tries to provoke the 
behavior he desires from the other. Taking responsibility upon oneself, on the other 
hand, is not an attempt to activate the other but to change oneself. In this case Clinton, 
who had managed to dispense with illusions in the twilight of his presidency, replied: 
"I am not a great man. I am a failure, and you have made me one."76 A better response 
from Arafat might have been directed not to respect but to admiration, not to the general 
and external but to the President's specific skills. This might have elicited a more 
mellow reaction from the President.  
Arafat: You're a great man! (respect).  You helped us greatly (admiration). 
                                                 
75 Ross, 2004, p. 286.  
76 Clinton, 2005, p. 941.  
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 The following are several short examples that clarify the basic rules of the two 
thinking paradigms. Note especially the specific words that indicate whether a thinking 
vector is pointed inward or out. 
b. On one occasion Arafat wanted to thank Dennis Ross for his help. He said to him: 
"You are missing enough sleep because of us. We must thank you."77 How could Arafat 
have expressed this message by means of a Western thinking paradigm? 
Arafat: We must thank you (social skills).  We would like to thank you (admiration). 
 Note that the word "must" is other focused, while "would like" is self-focused. 
According to the Western thinking paradigm, thanks should come from within, not from 
external considerations. 
 
c. Dennis Ross writes that Arafat would often say, "We need your help."78 How could 
Arafat have conveyed his message without changing its content, but with its thinking 
vector  turned inward so that it would be more accessible to someone with a Western 
thinking paradigm? 
Arafat: We need your help (social skills).  We very much want your help / I feel that 
you can help us a lot (admiration). 
The word "need" implies , while the word "want" implies . Opening with a 
phrase like "In my opinion," "My feeling is," etc., clearly indicates an internal locus of 
control. 
 
d. Dennis Ross explained to Arafat that Warren Christopher, the U.S. secretary of state, 
was about to leave his post, and it was not clear what changes might be expected; 
therefore, he suggested, it would thus be beneficial for Arafat to conclude the agreement 
as soon as possible. Arafat replied: "But you will stay and we all know how important 
you are."79 How could he have reacted with an inward-directed vector? 
Arafat: We all know how important you are (respect).  We know how capable you 
are, and we value your skills (admiration). 
 

                                                 
77 Ross, 2004, p. 206. 
78 Ibid., pp. 131, 746. 
79 Ibid., p. 295.  
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e. At some point in the negotiations Clinton threatened Arafat that he would publicize 
Arafat's lack of seriousness. On the verge of tears, Arafat replied to the President that 
their relationship meant everything to him, adding, "Who else can I talk to, you are the 
only one I can talk to."80 How can this message be translated into a Western-thinking 
paradigm? 
Arafat: Our relationship means everything to me. Who else can I talk to?! You are the 
only person I can talk to (social skills + identification).  I feel I have a common 
language and a good relationship with you (empathy), and I have a high regard for you 
(admiration). 
 Arafat begins by mentioning their closeness, continues with a rhetorical question 
that attempts to activate the other, and answers it himself  with a statement that starts 
with "you…" A person would begin such a sentence with an "I," or would discuss 
his feelings and his esteem. 
 
f. When Rabin was elected prime minister in 1992, the Palestinians wrote to him, among 
other things: "Our traditions and customs require us to respect our brave and intelligent 
enemies."81 How could they have conveyed the message so that Rabin might have 
appreciated it more? 
Palestinians: Our traditions and customs require us to respect our brave and intelligent 
enemies (respect).  We value you as an honest leader committed to peace and 
determined to advance it (admiration). 
 One should not speak about respect in general terms, but with regard to specific 
skills. The Palestinians are committed in the name of their tradition; someone with a 
Western thinking paradigm seeks personal commitment, a personal stand, a personal 
opinion. The Palestinians, furthermore, approach Rabin in the plural ("enemies"), while 
he, it would seem, prefers a personal approach. People with a Western thinking 
paradigm often launch their speeches with the words, "I would like to thank…", while 
people with an Eastern thinking paradigm tend to begin by saying, "In the name of 
God," or "Your Excellency, the Chairman," etc. (For example, Sadat's speech in 
Jerusalem started with: "In the name of Allah, your Excellency the Chairman of the 
Knesset, ladies and gentlemen...") 
                                                 
80 Ibid., p. 676; Indyk, 2009, p. 313.  
81 Abbas, 1995, p. 64.  
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g. When Mubarak wanted to promote Palestinian autonomy and assuage Israel's fears, 
he said to Ben-Elissar, the Israeli ambassador to Egypt: "There will be no Palestinian 
state. You will not permit its establishment. You will be there, and you know how to 
arrange matters."82 How could Mubarak have conveyed a more reassuring message to 
an Israeli? 
Mubarak: There will be no Palestinian state. You will not permit its establishment. You 
will be there, and you know how to arrange matters (respect + social skills).  I have 
confidence in your ability to solve this problem (admiration). 
 Mubarak's message might well stress a person with a Western thinking paradigm 
who does not feel he deserves the "honor" of being described as someone who knows 
"how to arrange matters." A compliment directed to a specific problem-solving skill 
would appear more realistic. Note too that Mubarak does not speak here from within 
his self, using the first person ("I"), but rather the second person ("you"). 
 
h. Sadat and other Arab leaders would praise the IDF when they wanted to encourage 
the Israelis to waive various security arrangements. To Weizmann Sadat said: "What 
are you worried about? You've got a good army. You're well prepared with reserve 
soldiers that can be called up at a moment's notice. You have a good air force and better 
planes than ours."83 Is this the best way to reassure the Israelis? How could  the message 
have been more convincing? 
Sadat: What are you worried about? (social skills).  I understand your concern 
(empathy). 
Sadat: You have a good air force and better planes than ours (respect).  You have an 
excellent air force (admiration). 
 A person with a Western thinking paradigm is not embarrassed about being 
worried or talking about this. He is inwardly attuned and need not pretend that he is not 
concerned or not fearful. The Egyptian president's comment about the Israeli air force 
sounds like flattery, because peace did not yet exist between the two countries, and the 
discussion was dealing with the real possibility of confrontation. Expressing admiration 

                                                 
82 Ben-Elissar, 1995, p. 207.  
83 Weizmann, 1981, p. 67.  
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of the Israeli air force without comparing it to the Egyptian air force (internal, not 
external locus) would have sounded more genuine.  
 
i. During the peace talks Sadat said to Begin: "The world is watching us. Let's show the 
world a new way of achieving peace."84 How could Sadat have formulated a more easily 
comprehensible message for someone with a Western thinking paradigm? 
Sadat: The world is watching us. Let's show the world a new way of achieving peace 
(respect).  Our people expect it of us. Let's prove to ourselves…(admiration). 
 Someone with an external locus of control wishes to prove to others; a person 
with an internal locus of control wishes to prove first to himself.

                                                 
84 Haber, 1980, p. 184. (H) 
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EMPATHY 
 
Research background 
Karl Rogers's definition of empathy is familiar to many: "The state of empathy, or being 
empathic, is to perceive the internal frame of reference of another with accuracy and 
with the emotional components and meanings which pertain thereto as if one were the 
person, but without ever losing the 'as if' condition. Thus it means to sense the hurt or 
the pleasure of another as he senses it and to perceive the causes thereof as he perceives 
them, but without ever losing the recognition that it is as if I were hurt or pleased and 
so forth."1  
 Empathy developed only in modern times, particularly in the West. Empathy is 
an intermediate emotional position between identification and rejection. Because it 
requires separateness and independence, it is not widespread in traditional-collectivist 
cultures. With empathy, an individual can understand another without necessarily 
agreeing with him. With empathy, the individual can also present a contrary viewpoint 
to the other (as in a democracy), which is not possible using identification. The 
empathic individual recognizes both the existence of his own self and that of the other 
as two independent, separate entities; he is also aware of the playing field between 
them. The empathic person will tell his friend that he understands him, while the 
identifier will tell his friend that he is with him. In societies, empathy is a 
developmental achievement that is not self-evident, particularly among young 
children.2 A person can identify with his friend and feel pity for him, at the same 
time that a person will feel empathy for him and understand him. In societies with 
an Eastern thinking paradigm, an authority is likely to demand obedience, 
memorization, imitation, etc., in a way that conveys the sense that the individual is an 
extension of the authority, and must therefore identify with it. This is why many 
therapists employ direct interventions with clients, giving the client explicit 
instructions or talking about himself in order to encourage the patient to identify with 

                                                 
1 Rogers, 1959, pp. 210-211. 
2 Bryant, 1982, pp. 413-425; Mason, 1996, pp. 1-18. 
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him. Empathy can be threatening for a client with an external locus of control: it directs 
him towards himself and encourages him to speak about his feelings as a separate 
individual.3 At such a juncture, a person is likely to ask the therapist whether he is 
on his side or not, because this emotional position between identification and rejection, 
which is attuned to the self and leaves the individual on his own, is neither familiar nor 
accessible to him. The term "empathy," as used by laymen as well as professionals, is 
often considered to be the same as acceptance and understanding of the other. 
Sometimes empathy is used as a synonym for sympathy, sometimes it is even taken to 
mean identification. We suggest following Rogers's definition, with its prerequisite 
inward-thinking vector.  
 
Problem 1: At the 2000 Camp David summit, which brought together Israelis and 
Palestinians in order to reach a peace agreement, the American intermediaries wanted 
to develop a close relationships with both sides. As described above, they invited the 
Palestinians and the Israelis to play basketball at the end of the working day. The Israelis 
showed up, while the Palestinians, although they did not turn down the invitation, 
simply left the Americans waiting and never showed up.4 Why not? How should they 
have reacted to the invitation? 
The solution: A person feels bound to give a "yes" or "no" answer. This gives him 
a logical structure that demands the truth, with little room for maneuvering. This is not 
the case for a person; his world does not demand sharp, clear answers. When it is 
embarrassing for him to refuse, he can say "perhaps," or "God willing" (Inshallah)—a 
hint that he does not intend to take responsibility for the matter.5 He may even resort to 
a lie rather than spoil the atmosphere and the relationship. Arafat, for example, would 
sometimes respond to a question with "La-Na'am" (No-yes in Arabic), thereby 
exempting himself from taking responsibility and leaving his opposite number 
confused.6 In the case above, the Palestinians' refusal to join the sport seems to have 
been a political protest, a wish to convey to the Americans that they were dissatisfied 
with the proceedings. For them, a game of basketball is an expression of a close 
relationship, which they do not feel with the Americans. They find it difficult, however, 
                                                 
3 Chaleby and Racy, 1999; Dwairy, 1998, pp. 141-143; Roland, 1966a, pp. 3-5; Vontress, 2002, pp. 
129-134. 
4 Rubin, 2003, pp. 129-134. 
5 Ross, 2004, p. 380. 
6 Ibid., p. 13. 
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to take responsibility for conveying this message by  replying with an outright "No," 
admitting that they did not intend to come. Instead, they left the Americans waiting, 
disappointed, and possibly offended. It can reasonably be assumed that the Palestinians' 
initial, lukewarm response to the invitation was already a sign they might not attend, 
but the Americans, people, did not know how to read the signs. If a person 
wishes to convey a message of displeasure to a person, he should explain his 
situation empathically, clearly articulating it in words. Mere hints are liable to be 
misunderstood by someone who does not live in a world of social skills. It is possible 
for a person to refuse an offer without offending, and give the other an opportunity 
to understand and repair. 
Americans: How about a game of basketball this evening? 
Palestinians: Nodding and a hesitant "yes" (social skills).  We want you to understand 
that it's difficult for us to come and play with you in the current state of our relationship 
(empathy). 
 
Problem 2: Mubarak, at the time vice-president of Egypt, asked Ben-Elissar, the Israeli 
ambassador, for assistance on the question of Jerusalem. "The issue of Jerusalem is very 
sensitive. You know what, Ben-Elissar, let me tell you frankly and just between us: It 
doesn't really bother me that much, but what are we going to do with eight-hundred-
million Muslims who are looking at Jerusalem? For them it's important. There is no 
way we can allow them to accuse us of completely abandoning Jerusalem. You have to 
help us in this matter."7 At another meeting that year (1980), he said: "Why are you 
causing us trouble? What's the purpose of all these declarations? Every time Mr. Begin 
surprises us anew. Now with Jerusalem, previously with the settlements. Why do you 
have to cause us problems of this kind with the Arab states? Why did you have to come 
out now with this matter of Jerusalem?"8 How should Mubarak have requested 
assistance from Ben-Elissar in a way that would resonate more productively? 
The solution: Mubarak uses sentences that reflect identification rather than empathy. 
"You have to help us in this matter"; "Why are you causing us trouble?"; "Why do you 
have to cause us problems of this kind with the Arab states?" These sentences make use 
of the identification principle because they embody the expectation that the other will 
                                                 
7 Ben-Elissar, 1995, p. 225. 
8 Ibid., p. 233. 
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help, and an assumption that the two sides are committed to each other. Statements of 
this kind are not kindly received in society, where each individual is expected to 
think independently and deal with his own issues himself. In this case, Mubarak should 
have explained his genuine distress to the Israeli ambassador,  creating the 
understanding needed without negating the ambassador's freedom to act as he sees fit. 
An empathic explanation increases the chances of understanding and therefore 
agreement, and ultimately leads to behavior that matches the expectations of the 
person. Note that Mubarak, who tries to foster identification, focuses on the other, 
while in empathic speech the self is generally in the center. A typical expression of 
identification opens with the word "you" (singular or plural) rather than the more 
empathic "I' or "we." Note also Mubarak's rhetorical question ("Why are you causing 
us trouble?!"). This is not an open question that gives the other freedom of choice. It is 
meant to activate the other, inviting him to agree with the speaker. As we have seen 
previously, it is preferable not to use rhetorical questions in communication with a 
person; one should say directly what one wants. 
Mubarak: You have to help us (identification + authoritativeness)  We need your 
help (empathy). 
Mubarak: Why are you causing us trouble? (identification)  We know that you have 
the right to make all sorts of declarations about Jerusalem, but please bear in mind that 
you are embarrassing us (empathy). 
Mubarak: Why do you have to cause us problems of this kind with the Arab states? 
(identification).  I know you are not doing this intentionally, but ultimately you are 
causing us harm as well as yourselves. Please bear this in mind (empathy).  
 
Problem 3: "Two years after the October War,' Sadat writes, "the bodies of thirty-nine 
Israeli soldiers were unearthed in the Canal Zone. The Israelis began negotiating the 
price they expected to pay to recover their dead. 'You won't have to pay anything,' I 
said. 'This is a humane action for which we accept no payment; just come and collect 
the bodies.' Indeed the thirty-nine bodies were delivered to the Israelis with full military 
honors and, naturally, nothing was asked in return. Some of their dead were given 
official military funerals as they were senior army officers. Again in 1977, nineteen 
more bodies were unearthed in the course of the digging to deepen the Canal and, again, 
they were immediately delivered and given all due honors. Why did I do this? For the 
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sake of peace. I believe that for peace a man may, even should, do everything in his 
power. Nothing in the world could rank higher than peace."9  Could Sadat have 
presented his actions in a more communicative and intelligible way to Western ears? 
The solution: A generally does not praise himself, but expects the other to do so. 
In a society with an internal locus of control, the person who blows his own trumpet is 
perceived as a braggart in pursuit of honor; since he is not objective about himself, he 
cannot evaluate himself properly. However, societies are practiced in codes of 
honor, and a person is permitted to praise himself because he tends to look at himself 
from the outside, not from within. Only minimally concerned about what he himself 
thinks and feels, he is more worried about how his surroundings perceive him. When 
Sadat praises his own actions, he appears pompous and pathetic in the eyes of a 
person because he has no compunction about saying, "Aren't I great!" In this 
context, Sadat might have said empathically that he understood how meaningful the 
issue was for the Israeli families of the dead, whose dear ones were found and given 
appropriate burials. Such a statement would have evoked far more appreciation than 
what is perceived by a person as boasting.  
Sadat: Why did I do this? For the sake of peace. I believe that for peace a man may, 
even should, do everything in his power. Nothing in the world could rank higher than 
peace (respect).  I fully understand the significance of the matter for the families of 
the dead in Israel whose dear ones have been found and brought for burial (empathy). 
 
Problem 4: At the Oslo talks the Palestinian representative, Abu Ala, repeatedly spoke 
about the Palestinians' sincerity and the seriousness of their approach: "We want you to 
know that we are conducting the discussions with you sincerely and with complete 
honesty. We believe that an honest and direct approach will lead us to a fair solution 
that will last for a long time and will serve the interests of both sides....We have never 
tried to use tactics, but have put all our cards on the table."10 Did the Israelis believe 
this Palestinian declaration? 
The solution: For a person, this kind of statement could promote trust, which 
should be borne in mind by people who usually avoid such declarations. For 
people, such a statement arouses suspicion rather than allaying it. A person 
                                                 
9 al-Sadat, 1978, p. 206. 
10 Quray, 2008a, pp. 192, 224. 
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needs to remember that, according to the Western thinking paradigm, one should never 
praise oneself. All that is permitted is a modest statement of one's personal feelings and 
hopes, and no more. 
Abu Ala: We want you to know that we are conducting the discussions with you 
sincerely and with complete honesty. We believe that an honest and direct approach 
will lead us to a fair solution that will last for a long time and will serve the interests of 
both sides....We have never tried to use tactics, but have put all our cards on the table 
(social skills).  Though these negotiations are not easy for us, they are very important 
to us, and we very much hope to succeed (empathy + admiration). 
 
Problem 5: Abu Mazen praises himself: "PLO circles and the Fatah cadres accepted 
what I told them without question because they knew that I do not exaggerate or 
understate. I would always limit my words to describing events exactly as they were. 
Thus my supporters and the opposition accepted my words at face value."11 Regarding 
the secret talks in which he participated, he said: "The talks were serious, efficient, 
responsible, patriotic, and resolute in the face of Israel's continuing presumption and 
obstinacy."12 Assuming that Abu Mazen wished to convey this message to people with 
a Western thinking paradigm, how should he have gone about it? 
The solution: Abu Mazen should have presented a far more modest message, leaving 
the listener to develop an independent impression about him. 
Abu Mazen: PLO circles and the Fatah cadres accepted what I told them without 
question because they knew I do not exaggerate or understate. I would always limit my 
words to describing events exactly as they were. Thus my supporters and the opposition 
accepted my words at face value (respect).  I feel warm and comfortable in the 
presence of PLO people (empathy).  
Abu Mazen: The talks were serious, efficient, responsible, patriotic, and resolute in the 
face of Israel's continuing presumption and obstinacy (respect).  I am extremely 
satisfied with the way our team functioned at the talks (admiration).  
 
Problem 6: During the visit of Israel's Defense Minister Weizmann to Egypt in 
December 1977, shortly after Sadat's visit to Jerusalem, War Minister Gamasy said to 
                                                 
11 Abbas, 1995, p. 166. 
12 Quray, 2008b, P.  
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him: "You should know that we are looking forward to peace and that we come to you 
with an open heart." To which Weizmann replied: "I believe in your sincerity and your 
wish for peace."13 Though the two got on quite well, could Gamasy have delivered a 
message that would have resonated better with a person? Was there a more useful 
way for Weizmann to have replied  to a person? 
The solution: Gamasy could have dispensed with the words "You should know" 
(authoritativeness) and also with the self-assessment, "We come to you with an open 
heart" (identification), contenting himself instead with his hope for peace. Weizmann 
countered with a self-focused, empathic response, "I believe in your sincerity." In this 
case, a declaration that he too came with an open heart (identification) would have been 
preferable. 
Gamasy: You should know that we are looking forward to peace and that we come to 
you with an open heart (authoritativeness + identification).  We hope we will achieve 
understandings and we look forward to peace (empathy). 
Weizmann: I believe in your sincerity and your wish for peace (empathy + critical 
thinking).  Likewise, we too. You remind us of ourselves (identification).  
 
Problem 7: Commenting on the proximity of Israeli forces to Cairo during the Yom 
Kippur War, Sadat remarked: "The Israelis hoped to frighten me into believing that they 
posed a threat to Cairo! They were naturally disappointed. Psychological warfare may 
get results from certain leaders, but it simply could never work against me: I always 
know what I am doing and calculate all the possible consequences of every step I 
take."14 How could Sadat's statement been worded more appropriately for people with 
a Western thinking paradigm? 
The solution: Sadat's response sounds pompous to a person and is liable to arouse 
distaste.. An empathic reaction would have sounded more genuine. 
Sadat: The Israelis hoped to frighten me…but I always know what I am 
doing…(respect).  The Israelis used psychological warfare against me, but 
unfortunately for them it didn't work (empathy). 
 

                                                 
13 Haber, 1980, p. 168. (H) 
14 al-Sadat, 1978, p. 219. 
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Problem 8: In discussions on the Israel-Egyptian ceasefire agreement following the 
Yom Kippur War, Sadat, without consulting anyone, decided to greatly reduce his 
forces east of the Suez Canal. The members of the Egyptian delegation heard this for 
the first time in a meeting with Henry Kissinger, the U.S. secretary of state. Caught by 
surprise, General Gamasy, the Egyptian chief of staff, and the other members of the 
Egyptian delegation felt humiliated. Gamasy's eyes filled with tears. Offended and 
angry, he left the room crying. Kissinger turned pale and kept muttering, "Did I say 
something wrong?" When Gamasy returned to the table, silent and downcast, Kissinger 
started showering him with extravagant praise. Hoping to rectify the damage he had 
caused, he stressed repeatedly that the Israeli military fully appreciated Gamasy's 
capabilities, and even admitted fearing him above all other Arab generals. Kissinger's 
comments only exacerbated the situation and further embarrassed Gamasy.15 What did 
Kissinger fail to understand? How could Gamasy or any other member of the Egyptian 
delegation have explained to him what had happened? 
The solution: Kissinger, about whom Fahmy said, "He typically thinks only in personal 
terms," did not understand that Gamasy was insulted not by him, but by Sadat. A 
person can understand a person who, despite his good intentions, places himself 
in the center and has difficulty activating his social skills and comprehending the 
situation. He could have explained the situation to him empathically instead of 
expressing offense and anger. In many cases a person should back up his feelings 
and actions with explanations because his counterpart is not used to non-verbal 
language. 
Gamasy is offended and angry (respect).  Thank you for your desire to help. But this 
time it is really not connected to you. This is an internal matter of ours (empathy). 
 
Problem 9: Moshe Sasson, the Israeli ambassador to Egypt, writes about his visit to 
the Egyptian National War Museum. 
 "At the entrance lobby to the 'Sixth of October War' wing is a massive sand table 
on which is placed The Ubor (The Crossing). After a few general words of explanation, 
the Egyptian colonel accompanying us suddenly pointed to one of the crossing points, 
and said: 'I was among the first officers to cross the Canal. I crossed here, at this point, 
and was also critically wounded. For a year-and-a-half I lay in the military hospital in 
                                                 
15 Fahmy, 1983, p. 73; Gamasy, 1993, p. 336; Heikal, 1996, p. 232. 
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Maadi. For a long time I was paralyzed, and when I recovered, I was asked to be a guide 
at this museum.' I noticed that our Israeli assistant suddenly became very excited, which 
was unusual for him. He turned to me and whispered: 'And I was there opposite him, at 
that exact place and that exact hour.' Without hesitation, I asked my assistant to tell this 
to our host, the colonel. Coincidence had created a rare human drama. I wanted to see 
the reaction, the reaction of a once severely wounded soldier in an encounter with 
someone who could have been the soldier who wounded him. The Israeli told his story, 
speaking with impressive simplicity and a good sense of proportion, in such a human, 
respectful manner one that few, very few would have been able to adopt in such special 
circumstances. The Egyptian colonel listened, enthralled, his expression radiating 
respect for the narrator, appreciation of his style, and amazement at the content of his 
words... And then, wordlessly, the two moved toward one another and grasped each 
other's hands warmly and excitedly for a long time, finding it difficult to let go. When 
they released the handshake, the Israeli pointed to a very specific point on the sand 
table: 'Here is the exact place where I stood and fired from …' 'And indeed, from here, 
opposite, we came,' the Egyptian colonel followed suit. 'There were a few other guys 
who fought with me, and they also shot…who knows, maybe you were wounded from 
their fire…I am happy that you recovered…' the Israeli said. Then the colonel, also 
quietly, his voice trembling, said: 'You and I—both of us—on the same day fulfilled 
our duty to our homeland, and both of us today continue to fulfill our duty—the duty 
of nurturing the peace. How wonderful are the ways of God,' the colonel concluded. 
We continued the tour of the Yom Kippur War wing, but now I noticed that our guide 
directed his explanations not only to me but also to my assistant."16 
 How could the Egyptian officer have conveyed his message in a way that would 
have spoken to the Israeli or anyone with a Western thinking paradigm? 
The solution: A person with a Western thinking paradigm says to a person with an 
Eastern thinking paradigm, "I am happy that you recovered," while the one with the 
Eastern thinking paradigm replies, "Both of us, on the same day, fulfilled our duty to 
our homeland." When an "I-thinking" person meets a "we-thinking" person, he should 
not seek a personal relationship in the Western mold, between two individuals. He 
should bear in mind that he is meeting a representative of a group that sometimes takes 
its national identity more seriously than its personal identity. On the other hand, a 
                                                 
16 Sasson, 1992, p. 94. 
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person should recall that he is not meeting a representative of a group, but rather a 
person who thinks in "I" terms, and who first and foremost represents himself. Hence a 
person could have said personal things to his counterpart that arise from the 
self: 
The Egyptian officer: You and I—both of us—on the same day fulfilled our duty to our 
homeland, and both of us today continue to fulfill our duty—the duty of nurturing the 
peace. And indeed, how wonderful are the ways of God (respect + identification).  I 
am pleased you weren't wounded and would like to stay in contact with you (empathy). 
The Israeli: I am happy that you recovered (empathy).  Thank God you recovered. 
The peace of our brave leaders will also turn us into one family (respect + 
identification). 
 
Problem 10: King Hussein wanted to promote an international peace conference; Israel 
opposed it on the grounds that many countries viewed Israel negatively. To avoid a pan-
Arab coalition of opposition, Israel preferred to conduct separate discussions with each 
of the Arab states. Peres describes King Hussein's enthusiasm about the idea of an 
international conference and the urgency he attached to the achievement of a 
comprehensive peace agreement. In no uncertain terms, Hussein stressed to Peres his 
clear commitment to the peace process: "This is a holy challenge for me, a religious 
duty." He said that he understood Israel's reservations about an international 
conference, but that peace was the goal, not the conference, and that Jordan had no 
interest in convening a peace conference in which Israel would feel isolated and 
accused.17 Peres was persuaded by Hussein's approach, and the two agreed on an 
international conference. What means did Hussein use to convey his message 
successfully? 
The solution: Hussein began with enthusiasm about peace (admiration), emphasizing 
his full commitment to the process. He followed this up with empathy, which in this 
context implies understanding the other without necessarily agreeing with him. Hussein 
understands Israel's fears and relates to them. He does not guarantee that the road will 
be easy or that he will agree to everything Israel asks. But he responds to Israel's anxiety 

                                                 
17 Peres, 1995, p. 307. 
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at being drawn into a trap when the other party has no intention of achieving a genuine 
peace. This kind of communication resonates well with a person.  
King Hussein: What are you scared of?! You're stronger than us and no one can force 
you to do anything (respect).  I understand your reservations and can guarantee that 
we have no intention of isolating and accusing you. On the contrary, our goal is genuine 
peace (empathy). 
 
Problem 11: Majali, head of the Jordanian delegation, writes about Ben-Ami's maiden 
appearance as head of the Israeli delegation to the peace talks with Jordan after the 
Labor party's election victory.. "He gave a long opening statement and answered, 
politely and professionally, some of the points that were raised by the Palestinian head 
of delegation….Ben-Ami did his best to strike a conciliatory tone, but his attempt had 
to concede to the biting reality of the issues at hand."18 Did Majali succeed in showing 
empathy to Ben-Ami? 
The solution: Majali senses Ben-Ami's efforts to strike a conciliatory tone, for which 
he gives him credit even though the confrontation resumes. He sees Ben-Ami's 
difficulty, relates to it, and even relates to Ben-Ami's attempt to overcome the 
challenge. He does not criticize; rather he expresses understanding even though he does 
not necessarily agree with Ben-Ami's position. This is empathy at its best. 
 On another occasion, when the head of the Israeli delegation, Elyakim 
Rubinstein, put pressure on the Palestinians to speed up the progress of the peace talks, 
Majali explained empathically to him that the peace process needed more time because 
it was difficult for the Jordanian people to digest.19 He did not talk about who was right, 
but about feelings. 
Majali: Ben-Ami did not manage to convince the Palestinians because he didn't know 
how to speak to them (social skills).  Ben-Ami did his best to strike a conciliatory 
tone, but his attempt had to concede to the biting reality of the issues at hand (empathy). 
 
Problem 12: When the Israeli delegation to the talks with Egypt arrived in Ismailiyah, 
they were astounded to see all the streets adorned with pictures of Sadat and posters 
praising him, whereas there was not a single Israeli flag, portrait of Begin, or sign 
                                                 
18 Majali, 2006, p. 175. 
19 Ibid., p. 20. 
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greeting the Israeli delegation. Weizmann, the Israeli defense minister, had no doubt 
that this was Sadat's doing, a result of the massive pressure being exerted on him by the 
Arab world compounded by the difficulties in the negotiations with Israel. "In Israel we 
received President Sadat with the utmost respect," he said to Gamasy, who came to 
meet him. "Look how you welcome us." Gamasy acted as if he hadn't heard.20 In his 
book Gamasy writes that it was wiser to remain silent; otherwise he would have had to 
tell Weizmann that Sadat's historic, groundbreaking visit to Jerusalem could not be 
compared to just one more meeting that highlighted Begin's ongoing refusals. Such a 
statement could have only escalated the situation.21 How might Gamasy have responded 
according to the Western thinking paradigm? 
The solution: Weizmann approaches Gamasy by means of identification. He does not 
say empathically, "We feel hurt by your welcome," but rather "In Israel we received 
President Sadat with the utmost respect. Look how you welcome us." In society, 
anger or complaints against someone is generally explained on the basis of reciprocity. 
Weizmann, it seems, knows this language. Using his social skills, Gamasy remains 
silent. A person can accept this non-verbal behavior more easily than a person, 
who expects explanations. Instead of remaining silent, Gamasy could have 
empathically explained Egypt's situation in the Arab world, and the feeling that there 
was a lack of symmetry between Sadat's visit to Jerusalem and Begin's visit to 
Ismailiyah. 
Gamasy: Silence (social skills).  Unfortunately, we have to keep a low profile 
because of the pressure the Arab world is exerting on us. Besides which, it really is 
difficult for us to compare Sadat's heroic visit to Jerusalem with Begin's uncooperative 
visit to Ismailiyah (empathy).  
Weizmann: We were hurt by your welcome (empathy).  In Israel we received 
President Sadat with the utmost respect. Look how you welcome us (identification). 
 
Problem 13: In a discussion in the Oval Office between the Palestinian and the 
American teams in the presence of President Clinton, Dennis Ross, the American 
mediator, made a suggestion. Arafat replied: "You will always take Barak's side." 
Angrily Ross countered, "Is that what you think?" There was silence in the room. Arafat 
                                                 
20 Weizmann, 1981, p. 105. 
21 Gamasy, 1993, p. 355. 
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did not respond, and no one said anything. Ross's gaze did not leave Arafat, and he let 
the silence linger for a minute before asking him the following question: "Would you 
be willing to give us a few weeks to work on a good-faith effort? Arafat did not say yes 
or no, clearly reluctant to commit himself. But Abu Ala leaped in, repeated Ross's 
formulation and said it was acceptable. Arafat seemed relieved; so did the President, 
and the mood in the room changed. Following the meeting a lunch was held at U.S. 
Secretary of State Albright's home in Georgetown, and Albright asked to meet privately 
with Arafat. She told him that he should not have attacked Ross, that this was not the 
way to behave toward the Americans. Arafat apologized to Ross and was agreeable 
throughout the lunch. When he wanted to request something in the context of the Israeli 
withdrawal, he asked Ross almost pleadingly.22 How could Arafat have spoken more 
comprehensibly and properly to American ears? 
The solution: Initially Arafat makes an accusation and Ross replies with cynicism, 
each according to his thinking vector. Each could have improved his message. 
Afterwards Arafat remains silent without responding, a counterproductive approach in 
a self-focused society that would be expecting a logical explanation. Abu Ala saves the 
situation, as befitting a member of a collective that functions as a coordinated team. 
When Albright reprimands Arafat, he does not choose to apologize while holding fast 
to his opinion. This would have been appropriate behavior for a separated individual 
who understands that, though he may have offended his counterpart, he himself has 
every right to maintain his position. Arafat moves from one extreme to the other: instead 
of attacking, he pleads. Note that one of the salient advantages of empathy, in which 
the individual talks about his feelings, is that a person cannot argue with them. For 
him, feelings are an axiom.  
Arafat: You will always take Barak's side (authoritativeness).  To tell you the truth, 
I have difficulty with Ross's suggestions. For some reason I always have the feeling 
that they are not balanced (empathy). 
Ross: Is that what you think? (admiration).  After all that I've done for you, this is 
the way you talk?! (authoritativeness + respect). 
Arafat did not say yes or no, clearly reluctant to commit himself (social skills).  I 
have to weigh these issues, to consult. I cannot give you an answer now (critical 
thinking).  
                                                 
22 Ross, 2004, p. 632. 
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Problem 14: Osama El-Baz, Mubarak's political adviser, said to Ehud Barak, the Israeli 
prime minister: "President Mubarak says that you deal sensitively with the Arabs."23 
Similarly, in a discussion with Begin, President Sadat complimented Israel's Foreign 
Minister Moshe Dayan with the remark that Dayan "understands" the Arabs.24 How 
could these Egyptian messages have been conveyed more meaningfully to the Israelis? 
The solution: El-Baz and Sadat speak about themselves from the outside. Arabs 
themselves, they say, "You deal sensitively with the Arabs," and "Dayan understands 
the Arabs." It is hard to imagine a person with a Western thinking paradigm speaking 
like this. El-Baz could have said how much they appreciate Barak's handling of various 
matters, and how well he listens to them. Sadat could have said that the Egyptians felt 
there was understanding between them and Moshe Dayan. In the following examples, 
the use of "you" as opposed to "we", and "the Arabs" as opposed to "us", is significant. 
These changes direct the thinking vector inward. 
Mubarak: You deal sensitively with the Arabs" (identification)  We feel that you 
understand us / we feel that you deal with us sensitively (empathy).  
Sadat: Dayan understands the Arabs (identification).  Dayan understands us 
(empathy). 
 
Problem 15: Dennis Ross, the American envoy, describes a moment of insight he had 
into Assad's mode of thinking. When the U.S. Secretary of State Christopher gave 
Assad a long explanation of Israel's expectations, Assad replied: "It's clear." "I thought," 
says Ross, "that this response was significant, because I or any other Westerner would 
have said 'I understand.'"25 What is the difference between "It's clear" and "I 
understand"? 
The solution: Saying "It's clear" implies that an external object is in the center, while 
using the word "I" in the phrase "I understand" implies that the individual is in the 
center. Assad says only that the message is clear to him. He does not speak about 
reflecting or examining or possibly assessing what was presented—these are all 
approaches—because then he could have said, "I understand." He speaks rather 
about a clear external stimulus, which then makes it possible to talk about identification 
                                                 
23 Yatom, 2009, p. 341. 
24 Rubinstein, 1992, p. 19. 
25 Ross, 2004, p. 144. 
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and agreement or rejection. Dennis Ross correctly identified this portentous gap 
between thinking that is outwardly attuned, and thinking that is attuned inwardly. There 
are clinical cases that demonstrate this: a therapist with a Western thinking paradigm 
says to a client with an Eastern thinking paradigm, "I understand." This is a 
commonplace statement within the Western thinking paradigm, but the client replies 
with alarm: "What do you understood exactly!?" Turning the thinking vector 
unaccustomedly inward can be terrifying for the person. Used to looking outward, 
he is suddenly called upon to look introspectively, within himself. This poses a serious 
and often frightening challenge.. 
It's clear (identification).  I understand (empathy). 
 
Problem 16: When the discussions between the Jordanians and the Israelis became 
deadlocked, Majali, head of the Jordanian delegation, turned to the members of his 
delegation, and said: "A good way to comprehend the scale of the problem is to try to 
put your feet in the shoes of the opposite party, and to understand why he thinks and 
acts the way he does. Does anybody have a suggestion?"26 Thus Majali encouraged 
identification with the other. How would empathic encouragement to understand the 
other sound? 
The solution: In the mode of identification, the individual puts both his feet in the shoes 
of the other in order to see the world totally through the other's eyes; i.e., the individual 
loses, at least for a moment, his capability for independent thinking. In empathic mode, 
however, one puts only one foot in the other's shoes in order to understand the other, 
while retaining one's independent thinking without identifying totally with the other.  
 The Israeli negotiator, Gilad Sher, explains the meaning of empathy: "A 
negotiator, in whatever field, begins with listening: By knowing how to listen, he is 
capable of analyzing the other side's interests, his sensitivities, his genuine intentions, 
and his negotiating positions.…Empathy for the other side's reasoning…helps greatly 
to avoid real and false barriers.…Don't mix essential issues with closeness and personal 
relationships. It's a trap."27 Gilad Sher thus suggests being empathic, but avoiding the 
identification in personal relationships. 

                                                 
26 Majali, 2006, p. 40. 
27 Sher, 2001, p. 76. 
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Put both feet in the other's shoes (identification).  Put one foot in the other's shoes 
(empathy). 
 
Problem 17: During the Camp David summit, Arafat protested to Clinton: "Did you 
invite us to Camp David in order to blame us for the failure of the summit? I wish to 
remind you, Mr. President, that  Barak voted against the Oslo Agreement at the time, 
and now intends to co-opt the Likud party into his coalition."28 How could Arafat have 
put his message to Clinton more successfully? 
The solution: A person does not like rhetorical questions that activate him ("Did 
you invite us…?). It would have been preferable for Arafat to have said forthrightly 
what was on his mind instead of trying to draw a statement from Clinton. Arafat could 
have told Clinton, for example, that he fears the summit will fail and that the 
Palestinians will be blamed. Arafat further addresses Clinton with an admonishment ("I 
want to remind you") rather than speaking about himself ("I recall"). He also points a 
direct accusation at Barak. Generally, a person is cautious about making such 
accusations, which are more directed. He prefers to speak about his feelings and his 
thoughts, from which it could be implied that Barak is responsible for the failure. For 
example, "My feeling is that Barak could have been more flexible on certain issues." 
Furthermore, a person does not like circumstantial evidence, e.g., "Barak voted 
against the Oslo Agreement." Extraneous hints about a person's behavior in other 
contexts are weaker than direct evidence about the person himself: "He could have been 
more flexible on this issue." In dealing with people, a person must get used to 
doing less blaming and talking more from within his self. Direct accusations are not 
well received by a person without their having first passed through his self.  
Arafat: Did you invite us to Camp David in order blame us for the failure of the summit? 
(social skills).  I fear that the summit will fail and that you will blame us for the 
failure (empathy). 
Arafat: I want to remind you…(social skills).  I recall…(critical thinking). 
Arafat: Barak voted against the Oslo Agreement at the time, and now he intends to co-
opt the Likud party into his coalition (social skills).  I am disappointed; Barak could 
have been more flexible on certain issues (empathy). 
 
                                                 
28 Arabic, 2006b, p. 248. 
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Problem 18: Jordan's King Hussein frequently used the word "just" in much the same 
way that the Israelis used the word "peace".29 What is the significance of this difference, 
and how can it be used productively? 
The solution: The difference between the terms is indeed significant. Generally, what 
is considered "just" [i.e., justice]  is dependent on an external legal system; peace, on 
the other hand, is an agreement without clear external criteria. In a peace agreement the 
two sides are expected to seek common ground on their own and to invent their own 
rules. In this situation, a person will tend to use the word "justice," while a 
person will tend to use the word "peace". The individual with an Eastern thinking 
paradigm will invoke norms, that which he believes is acceptable, and will strive to 
mobilize assistance and support from his surroundings. The person with a Western 
thinking paradigm will talk about "peace," which signifies the separateness of the two 
sides as they try to achieve a compromise through independent thinking and 
brainstorming. The former identifies with external conventions while the latter seeks 
an empathic relationship. Fahmy, the Egyptian foreign minister, accused Israel of 
inventing universal norms of its own so as not to identify with what is acceptable. "I 
made it clear that the worst aspect of the Israeli behavior was that it insulted human 
intelligence as well as our ability to distinguish between right and wrong."30 "Egypt," 
according to Fahmy, "did not try to invent new norms of international law or a new 
logic to enable them to dictate their own views."31  In Fahmy's eyes, Israel was trying 
to undermine the foundations of international justice, which is based on clearly defined 
right and wrong. Someone with an Eastern thinking paradigm should bear in mind that 
his ideas of "justice" are relative, not absolute, and he is more likely to succeed if he 
approaches his Western-paradigm-thinking counterpart not in the universal terms of 
justice, but rather in the personal, relative terms of peace. 
Justice (identification).  Peace (empathy). 
 
Problem 19: Abu Mazen writes: "I used to believe that in countries with strong 
institutional traditions the personal element would not exist. I also used to believe that 
the personal touch was a trait common only in countries from the Third World. But I 

                                                 
29 Shlaim, 2009, p. 253. 
30 Fahmy, 1983, p. 221. 
31 Ibid., p. 231. 
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now believe that the personal element is present everywhere."32 To which he added: "If 
the human element is taken out of negotiations, they become soulless, even if they do 
lead to agreements."33 How did Abu Mazen perceive people with a Western thinking 
paradigm before he obtained considerable experience negotiating with them? 
The solution: In his many years of negotiating with Westerners, Abu Mazen learned 
that they are not arrogant, unemotional people, but that they are built slightly differently 
from people with an Eastern thinking paradigm. They are not cold and distant as many 
people think. When you learn what makes them tick, it becomes easier to 
communicate with them. Relative to the kind of identification they are used to, empathy 
sometimes seems cold and distant to people. This is because, in empathic mode, the 
other is not so close, nor does he have the sense of obligation that characterizes societies 
with an Eastern-thinking paradigm.  
Abu Mazen: The personal element does not exist in democratic countries 
(identification).  In democratic countries, the personal element is present in a 
different form (empathy). 
 
Problem 20: Kissinger relates that in his relationship with Sadat, trust and confidence 
were necessary but not sufficient. "You owe them the feeling, the sense that you've 
really understood them."34 What is Kissinger really saying? 
The solution: "To owe them the feeling that you've really understood them" implies 
identification. A person must feel that you identify with him. Simple empathy is 
liable to be perceived as cold and distant in both directions. In other words, someone 
with an Eastern thinking paradigm expects to be identified with, and wishes to impart 
this sense of identification to the other. What is more than enough to convince a 
person that understanding has been achieved, may be experienced by a person 
as distant and cold. A person does not like to identify with the other or be together 
too much; he experiences such togetherness as stifling. His understanding keeps him 
independent, which for him is critical. There is thus no need "to owe others the sense 
that you've really understood them; to tell them that you understand will suffice.  

                                                 
32 Abbas, 1995, p. 93.  
33 Ibid., p. 105. 
34 Miller, 208, p. 153. [Should be p. 144] 
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To owe someone the feeling that you understand him (identification).  To understand 
the other (empathy).  
 
Problem 21: Abu Ala writes that of all the Israelis, he most liked negotiating with 
Shlomo Ben-Ami, the Israeli foreign minister, because he understood the Palestinian 
side and its motives, even though he did not relinquish Israeli interests.35 "To my 
surprise Ben-Ami's ideas did not completely contradict mine. He also did not react 
inappropriately, as we were used to from many Israelis. Few were endowed with Ben-
Ami's breadth of vision or his conciliatory instinct."36 What kind of relationship makes 
Abu Ala  feel comfortable in negotiations? 
The solution: According to Abu Ala, he needs a special kind of person to negotiate 
with, one with a "conciliatory instinct" who will not react inappropriately nor display 
extreme separateness. For Abu Ala, one has either a conciliatory instinct or an 
inappropriate reaction. Empathy—that intermediate position between identification and 
rejection—is not part of his lexicon. 
Abu Ala: An instinct of conciliation (identification).  Listening to opinions that may 
differ from mine in order to understand but not necessarily agree with them (empathy).  
 
Problem 22: Dennis Ross recalls that Uri Savir revealed to him the secret of success in 
negotiating with the Palestinians. "His relationship with his negotiating partner had to 
take precedence over everything else. If Abu Ala felt that a third party was undercutting 
him, then solidarity with him would be the key to negotiating the deal."37 Abu Ala 
developed a high regard for Uri Savir during the Oslo negotiations. What can a 
person learn from this? 
The solution: Because not every person is an Uri Savir, a person has to acquire 
empathic skills if he wishes to feel comfortable in the presence of a person. He need 
not expect solidarity but should be content with understanding. 
Abu Ala: Relationships and solidarity take precedence over everything else 
(identification).  Understanding (empathy). 
 

                                                 
35 Quray, 2008b, p. 110. 
36 Ibid., p. 111. 
37 Ross, 2004, p. 200. 
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Problem 23: Dennis Ross writes about his meeting with Mohammed Dahlan, head of 
preventive security in the Palestinian Authority. In the meeting Dahlan managed to 
explain his difficulties to Ross and arouse his empathy: "Even though I prefaced my 
remarks by explaining why I knew these points would be difficult for the Palestinians, 
Dahlan could not contain himself as he listened. He exploded in anger—shouting that 
it was better not to have an agreement than for it to look like the Palestinians were being 
told what to do by the Israelis or by the United States, adding that if he had to accept 
these points he would look like a quisling and be unable to face his men. He got so 
agitated that he literally needed to walk it off for about fifteen minutes—all the while 
with Gamal Halal, my advisor and Arabic interpreter, seeking to calm him down. When 
Dahlan returned to the table, I said: 'Look Mohammed, I can try to meet you on form, 
but I cannot change the substance. Tell me what your problem is.' He cited two issues. 
First, we could not publicly say that we would vet all their prisoner releases. If he lost 
the wherewithal to make such decisions, his own men would never respect him again. 
Second, the Palestinians could not have the United States sending in 'forces' to take 
control of weapons collected in the Palestinian Authority. Again, it would make him 
and his men look like lackeys. I told him that I understood the need not to undercut him. 
But on the vetting issue, I said we would not be raising it if the Palestinians had not 
released people who we both knew should not have been released. There had been a 
'revolving door' on arrests and releases and we had to know that this would stop—and 
releases sent a message of tolerance for terror….What I described would be necessary; 
if there were ways to say it differently to make it easier to accept and explain in 
Palestinian terms, he should advise me how to do that—just so long as he understood 
there would be no agreement without his side's meeting the substance of these points. 
Dahlan collected himself and went over every point, explaining what was hard but also 
letting me know that he was prepared to find a way to meet the substance of each of the 
security concerns. In turn, he asked me to frame each obligation in a way that would 
make it possible to be sold on the Palestinian street."38 What unusual step did Dahlan 
take to facilitate cooperation between him and Ross? 
The solution: It is often difficult for a person to share his difficulties on his home 
turf with a person, either because he feels his honor has been affronted, or because  
of his difficulty with verbally expressing social skills that he customarily expresses non-
                                                 
38 Ross, 2004, p. 410; Ross, 2009, p. 204. [Should be 2007, pp. 211-212] 
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verbally. Moreover, a person finds it difficult to say what is bothering him because 
it is acceptable in his society to expect the other to do the work for him, to understand 
on his own. The person, however, is immersed in himself, and what is not clearly 
articulated to him often remains unclear. Dahlan does not immediately express his 
hesitations, and he needs Ross's assistance to do so. Ultimately he does explain to Ross 
which formulations are dangerous for him, thus facilitating a breakthrough. We see that 
the person's ability to arouse the person's empathy for his concerns is contingent 
on the former being able to explain his difficulties to the latter (who frequently does not 
comprehend). The solution that Ross and Dahlan found was to separate form and 
content. Dahlan gains by presenting the issues in a way that will not harm him 
(exemplifying respect), while Ross enjoys their essence (critical thinking). In other 
words, the same content can be formulated in different ways, some that may humiliate 
and others that engender respect. 
Dahlan: Anger, silence, not cooperating, or any other non-verbal behavior that does not 
reveal the real difficulty (social skills).  Revealing the real difficulty in a way that is 
likely to promote the other's understanding (empathy). 
 
Problem 24: Abu Ala describes how the Israelis arrived at meetings far better prepared 
than the Palestinians. "They presented their position well, were familiar with all the 
details, and moved from subject to subject accurately and professionally. The 
Palestinians, on the other hand, were far too spontaneous, raised questions that attested 
to their lack of preparedness, and were dragged into discussing issues that the Israelis 
initiated." Abu Ala relates that he was embarrassed by the Palestinians' questions, which 
revealed that they had not done their homework.39 How could the Palestinians have 
explained their situation to the Israelis and gained their sympathy? 
The solution: The Palestinians could have empathically explained their difficulty in 
coping with the material as due to their lack of experience and the means that Israel has. 
This approach deeply touches people from developed countries, who feel obliged 
to help their counterparts from developing countries; they feel guilty if they do not do 
so. The Palestinians needed to understand that the Israelis would not view a request for 

                                                 
39 Arabic, 2006b, p. 208. 
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assistance of this kind as undermining respect. On the contrary: refusing such assistance 
would be antithetical to respect. 
Palestinians: Concealing the difficulties and feeling embarrassed (social skills).  We 
would like your help on some issues, because we do not have the means and the 
experience that you have (empathy). 
 
Problem 25: Weizmann and Sadat were discussing the peace process, but the meeting 
was not producing any results and the parties had to leave. Weizmann told Sadat that 
he was sorry to leave him in a bad mood (identification); they then embraced and kissed. 
What could Sadat have said to Weizmann on parting in order to maintain their close 
relationship? Weizmann subsequently flew to Cairo with the Egyptian War Minister 
Gamasy. Mulling over the unsuccessful and difficult discussions, neither uttered a 
word. Weizmann then said to Gamasy, "I'm sorry I'm being so quiet—but I'm thinking." 
Gamasy replied: "That's exactly what I'm doing."40 How could Gamasy have answered 
Weizmann in a way more appropriate to Weizmann's thinking paradigm? 
The solution: In the chapter on identification, Example 41, we examined the behavior 
of Weizmann, a person, in this particular situation. Now let's relate to the behavior 
of the person. Sadat could have said to Weizmann: "I'm sorry that things have 
turned out this way. I hope that when we next meet, we'll be able to make more 
progress." The phrases "I'm sorry" and "I hope" are classic expressions of empathy 
arising from the self. On the flight to Cairo, not wanting to leave Gamasy isolated, 
Weizmann said to him, "I'm sorry I'm being so quiet—but I'm thinking." Gamasy 
replied, with identification, that he was doing the same. He could have added something 
about his feeling: "Yes, I understand," or "I also need time to think," or "I admire your 
sincerity," etc. This example demonstrates what can be usefully said after some 
interaction has not succeeded, or when both sides are silent and disappointed. 
Sadat: Parting embraces and kisses41 (identification).  I'm sorry that things have 
turned out this way. I hope that when we next meet, we'll be able to make more progress 
(empathy). 

                                                 
40 Weizmann, 1981, p. 82. 
41 Parting embraces and kisses, like silence, can convey a message of separateness, or may be 
independent of  the parties' previous interaction. 
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Gamasy: That's exactly what I'm doing (identification).  Thanks for lowering the 
tension (empathy). 
 
Problem 26: On a flight from Cairo to Aswan for a meeting with Sadat during a  crisis 
in the peace talks between Egypt and Israel, silence prevailed between Ezer Weizmann, 
the Israeli defense minister, and General Gamasy, the Egyptian war minister. Gamasy 
broke the silence by saying that the Egyptians could not understand why the Israelis 
were behaving as they were. Weizmann did not reply. Afterwards they exchanged a 
few memories of the wars between their two countries, not in an atmosphere of 
recrimination but rather of reminiscence.42 How could Gamasy have phrased his 
question to encourage a dialogue between the two? 
The solution: In Example 42 of the chapter on identification, we analyzed Weizmann's 
behavior in this situation. Gamasy spoke from his heart, with evident pain. His question 
was appropriate since the Egyptians genuinely did not understand the Israelis' behavior. 
It would have been preferable, however, not to ask why the Israelis behave as they do, 
but rather what the Israelis think and feel. According to the Western thinking paradigm, 
the essence is not behavior, rather, the inner thoughts and feelings that lead to the 
behavior. Speaking about behavior is likely to sound critical because not all behavior 
is permissible. A discussion of feelings and thoughts, however, avoids the critical aspect 
because no thought or feeling is disallowed. In general, a person will focus mainly 
on visible, outward behavior, as opposed to a person who is more interested in inner 
feelings. Moreover, the use of positive words is preferable to negative. The negative 
phrasing of "The Egyptians cannot understand," actually constitutes a closed and 
accusatory question, which demands that the counterpart provide an explanation that 
will satisfy the questioner. Positive phrasing, on the other hand, indicates a desire to 
understand; it gives the counterpart wide latitude without casting blame. Hence the 
phrase, "The Egyptians cannot understand," could be constructively replaced by "We 
would like to understand." Exchanging the word "we" for "Egyptians" focuses the 
discussion inward instead of outward. 
Gamasy: The Egyptians cannot understand why the Israelis are behaving as they are 
(identification).  We would like to understand what you think and feel (empathy).  
 
                                                 
42 Gamasy, 1986, p. 367. 
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Problem 27: Abu Ala writes about his meeting with Leah Rabin when the Palestinian 
delegation, headed by Arafat, paid her a condolence visit after her husband's murder. 
"This is the first time I am meeting with you, Ya Abu Ala, and I want to tell you 
something personal that you're not aware of, that concerns you particularly," she said. 
"You know that Yitzhak knew nothing about the launching of the Oslo talks. When 
Shimon Peres and Yossi Beilin first told him about them he was surprised about the 
existence of secret talks that were progressing well, but which he knew nothing about." 
How would Prime Minister Rabin have reacted to the existence of peace talks taking 
place behind his back? 
The solution: Rabin faced a dilemma. Negotiations were being conducted without his 
knowledge, and he was being told that the move was succeeding. Leah Rabin continued: 
"After hearing the secret and seeing the determination of the participants, and having 
been informed of the details of the negotiations, he said: 'Give me a week to convince 
myself so that I can convince my people.' He gave Shimon Peres permission to continue 
the talks, followed them closely until the signing of the agreement, and defended its 
achievements."43 Rabin thought not about his status and his honor but about his inner 
truth, which was in favor of negotiations. He was empathic towards himself; he 
understood that he needed time to digest the idea and that it would not be possible to 
convince others if he himself was not convinced. Indeed, Rabin's internal locus of 
control was particularly strong. 
Rabin: Expresses anger that his authority has been undermined (respect).  Give me a 
week to convince myself so that I can convince my people (empathy + critical thinking). 
 
Problem 28: Arafat complained to Albright, the U.S. secretary of state, at Camp David: 
"Why does this person, Barak, treat me like a slave?"44 To Osama El-Baz, President 
Mubarak's political adviser, he said in frustration: "Barak relates to me like a whore."45 
How should Arafat's protest been worded so that it would resonate with a person? 
The solution: "Barak relates to me" is wording that directs the thinking vector outward, 
as opposed to "I feel that Barak relates to me," which is . In the first instance the 
speaker states a fact, and he is therefore accusatory. In the second instance the speaker 
indicates that this is his feeling, which allows others to differ. This denotes 
                                                 
43 Arabic, 2006a, p. 21. 
44 Ben-Ami, 2004, p. 202. 
45 Drucker, 2002, p. 190. 
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separateness. Similarly, Arafat speaks about humiliation, not about being offended. 
"Being offended" is far  gentler wording and tends to be self-focused, while 
"humiliation" tends to be externally focused. In order to feel humiliation, it is 
reasonable to assume that someone else is causing the humiliation, which is not the case 
when one is offended. A person is more likely to speak of  "humiliation," while a 
person will tend to speak of being "offended." Talking about empathic failure is 
more comprehensible to a person than a rhetorical question that blames someone 
else of being humiliating. 
Arafat: Why does this person, Barak, treat me like a slave? (respect + social skills).  
I feel that Barak doesn't respect me (empathy). 
 
Problem 29: Following Sharon's ascent to the Temple Mount in September 2000 and 
the outbreak of the riots of the Second Intifada, French President Jacques Chirac invited 
the Israelis and the Palestinians to the Elysée Palace. During their visit, Madeleine 
Albright, the U.S. secretary of state, initiated a meeting with them at the residence of 
the American ambassador in Paris. After about two hours of discussions, the door 
opened, and Arafat rushed out shouting, "They don't respect me; it's humiliation," and 
right behind him, the Secretary of State shouting, "Stop him! Stop him!" Arafat got into 
his Mercedes and moved toward the gate, with Albright shouting to the Marines, "Close 
the gate, close the gate." Running in her high heels on the cobblestone courtyard, 
Albright reached the Mercedes stopped in front of the locked gate, opened the car door, 
pulled Arafat out, and mumbling words of reassurance took him by the arm back to the 
American ambassador's residence. What emerged was that Arafat had remained alone 
in the meeting room with his people, thinking that Barak had gone out for consultations 
in order to return with an answer on some issue. Time passed, Barak did not return, and 
Arafat felt deeply insulted. Barak had indeed gone out, and the Israelis—most of whom 
were wandering aimlessly around the halls and rooms of the ambassador's residence, 
like the other members of the American and the Palestinian teams—were completely 
unaware of the fact that Arafat was waiting alone for their reaction. They told jokes, 
helped themselves to some food; in short, they did not exactly hurry back. Barak 
apologized for the misunderstanding, took pains to calm Arafat, and the meeting was 
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resumed.46 What reaction could Arafat have adopted in these circumstances in order 
to communicate better with the Israelis and the Americans? 
The solution: Had a person decided to cease the talks, it can be assumed that this 
would not have been the way to bring him back. He probably would have said, "Get off 
my back, I've decided to stop the talks," and the matter would have ended. Getting him 
back to the table would have required some substantial change. In this case, Arafat's 
honor was restored very publicly when everyone saw how people were falling over 
each other to convince him to return; at this point he could no longer refuse. In a world 
of external locus of control, everything must be seen, and often the aim of an 
individual's refusal or "No" is to activate the other to correct the situation. What would 
have happened had Albright behaved in her typical style, as a woman with a Western 
thinking paradigm? She would have said simply, "If that's what he wants, what can I 
do?! It's his decision." In this case Arafat would have been insulted several times over. 
He expected to be pursued, and did not really wish to leave or sever contact. 
 However, not every secretary of state would have run after someone who had 
abandoned the discussions at hand. Arafat could have turned his thinking vector inward, 
talked instead of acted, and used terms of regret and hurt, not the outwardly attuned 
terms of humiliation and respect. He could have said that he was sorry, but he felt 
offended by having to wait. A person should not only direct his thinking vector 
inward in contact with people with a Western thinking paradigm, but should also be 
sensitive to and absorb their inwardly-directed messages. There is a danger that a person 
with an Eastern thinking paradigm will not understand an insulting introverted message 
until it is accompanied by actual abandonment. The root of the difficulty here is 
contradictory expectations. In a Western-thinking-paradigm society, with its internal 
locus of control, the problem generally stays in the lap of the offended person, who is 
expected to take responsibility for what happens to him and not be offended, and if 
offended, has to know how to deal with it. In a system of external locus of control, 
however, the other's role is to ensure that his counterpart is not offended, which explains 
the extroverted nature of the messages.  
Arafat: They don't respect me, this is humiliation (respect).  I'm sorry, it's unpleasant 
for me to wait in this way, and I cannot continue waiting (empathy). 
 
                                                 
46 Beilin, 2001, p. 165; Sher, 2001, p. 297; Ya'alon, 2008, p. 93.  
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Problem 30: In a discussion between Hosni Mubarak, president of Egypt, and Ben-
Elissar, the Israeli ambassador in Egypt, Mubarak said: "After all, you're so strong. You 
can't possibly be afraid of the Palestinians, or really fear granting them self-
determination."47 How could Mubarak have reworded his comment to convince Ben-
Elissar that Mubarak understood him? 
The solution: As noted above, empathy is the ability to put oneself in another's shoes, 
to feel what he feels and to see the world through his eyes, while at the same time 
maintaining one's personal perspective and not identifying with one's counterpart. If 
someone says he is afraid, he usually should be believed, if only because a person with 
a Western thinking paradigm does not argue with feelings. He should certainly not be 
told that he is not afraid. Though this may well not be the whole story, it is definitely 
part of it. Furthermore, an empathic position, as we know, does not require agreement; 
it only reflects understanding of an emotional situation. Israel would have appreciated 
it if Mubarak had believed in Israel's fear of the Palestinians and had offered an 
empathic response that attested to this understanding. 
Mubarak: After all, you're so strong. You can't possibly be afraid of the Palestinians, or 
really fear granting them self-determination (social skills).  We well understand your 
fears and the existential threat that you find yourself in. We need to think how to 
overcome these fears (empathy). 
 
Problem 31: During his historic trip to Jerusalem, Sadat paid a visit to Yad Vashem, 
Israel's Holocaust museum, where he wrote in the guest book: "May God guide us to 
peace. Let us put an end to all of humanity's suffering."48 Was Sadat being empathic to 
the Jewish people? 
The solution: The Jews expected Sadat to connect to their extreme pain about the 
Holocaust; instead, he reacted in general terms without relating personally to the Jewish 
people's suffering. Beyond the unique trauma that was the Holocaust, individuals seek 
personal recognition of their very being; they do not wish to be merged into a larger 
group where their personal identities are diffused.  

                                                 
47 Ben-Elissar, 1995, p. 210. 
48 Grosbard, 2006, p. 191. 
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Sadat: May God guide us to peace. Let us put an end to all of humanity's suffering 
(identification).  Your suffering has touched me deeply. I think that now I better 
understand your existential fears (empathy). 
 
Problem 32: In discussions between the Israeli and the Egyptian military delegations 
in Cairo, Gamasy, the Egyptian minister of war said: "It's true that you have security 
problems. We will do all we can to understand your situation. Security is essential for 
you. But it is important for us as well."49 Was Gamasy being empathic to the Israelis? 
The solution: While Gamasy is trying to understand Israel's security problems, he 
retains his own viewpoint—an example of empathy. Had he dismissed Israel's security 
problems or ignored them, he would not have been empathic. Alternatively, had he 
suggested to Israel that he would solve its security problems, or that Israel could rely 
on Egypt, this would not have been empathy either, but identification. 
Gamasy: You can rely on us regarding security (identification).  I understand your 
complex security problems, but we too have difficult security problems (empathy). 
 
Problem 33: The following is an excerpt from a discussion between Sadat and Shimon 
Peres: 
Peres: "I would like to clear up a number of points, even if they are somewhat 
unpleasant." 
Sadat: "That's all right. I don't like formality, Shimon. We'll talk as friends."50 
Did Sadat provide Peres with the reassurance he wanted? 
The solution: Peres touches on the unpleasant subject with empathy. Sadat, however, 
does not relate to the difficulty; he relates to friendship, which for him is the solution. 
He does not declare, for example, that there are indeed some unpleasant issues but we 
are sufficiently strong to discuss them or make painful concessions. A person, who 
tends to be introspective, talks about challenges he faces in a businesslike manner. A 
person seeks friendship and relies on that to solve the problems. For Peres, the 
solution lies in dealing with the issue itself, not in friendship. Therefore Sadat could 
have better reassured Peres by directly addressing the difficulties. 

                                                 
49 Haber, 1980, p. 217. (H) 
50 Golan, 1982, p. 210. 
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Sadat: That's all right. I don't like formality, Shimon. We'll talk as friends 
(identification).  I understand that there are indeed issues that are difficult to talk 
about. Let's try; I'll do my best to be attentive (empathy). 
 
Problem 34:  In discussions between Weizmann and Sadat, the atmosphere was tense. 
Sadat demanded the evacuation of all the Israeli settlements in Sinai. "I see that I have 
to chase you," he said. Weizmann didn't understand. "If nothing comes of this," Sadat 
continued with the utmost seriousness, "there could be an explosion." He spoke 
adamantly and threatened war. "I wasn't alarmed," Weizmann writes. "'We already 
chased you in 1948, in 1956, and in 1967. I personally hit your column south of Tel 
Aviv and would not like to do it again. Look what happened to your air force in 1967.' 
I knew I had touched a sensitive and painful nerve. Sadat recoiled. 'Yes, yes,' he said, 
'I don't want to talk about it.' Silence ensued. Sadat then continued in a conciliatory 
tone: 'Listen, I'm talking to you about full peace.'"51 How could Sadat have framed his 
message—that the situation could deteriorate—in a non-threatening way? 
The solution: Instead of an accusatory opening, like, "I see I have to chase you," or 
"You are this and that," he would have been better advised to have opened with "I feel," 
or "To tell you the truth." A non-threatening, non-accusing opening of this kind is 
usually well received by people.  
Sadat: I see that I have to chase you. If nothing comes of this, there could be an 
explosion (social skills).  To tell you the truth, if nothing comes out of these talks I  
fear that we could be dragged into war (empathy). 
 
Problem 35: Abu Ala apologized to the Israelis for the words of the Palestinian 
representative, Yasser Abed Rabbo: "Barak is a war criminal who ought to be brought 
to trial." Abu Ala declared that he retracted the words that Abed Rabbo had said.52 How 
could this apology been transmitted more empathically? 
The solution: Abu Ala feels that he can apologize on behalf of someone else, an 
assumption that is totally incompatible with the individualistic world of people. 
Furthermore, it is difficult for him to speak about his feelings or say that he is sorry. To 
him, words are simply objects that can be taken back—and once he takes back the 
                                                 
51 Weizmann, 1981, p. 81. 
52 Sher, 2001, p. 386. 
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words, the Israelis' besmirched honor is restored. Someone with an Eastern thinking 
paradigm, who lives mainly in an external world, is likely to think that the problem lies 
not in the emotional message but in the words themselves. 
Abu Ala: I take back the things that were said (respect).  Yasser Abed Rabbo: I take 
responsibility for what I said and apologize profusely (empathy).  
 
Problem 36: The Syrian president, Hafez al-Assad, spoke about the peace option with 
Israel, saying: "We want a total and honorable peace that will be acceptable to our 
people, that will not demand any waiver of any of our national rights, and will in no 
way whatsoever harm our nation's pride and honor. We seek the peace of the brave, a 
genuine sustainable peace that protects everyone's interests. If the others (i.e. Israel) 
will agree to this kind of peace, it can be achieved. But if we encounter games, traps, 
and ambushes that undermine national values, you should know that the word 
'capitulation' is not part of our lexicon."53 How could Assad have worded his vision of 
peace in accord with the Western thinking paradigm? 
The solution: Assad refers to national rights, honor, pride, peace of the brave—all of 
which belong to the principle of respect and are . He then describes the social skills 
that act on the other—games, traps, and ambushes—which  are forbidden to the Israelis. 
Thus Assad formulates his concept of peace from an Eastern thinking paradigm. 
However, a formulation based on a Western thinking paradigm, which would speak to 
people, must include elements of empathy. 
Assad: Peace will be established if we do not waive our national rights, and if it has  
honor, pride, and courage, and not games, traps and manipulations (respect + social 
skills).  Peace will be established if each side recognizes the needs and limitations of 
the other side, and agrees to make painful concessions (empathy). 
 
Problem 37: Sadat explained his peace initiative in his speech to the Knesset: "In 
saying that I want to distance the Arab people as a whole from the disasters that will 
inevitably follow from new painful and terrible wars, I come to inform you, in 
completely sincerity, that I carry the same baggage of feelings and the same 
responsibility for every person in the world, and certainly toward the Israeli people."54 
                                                 
53 Rabinovich, 1998, p. 105. (H) 
54 http://www.heskem.org.il/sources-view.asp?id=698&meid=43 
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This message sounded odd and patently false to many listeners. The President of Egypt 
has the same feeling and the same responsibility toward the Israelis as he has toward 
his Egyptian people?! How could Sadat have worded his statement using a Western 
thinking paradigm that would have sounded more genuine? 
The solution: Sadat indeed directs his thinking vector outward; he also feels emotional 
identification and responsibility towards the Israelis, even though they didn't request it. 
This is the nature of a person: it is sometimes easier for him to accept responsibility 
for another than to accept it for himself. Nevertheless, in order to gain the Israelis' trust, 
Sadat would have done better to say that he understands their distress, with no need to 
take responsibility for it. 
Sadat: I feel identification and responsibility toward the Israeli people 
(authoritativeness + identification).  I understand your distress (empathy).   
 
Problem 38: When Palestinian prisoners began rioting in Israeli jails, Shlomo Ben-
Ami, Israel's internal security minister, reprimanded the members of the Palestinian 
delegation, saying: "Stop it already. Take control of what is going on." Abu Ala replied: 
"We are embarrassed to look the families of the prisoners in the eye."55 How could Abu 
Ala have responded to Ben-Ami in a more comprehensible and genuine manner? 
The solution: Ben-Ami approaches Abu Ala using a paradigm (authoritativeness): 
"Stop it already." Abu Ala responds in a similar mode: "We are embarrassed" (respect). 
For a person with a Western thinking paradigm, shame is not a justification because it 
is a feeling with an external locus of control (unlike guilt). The individual is expected 
to accept responsibility for his feelings, and not allow them to motivate his behavior. 
Abu Ala should have given Ben-Ami an empathic explanation of the Palestinian 
Authority's difficulty: it was hard to rein in the Palestinian prisoners in Israeli jails and 
set limits for them because Palestinian society strongly identified with them. He might  
have admitted, also, that the P.A. indeed had a problem with this issue and requested 
patience on the Israeli side.  This kind of honesty, arising from the self, is appreciated 
by people. 

                                                 
55 Sher, 2001, p. 91.  
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Ben-Ami: We insist that you take responsibility and put a stop to Palestinian prisoners' 
riots  in our jails (assertiveness).  Stop it already. Take control of what is going on 
(authoritativeness). 
Abu Ala: We are embarrassed to look the families of the prisoners in the eye (respect). 
 We want to explain our situation to you. It's important to us that you 
understand…(empathy).  
 
Problem 39: The following discussion took place between Minister Sharon and the 
Palestinian representative, Abu Ala, at the King David Hotel in Jerusalem in February 
1998: 
Sharon:   I am happy to meet with you…we agreed last time that you would present the 

Palestinian position and discuss the suffering of the Palestinian people. 
Abu Ala: I would like to express my satisfaction with this meeting. Talking about our 

position can lead to closeness between us … We understand the historical 
suffering of European Jewry. Without doubt you will be able to understand 
the historical suffering of the Palestinians in this land. Both nations have 
amazingly similar values and customs, style, behavior, principles and rules.56 

 Where did Abu Ala err in these remarks? What better wording could he have 
used?  
The solution: Sharon says that he is happy to meet with Abu Ala, while Abu Ala is 
only "satisfied." Sharon is enthusiastic; Abu Ala is cautious (social skills). Sharon is 
empathic, waiting to hear about the Palestinians' suffering, while Abu Ala comments 
on the resemblance between the two nations. As noted above, the person does not 
appreciate being compared to others. He is willing to listen  empathically to another's 
suffering without the other having to listen to his own, i.e., without invoking the 
reciprocity principle. Abu Ala could have talked about the Palestinians' suffering 
without relating to Jewish suffering. Indeed, his very comparison could have offended 
Jews, who tend to feel that their suffering is unique. Thus Abu Ala's detailed description 
of the two nations' similarities does not necessarily contribute to a positive atmosphere, 
and may even arouse resistance. Contrary to Abu Ala, the head of the Jordanian 
delegation, Majali, spoke about  Jordan's sympathy for the suffering of the Jewish 

                                                 
56 Arabic, 2006b, p. 74. 
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people without requesting an immediate "quid pro quo."57 Majali knew that he could 
solicit Israel's empathy for Palestinian and Jordanian suffering when the appropriate 
opportunity arose. 
Sharon:    I am happy to meet with you (admiration).  Abu Ala: I am satisfied with 

this meeting (social skills). 
Abu Ala: We understand the suffering of the Jews and without doubt you will be able 

to understand our suffering. We are similar (identification).  We have 
suffered greatly over the years and I would like to tell you about this today 
(empathy). 

 
Problem 40: Ben-Elissar, the Israeli ambassador in Egypt, writes about the many 
requests he received from Arab representatives imploring Israel to help Sadat.  
According to the wording of these entreaties, Israel had an obligation to help Sadat: 
after risking his life with the uniquely courageous act of coming to Jerusalem, he was 
entitled to suitable compensation, an Israeli gesture, etc.58 How could a person 
frame his comments without appearing to plead? 
The solution: The Arab representatives should have adopted an empathic, not  
supplicatory, style. The former attests to separateness, the latter not. Pleading arouses 
primal, regressive feelings in a person, which his cultural instinct tells him to avoid. 
Acceding to requests such as "You must help," "Do me a favor," etc., imply that he is 
relinquishing the "I" and his independent thinking, and agreement is therefore out of 
the question. 
Arab representatives: You must help him, you are obliged to help him; he deserves it 
after everything he did for you … (social skills).  Try to understand how difficult it 
is for Sadat after the step he took; he really needs your help (empathy). 
 
Problem 41: After the Six-Day War, Egypt's President Nasser suggested to Jordan's 
King Hussein that he "kiss the hands of the Americans," if necessary, to expedite the 
negotiations for returning the conquered territories to Jordan before Israel began to 

                                                 
57 Majali, 2006, p. 86. 
58 Ben-Elissar, 1995, p. 106. 



 
 

252 
 

settle them and change their character.59 Was Nasser's idea the right way to convince 
the Americans? 
The solution: Pleading arouses pity, while an empathic, reasoned request is likely to 
arouse guilt in the listener. Thus a typical request (pleading) arouses a reaction with 
a similar vector (pity); likewise, a request (empathy) arouses a reaction with a 
similar vector (guilt). Hussein could have explained to the Americans the urgent 
importance of conducting negotiations. One can reasonably  assume that this would 
have had a more positive effect than beseeching or "hand-kissing."  
Nasser: Kiss their hands (social skills).  Explain why it is crucial to hold negotiations 
as soon as possible (empathy). 
 
Problem 42: "In meetings between Rabin and Arafat," Dani Yatom, Rabin's aide, 
recalls, "you could see that Arafat was tense, sitting alert and attentive, listening to 
every word that came out of Rabin's mouth. It was clear that he greatly admired and 
respected him, possibly even feared him. At nearly every meeting he kept repeating 
standard texts, such as, 'Look, Your Excellency,' 'You have the upper hand,' 'You are 
superior to us, so do me a favor, give me this…, make concessions here, add there…,' 
always accompanied by a weeping tone and a request for generosity."60 How should 
Arafat have addressed Rabin in order to strengthen his own credibility and image and 
increase the chances of obtaining what he wanted? 
The solution: Arafat could have replaced his obsequious style with an empathic 
style. 
Look, Your Excellency (respect).  Look, Prime Minister (critical thinking) / Look, 
Yitzhak (empathy). 
You have the upper hand (social skills).  To tell you the truth, you have an advantage 
over us in these matters (empathy). 
You are superior to us (social skills).  It seems to me that you have advantages over 
us in certain areas, so it is easier for you to be flexible (empathy). 
Do me a favor (social skills).  We ask you to take our difficulties into account 
(empathy). 
 
                                                 
59 Heikal, 1996, p. 132.  
60 Yatom, 2009, pp. 319, 346. 
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Problem 43: At a dinner at the King David hotel in Jerusalem in honor of Sadat's visit 
to Israel, Osman Ahmed Osman, an in-law of Sadat's, had a sour look on his face when 
he said to Weizmann: "Your prime minister's speech was disappointing." Weizmann 
replied that Sadat's speech didn't make him jump for joy, either. Osman, who was 
Egypt's minister of housing and development, did not answer, and the conversation 
stopped. Afterward, when Osman was speaking about the reconstruction of the cities 
on the Suez Canal, Weizmann interrupted him. "I know the Suez Canal well," he said. 
"That's where your sniper shot my son in the head." Silence descended on the room. "In 
war as in war," Sadat said in French. A moment later he added: "We intend to make 
peace—and I wish your son all the best." Someone in the Egyptian party then mentioned 
that Sadat's stepbrother, a pilot, had been killed in the 1973 War.61 How could Osman 
have expressed his criticism of Begin's speech empathically? And how could Sadat 
have demonstrated his empathy for Weizmann's pain? 
The solution: An empathic speaker does not dictate facts; rather, he speaks about his 
feelings. The two are very different: facts are immutable, whereas feelings are 
subjective. People are allowed to feel differently about their experiences. Thus Osman 
said that the speech was disappointing, not that he himself was disappointed.  
Osman: Your prime minister's speech was disappointing (authoritativeness).  I was 
disappointed with your prime minister's speech (empathy). 
 Weizmann, for his part, responds authoritatively according to the reciprocity 
principle ("Sadat's speech didn't make me jump for joy either") without asking Osman, 
for example, the open question of why he feels that way. Moreover, he puts some 
cynicism in the discussion, which contains an element of admiration. Here we see that 
components with opposite thinking vectors can sometimes coexist in the same sentence. 
The dichotomy of the thinking vector cannot always accurately describe the linguistic 
richness. Furthermore, tone of voice and verbal emphasis may also serve to increase 
the complexity of a phrase or sentence. 
 When Weizmann's pain surfaces, Sadat does not share his sadness. He responds 
in general, impersonal terms ("In war as in war"), and can go only as far as wishing 
Weizmann's son "all the best." Another Egyptian seems to come to Sadat's aid, as  
befitting a collective society, and mentions Sadat's step-brother who was killed. 
This evokes the sense that Sadat understands Weizmann's pain through identification. 
                                                 
61 Weizmann, 1981, p. 38.  
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Nevertheless, it remains difficult for Sadat to turn his thinking vector inward and say, 
at least, "I'm sorry to hear it." 
Sadat: In war as in war … We intend to make peace, and I wish your son all the best 
(authoritativeness).  I am very sorry to hear about your son's injury. I hope we will 
make peace and know no further sorrow (empathy).  
 
Problem 44: When Fahmy, the Egyptian foreign minister, met with Brezhnev in the 
Kremlin in October 1974, he congratulated him on his 10th anniversary as General 
Secretary of the Communist Party. Though Brezhnev was surprised, he seemed  pleased 
and warmly thanked Fahmy. As their discussion began, Fahmy said: "A moment ago I 
congratulated you, Mr. Secretary, but now I wish to retract my wishes." The interpreter 
translated, and Brezhnev was taken aback. "How can you congratulate me one moment, 
and a moment later retract your congratulations?" he asked. Fahmy replied that he 
congratulated him on his 10th anniversary as General Secretary of the Communist 
Party, but did not understand how, throughout those ten years, a world leader like 
Brezhnev did not see fit to visit Egypt during either Nasser's regime or Sadat's. Fahmy 
added that President Nixon came to Egypt just a few months after relations between 
Egypt and the United States were restored. In response, Brezhnev opened his diary, and 
with no hesitation or consultation asked Fahmy, "When do you want me in Cairo?"62 
The visit was arranged. How could Fahmy have conveyed him the message using 
empathy rather than social skills? 
The solution: Although Brezhnev agreed immediately to visit Egypt, he may have been 
left with an uneasy feeling that a person had trapped him. Assuming that Brezhnev 
is a person with more of a Western thinking mode than an Eastern one (a reasonable 
assumption regarding people of eastern European origin), it would have been 
appropriate to convey him the message through empathy. 
Fahmy: Offered congratulations and retracted them (social skills).  The fact that you 
have not yet found the time to visit Egypt hurts me and the Egyptian people, and we 
ask you to do so as soon as possible (empathy).  
 

                                                 
62 Fahmy, 1983, p. 143.  
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Problem 45: In a one-on-one meeting between Begin and Sadat at El Arish after the 
signing of the peace agreement between Israel and Egypt, Sadat surprised Begin with a 
suggestion to divert water from the Nile to the Negev. Immediately thereafter, with no 
apparent connection, he also suggested solving the problem of Jerusalem. If that 
problem were to be solved, he said, "everything else will fall into place."63 Begin 
refused the offer forthwith; he was insulted by the attempt to buy Jerusalem from him 
in exchange for water from the Nile. How could Sadat have presented these suggestions 
without offending Begin? 
The solution: Sadat could have put his cards on the table empathically, saying that even 
though there was no connection between the water issue and the Jerusalem issue, 
diverting water from the Nile to the Negev might improve the atmosphere between 
Egypt and Israel and help with the more difficult issues like Jerusalem. A person 
should bear in mind that revealing the truth is often better than trying to lead someone 
blindly because, as with Begin, the moment that a person understands that he has 
been trapped, he is liable to become offended and angry. By and large, he considers the 
use of social skills illegitimate. 
Sadat: We will divert water from the Nile to the Negev … and solve the problem of 
Jerusalem (social skills).  I have a creative suggestion for diverting water from the 
Nile to the Negev, which could improve the atmosphere between our countries and 
possibly help with difficult issues like that of Jerusalem (admiration + empathy). 
 
Problem 46: Danny Yatom, the Israeli envoy, asked Samih Battikhi, head of Jordanian 
intelligence, why King Hussein was refusing to meet with Netanyahu, and in practice 
was almost boycotting him. Battikhi replied that in one of Netanyahu's meetings with 
the King in his palace, Netanyahu sat cross-legged opposite the King with the soles of 
his shoes pointing toward him. Every time Hussein looked at Netanyahu, he confronted 
the soles of his shoes. There is almost nothing more insulting and humiliating than this 
to an Arab, and the King was duly disgusted by Netanyahu's behavior.64 As it was clear, 
however, that Netanyahu was totally unaware of the situation, how could Hussein have 
solved the problem? 

                                                 
63 Ben-Elissar, 1995, p. 223.  
64 Yatom, 2009, p. 28.  
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The solution: Sometimes a person assumes incorrectly that everyone shares his 
customs. Because it is hard for him to understand that a person is unfamiliar with 
such customs and does not understand them, he takes umbrage at the other's behavior. 
In such cases an empathic explanation can help. Assuming that the relationship between 
Netanyahu and the King had been better in other respects, the latter might not have been 
so offended, or he might have hinted to Netanyahu to change his sitting position because 
his current one was unacceptable. On another occasion, Hussein was offended by 
Netanyahu's friendly behavior, which bordered on being "chummy."65 In this case, too, 
the King probably felt that Netanyahu was not expressing proper respect. 
King Hussein: Silence (social skills).  I understand that you are not familiar with our 
customs and are not doing this intentionally, but I'd appreciate it if you wouldn't turn 
the soles of your shoes toward me. For us, this is regarded as an insult. (empathy).

                                                 
65 Ibid., p. 28. 
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ASSERTIVENESS 
 
Research background 
Assertiveness is a separate, independent emotional position between aggressiveness 
and capitulation.1 In assertiveness, the individual says what he wants, and, at least for 
a time, ignores his surroundings. Like empathy, this emotional approach is essential for 
the development of democracy. In a democracy, the individual is expected to state 
clearly what he wants without resorting to aggression or capitulation, while also 
allowing his counterpart to express himself assertively and disagree. Assertiveness 
emerges from the self, as opposed to authoritativeness, which is focused on the other. 
Phrases like "I insist on…" or "This is my view..." express assertiveness, while "You 
cannot do..." expresses authoritativeness. The slow, lengthy development of democracy 
in the West attests to the fact that this emotional position is not self-evident for the 
individual; it requires practice. Like empathy, assertiveness represents a developmental 
achievement for the child growing up in the West. A preliminary condition for 
assertiveness is the existence of . Thus the proliferation of popular books in the 
West, such as, When I Say No, I Feel Guilty,"2 which teach the individual to be assertive. 
However, people find it difficult to be assertive because they lack an internal locus 
of control and separateness. Hence they find other, less direct, ways of articulating their 
desires. Assertiveness—or virtually any open expression of a wish or attitude—is 
regarded by people as either rude or courageous behavior, depending on the 
circumstances. 
 
Problem 1: The words "Temple Mount" refer to the monumental Jewish temple that 
stood in the heart of ancient Jerusalem. Outraged by this Jewish allusion, Arafat 
demanded from Madeleine Albright, the U.S. secretary of state, that she should call the 
place the "Al-Aqsa Mosque," in deference to the mosque that currently stands on the 
same site. When Albright refused, Arafat left the room in a huff;3 he felt that this was 
a blatant case of discrimination and injustice. What would have been a better way for 
him to convey this message? 

                                                 
1 On assertiveness, see the sources in the Further Reading List at the end of the book. 
2 Alberti & Emmons, 1992; Bower & Bower, 1991; Smith, 1975.  
3 Beilin, 2001, p. 152. 
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The solution: Leaving the room in anger rather than discussing the subject assertively 
is not perceived positively by a person. Accustomed to separateness, he expects his 
counterpart to hold his ground, not necessarily agreeing but certainly not evading a 
discussion of the subject or trying to achieve what he wants by force. The solution a 
person offers is assertiveness—an intermediate position between aggression and 
capitulation that is unfamiliar to people. To a much greater degree than a person, 
a person believes in words and dialogue rather than non-verbal solutions 
represented by actions (e.g., leaving the room). Employing critical thinking and 
assertiveness, Arafat could have explained to Albright the great significance the name 
of this holy place holds for a large public worldwide, and that using a name that affirms 
only Jewish belief, not Muslim, was totally unjustified. He might have articulated 
further a need for partnership in terms of the name of the place, insisting, for instance, 
the place sometimes be called the Al-Aqsa Mosque or suggesting that a third name be 
chosen by the two sides to reflect its "ownership" by the two religions. In any event, he 
should have made it clear that he would not accept this discrimination. An assertive, 
reasoned position is difficult for a person to withstand. 
 Interestingly, some Jews encountered a similar problem: the region commonly 
known as the West Bank refers to what they call, in the biblical term, Judea and 
Samaria. The latter name emphasizes their spiritual attachment to these places, while 
the former simply denotes the political separation the British decreed between the east 
and west banks of the Jordan River. Begin, for example, regularly said "Judea and 
Samaria" when talking about the West Bank even though the Palestinians, the 
Americans and many Israeli Jews continued to call the area the West Bank. Begin 
assertively insisted on this appellation, adhering to it without demanding that anyone 
follow his lead. This is assertiveness—the individual's ability to hold his ground 
without imposing his wishes on others, but also without surrendering. 
 When the Palestinians were dissatisfied with Israeli proposals, they would 
sometimes protest by getting up and leaving the discussions. Denis Ross had to explain 
to them that in order to increase their chances of obtaining their goals, it would be 
preferable to present their case, explaining and persuading, rather than walking out.4 
Haddadin, head of the Jordanian delegation to the water negotiations with Israel, noted 

                                                 
4 Ross, 2004, p. 608. 
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that the Israelis never objected to something by walking out in the middle of their joint 
talks, while the Arabs frequently did so.5 
 The ability to put forth one's case, argue, disagree, etc. is not self-evident in 
cultures. In cultures marked by a high sense of respect and shame, the individual 
who feels his honor has been violated is likely to stand up and make an abrupt exit.  The 
separateness that facilitates democracy—wherein everyone expresses his opinion and 
no one is obliged to agree—is generally unacceptable in society. Assertiveness is 
essentially a modern Western invention. 
Arafat: Leaves the room in anger (authoritativeness).  I insist that a name be found 
for this place that is important to us all, which will respect not only the Jews but also 
the Muslims (assertiveness). 
 
Problem 2: The United States and Syria came to an agreement: Clinton would visit 
Damascus during his trip to the Middle East, in return for which Hafez al-Assad would 
issue his first public statement condemning terrorism everywhere. This agreement was 
concluded a few days after a suicide bomber blew up a bus in Tel Aviv, killing twenty-
two people. At the ensuing press conference, with Clinton standing beside him, Assad 
condemned only Israel. Denis Ross, the American envoy, berated al-Sharaa, the Syrian 
foreign minister, saying, "What is the point of having an agreement, if President Assad 
is free to ignore it?" Al-Sharaa's answer was that the questioner had been rude to 
President Assad.6 How could al-Sharaa have been assertive in explaining the Syrian 
president's difficulties so that they would be more comprehensible and acceptable to 
the Americans? 
The solution: Generally speaking, a person assumes that all questions are 
legitimate, particularly if they are asked in good faith and with the aim of obtaining and 
understanding information. For such a person, a question may be hard and/or 
unpleasant, but because he regards the truth as a top priority and a tool for progress, he 
does not fear asking or answering difficult questions. Western media in fact are built 
upon this assumption, and the questions they pose often invite confrontation. Al-Sharaa, 
however, belongs to a society, where not all questions are permissible. Questions, 
for instance, that threaten the ruling authority and its honor are forbidden even if they 
                                                 
5 Majali, 2006, p. 224. 
6 Ross, 2004, p. 151.  
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are unavoidable. Al-Sharaa therefore felt no obligation to answer Ross's question 
because it offended what he regarded as far more important, the honor of the Syrian 
president. His response, however ("The questioner was rude to President Assad") left 
his interlocutor with the feeling that he was talking to a brick wall. Al-Sharaa should 
have apologized empathically for not complying with the agreement, adding an 
assertive explanation why the president could not comply. Assad may have felt that he 
could not condemn terrorism at that point because his countrymen would not have 
accepted it. Possibly he was weighing other internal constraints of which the Americans 
are unaware. Whatever the real reason, this kind of language would have been far more 
comprehensible to a person than the language of respect. 
Al-Sharaa: The questioner was rude to President Assad (respect).  I apologize for not 
complying with the agreement, but it is important to us that you understand our internal 
constraints, which are far from simple, in addition to pressures that can undermine our 
government's stability. We all, you and us, need to take these into consideration if we 
are to continue working together (empathy + assertiveness). 
 
Problem 3: At the Shepherdstown Conference the Syrians wanted to change the order 
of the discussions, postponing the talk about normalization and  security arrangements 
while moving up the subject of the border. They sent the Americans to tell the Israelis 
that because their foreign minister, al-Sharaa, was exhausted, they would not be able to 
discuss normalization and security arrangements that day, and requested postponing the 
talk to the following morning. However, since the discussion on demarcating the border 
was already planned for the same time, they proposed discussing everything together.7 
Syria aimed to obtain clear answers about the border before discussing normalization 
and security arrangements, while Israel wanted the opposite. How could al-Sharaa have 
conveyed the Syrian position to the Israelis in a less insulting manner? 
The solution: Lies of this kind are accepted with greater understanding in society, 
where various excuses can serve as a substitute for assertiveness. A person, 
however, finds these excuses offensive, an insult to his intelligence. It is clear to him 
that they are fabrications, and he wonders why his counterpart can't tell him 

                                                 
7 Yatom, 2007, p. 241. 
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straightforwardly what his position is. The person finds it hard to understand the  
person's lack of assertiveness. 
The Syrians: The discussion on normalization and security arrangements will have to 
be postponed because our foreign minister is exhausted (social skills).  We insist that 
the discussion on demarcation of the border take place before the discussion on 
normalization and security arrangements (assertiveness).  
 
Problem 4: During the peace talks between Israel and the Palestinians, the Israelis put 
a map on the table that divided the West Bank into areas under Palestinian control, areas 
under Israeli control, and areas of joint control. Following this proposal, the following 
discussion took place between the Palestinian representative, Abu Ala, and the Israeli 
representatives, Shlomo Ben-Ami and Gilad Sher: 
Abu Ala:    "This [the map] destroys any desire to continue. There is incredibly strong 

pressure on us to leave…" 
Ben Ami:    "Look, Abu Ala, we know that you cannot accept our map, but is there any 

way you would consider receiving 'one hundred percent minus...' [i.e., a 
little less than the entire West Bank]?" 

Abu Ala:     "There is absolutely no justification for that." 
Gilad Sher: "And what about our needs? What was your intention when you signed  the 

Declaration of Principles in 1993?"8 
 How could the Palestinian representatives have articulated their position more 
comprehensibly to the Israelis? 
The solution: Abu Ala immediately blames the Israelis: "This destroys any desire to 
continue," and adds, "There is incredibly strong pressure on us to leave, "thereby 
directing his thinking vector outward. He does not say, "I don't accept your map," or 
talk about his thoughts and wishes; rather he refers to what Israel and the Arab world 
are doing to him. Ben-Ami, drawing on his own feelings, responds: "We know that you 
cannot accept our map," and follows this by asking Abu Ala what his considerations 
are. This is the language of an internal locus of control: Each side has well-defined 
opinions and wishes. Abu Ala responds again without mentioning his uncertainties or 
his wishes, even though he has been asked directly to state them. Instead, he speaks of 
justice, an external criterion: "There is absolutely no justification for that." Upon which, 
                                                 
8 Sher, 2001, p. 90. 
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Gilad Sher responds with an internal locus of control to Israel's needs, "And what about 
our needs?", and then asks the Palestinians, again from his internal locus of control, 
what they intended when they signed. Had the Palestinian representatives articulated 
what they wanted, this discussion would not have been a dialogue of the deaf. The 
Israelis' thinking vector is attuned to themselves; the Palestinians' is also attuned to the 
Israelis instead of themselves. Abu Ala could have replied assertively, refusing to 
accept the map and perhaps making maximal demands, not because he blamed the 
Israelis for killing any desire to proceed and not because he was under pressure to halt 
the talks, etc., but explaining why the Palestinians should be given the entire area. This 
would have conveyed his messages far more clearly.  
Abu Ala: It destroys any wish to continue (authoritativeness).  I don't accept this map 
because…(assertiveness). 
Abu Ala: There is incredibly strong pressure on us to leave (social skills).  Though 
there is incredibly strong pressure on us, this is our decision (assertiveness). 
Abu Ala: There is absolutely no justification for that (authoritativeness).  We don't 
agree to anything less than 100 percent (assertiveness). 
 
Problem 5: The following exchange took place between President Clinton and  Syria's 
President Assad: 
Clinton: "Israel needs sovereignty over the Sea of Galilee." 
Assad: "Israel doesn't want peace."9 
 How could Assad have improved his communications with the U. S. president? 
The solution: Assad, a person, refers not to his own wishes, but to Israel's. He could 
have said that under these conditions he does not want peace (assertiveness), or 
explained why he could not agree to these conditions. Instead, he chooses to focus his 
gaze on the other, not on himself. This confuses his counterpart, who has no idea what 
Assad really wants. A person really might not know what he himself wants because 
he is focused on the other and prepared to adapt himself—for better or for worse—to 
those around him. However, if he is interested in developing a good relationship with a 
person, it is necessary for him to formulate, first and foremost to himself, his real 
goals. Note that an assertive position often opens with the words "I" or "we". Note, too, 

                                                 
9 Yatom, 2009, p. 269. 
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that assertiveness implies taking responsibility for what one agrees or disagrees with, 
while blaming the other does not entail taking responsibility. 
Assad: Israel doesn't want peace (authoritativeness).  Under these conditions I don't 
want peace (assertiveness). 
 
Problem 6: In a speech to the Palestinian people, Abu Mazen declared: "We are 
currently on the threshold of an achievement, an important historical step. Our people 
will prove that they are capable of meeting this test with honor, and of acting non-
violently. All the marches and the protests have to be non-violent. The Israelis say, 'Abu 
Mazen has never used the expression "non-violent." Here I say: non-violent. Every 
march should be non-violent. We must avoid the use of force and not allow them to 
drag us into it, which is what they want. Yes, this is what they want. Don't give them 
an excuse. All we want is a country. We want a seat in the UN, we want a flag. No more 
than this. Every deviation from non-violent demonstrations will harm us."10 Had this 
speech been delivered to a Western audience, what should Abu Mazan have said? 
The solution: Abu Mazen does not have to delineate what the Israelis do or don't  want 
to hear; he should say assertively what he wants. When he explains that he will not let 
the Israelis drag him into violence, he is speaking against Israel, not for the Palestinians. 
In other words, he defines what he opposes and not what he supports. Instead, he could 
have simply said, "We will not resort to violence."  Alternatively, changing the verb 
from active to passive can turn the thinking vector inward. Rather than, "We will not 
let them drag us into violence," he could have stated, "We will not be dragged into 
violence." 
Abu Mazen: The Israelis say, "Abu Mazen has never used the expression 'non-violent.' 
Here I say: non-violent." (social skills).  I say, again, we will not resort to any 
violence whatsoever (assertiveness). 
Abu Mazen: We will not let them drag us into violence (authoritativeness).  We will 
not be dragged into violence (assertiveness).  
 
Problem 7: Iran's Supreme Leader, Ali Khamenei, reacted to threats that the West 
would attack Iran in these words: "The war will be ten times more devastating for the 

                                                 
10 http://www.ynet.co.il/articles/0,7340,L-4123190,00.html 
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United States." According to Khamenei, the threats attested to "America's weakness." 
"The Americans need to know," he announced, "that the more they threaten, the more 
damage they will bring upon themselves."11 How could Khamenei's sentiments have 
been expressed more intelligibly for people with a Western thinking paradigm? 
The solution: Khamenei focuses on the fact that the other side is going to lose more, 
that its threats prove its weakness and will ultimately harm it more than himself. He is 
occupied not with his independent position or what he himself really thinks (i.e., 
assertiveness), but with the question of how one side affects the other, and consequently 
itself. Beginning a sentence with the words "I" or "We" directs the thinking vector 
inward. 
Khamenei: The war will be ten times more devastating for the United States (social 
skills).  We are determined to defend ourselves. This is our right and our obligation 
(assertiveness). 
Khamenei: These threats attest to America's weakness (social skills).  We are not 
frightened by threats (assertiveness). 
Khamenei: The Americans need to know that the more they threaten, the more damage 
they will bring upon themselves (authoritativeness).  I don't advise anyone to threaten 
us (assertiveness). 
 
Problem 8: Hamas explained its firing of missiles at Israel thus: "Israel's increasing 
stupidity forces us to intensify the firing."12 How could Hamas have reworded this 
statement to make it more intelligible to a Western thinking paradigm? 
The solution: Turning its thinking vector outward, Hamas blames Israel. People in 
societies often explain their actions in terms of the other "forcing" them to do 
something. A self-attuned, assertive declaration would be more comprehensible to 
people since it does not speak of blame but of responsibility: "We must protect 
ourselves." A person should thus try to transform his accusatory, other-focused 
style into a self-focused mode that assumes personal responsibility and sounds better to 
ears. 
Hamas: Israel's increasing stupidity forces us to intensify the firing (social skills).  
We have no alternative but to protect ourselves (assertiveness). 
                                                 
11 http://www.ynet.co.il/articles/0,7340,L-4184820,00.html 
12 http://www.ynet.co.il/articles/0,7340,L-3643787,00.html 
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Problem 9: When Ehud Barak, the Israeli chief of staff, met with his Syrian 
counterpart, Hikmat al-Shihabi, he began by praising the Syrian army and its leadership 
in order to create a constructive, positive atmosphere. He then continued by 
enumerating the guarantees that Israel needed from Syria. Al-Shihabi replied that Syria 
needed even more guarantees from Israel because Syria had always been the victim of  
Israeli aggression: "It is Syria whose land has been conquered by Israel, and it is Syria 
that has sustained very many losses … After hearing what you said, I can say that the 
gap between us is very deep." Al-Shihabi repeated the familiar Syrian position: "Your 
security arrangements create the impression that they are built not for the sake of peace 
but rather for the sake of war in the future … with your proposals we will not be able 
to achieve peace."13 How could al-Shihabi have conveyed a clearer message to the 
Israeli side? 
The solution: Barak begins optimistically, al-Shihabi pessimistically. As we have 
already seen, an optimistic opening like this is sometimes based upon the individual's 
belief in his ability to change and shape the surrounding reality, while the pessimistic 
approach is derived from the belief that the option for creating change lies in the hands 
of the other and the group. Indeed, al-Shihabi feels that Syria is the victim; thus he 
directs his thinking vector outward and blames Israel. Furthermore, he adds, "Your 
security arrangements create the impression that they were built not for the sake of 
peace but rather for the sake of war in the future," inviting Israel to change the security 
arrangements. Opening with the phrase "our impression" would have suggested the 
possibility of changing the speaker's impression because it accepts responsibility for 
what the speaker himself thinks and feels. Since Barak is a person, the discussion 
with him could have been more effective had al-Shihabi taken an assertive rather than 
an authoritative stance.  
Al-Shihabi: Your security arrangements create the impression that they were built not 
for the sake of peace but for the sake of future war (authoritativeness).  Our 
impression is that your security arrangements were built not for the sake of peace but 
for the sake of future war (assertiveness). 

                                                 
13 Yatom, 2009, p. 165. 
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Al-Shihabi: With your proposals we will not be able to achieve peace 
(authoritativeness).  We will not be able to achieve peace with your proposals 
(assertiveness). 
 Again, al-Shihabi focuses on the other's proposals, not on himself. You should 
improve your proposals, he says. He does not start with "we," which would invite his 
counterpart to relate to how al-Shihabi thinks the situation might be altered. The first 
option determines a seemingly objective fact, while the second expresses a subjective 
opinion. The former apportions blame through authoritativeness; the latter accepts 
responsibility through assertiveness.  
 
Problem 10: In a discussion about the release of Palestinian prisoners, Mohammad 
Dahlan protested to the Israeli representatives: "Prime Minister Barak is not sensitive 
to our situation. He thinks that Arafat is a little god. The document is unacceptable." 
He continued, angrily: "How can we go back to our people and tell them that Israel is 
releasing only 160 prisoners?" Finally he shouted: "We promised our people the release 
of 400 prisoners!" 
 Pini Meidan, the Israeli representative, replied nonchalantly: "I'm not responsible 
for what you promised."14 Gilad Sher added: "We will not give you a single prisoner 
more than the Cabinet's criteria allow (e.g., prisoners who themselves murdered Israelis 
would not be released), and we will not collaborate in fabricating numbers just to pacify 
your public."15 How could Dahlan have conveyed his distress about the release of the 
Palestinian prisoners in a manner more intelligible to Israeli ears? 
The solution: Dahlan did three things. First he cast blame—("Barak is not sensitive to 
our situation"), then he asked a rhetorical question ("How can we go back to our 
people?"), and finally he shouted ("We promised our people!"). These are three 
typically actions, which the Israelis assertively rejected with a strong message of 
separateness: "I'm not responsible for what you promised," and "We will not give you 
a single prisoner more." Had Dahlan assertively presented his position as arising from 
the self, the Israeli side may have been more willing to listen, and the chances of their 
agreeing may have been correspondingly greater. 

                                                 
14 Sher, 2001, p. 47. 
15 Ibid., p. 49. 
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Dahlan: Prime Minister Barak is not sensitive to our situation (authoritativeness).  I 
insist that you understand our situation (assertiveness). 
Dahlan: He thinks that Arafat is a little god (authoritativeness).  In my humble 
opinion, you don't understand Arafat's constraints (assertiveness). 
Dahlan: How can we go back to our people? (social skills).  We insist that you 
understand the kind of pressure we are under (assertiveness). 
Dahlan: (Shouting) We promised our people (authoritativeness).  We want you to 
understand that we have prior obligations to our people, and we intend to honor them 
(empathy + assertiveness). 
 The Israeli position could also have been translated into an Eastern thinking 
paradigm, so that it would have been better understood: 
Meidan: I'm not responsible for what you promised (assertiveness).  You can't ask 
me to do things like that (authoritativeness). 
Sher: We will not give you a single prisoner more than the Cabinet's criteria allow, and 
we will not collaborate in fabricating numbers just to pacify your public (assertiveness 
+ critical thinking).  Do you think we can do everything? (social skills). 
 
Problem 11: Sadat explained that he severed his relations with the Soviet Union in 
order to put the Soviet Union in its place, so it would not think that Egypt was "in its 
pocket," and that the world would not think that Russia was Egypt's custodian. "I 
wanted to tell the Russians that Egypt's wishes are totally Egyptian. I wanted to tell the 
whole world that we are always our own masters, and that anyone who wishes to talk 
to us should come to us and not to the Soviets."16 Could Sadat have conveyed this 
message without severing relations? 
The solution: Instead of talking and stating assertively what was on his mind, Sadat 
severed Egypt's relations with Russia primarily to restore his country's honor. He could 
have said his piece, as he did in his book, without taking this radical step. When the 
assertiveness option, predicated on a position of separateness, is not accessible, the 
individual needs to employ authoritativeness and practical actions that are attuned to 
the other and influence him. 

                                                 
16 al-Sadat, 1978, p. 231. 
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Sadat: Severing relations (authoritativeness).  I want to tell the Russians that Egypt's 
wishes are totally Egyptian. I also want to tell the whole world that we are always our 
own masters and that anyone who wishes to talk to us should come to us and not to the 
Soviets (assertiveness). 
 
Problem 12: On his visit to Moscow, Fahmy met with Brezhnev, who spoke angrily 
and uninterruptedly. He was furious that Egypt had distanced itself from Moscow and 
moved closer to Washington. Fahmy wanted to hint to Brezhnev that he was going too 
far and that he ought to put the issue aside. He lit a cigar, shifted his chair backward, 
and requested that the interpreter ask whether he was permitted to smoke. Brezhnev 
replied that of course it was allowed, and that he should have lit his cigar at the start of 
the discussion. Fahmy replied that he saw Brezhnev was very nervous and had already 
smoked two packs of cigarettes, and he feared that the smell of the cigar would bother 
him. Brezhnev understood the message and stopped suddenly, saying, "I have 
finished."17 Assuming that Brezhnev has an inwardly attuned thinking vector,18 how 
could Fahmy have managed to tell Brezhnev inoffensively that he understood his 
message but had heard quite enough?  
The solution: Fahmy used his social skills to convey the message. Although he did this 
with great expertise, Brezhnev, with his inwardly attuned thinking vector, could well 
have been left feeling that he'd  been ridiculed. Instead of saying forthrightly  that 
Brezhnev's message was understood and that he should stop discussing it, Fahmy hinted 
that the Russian was nervous and had aroused concern. A person ordinarily prefers 
being told the truth and is not offended by an assertive stance since he believes that 
everyone has a right to his opinion. 
Fahmy: You seem very nervous and have already smoked two packs of cigarettes, and 
I fear that the cigar smell will bother you (social skills).  I think I've understood  your 
message and the reason for your anger. In my humble opinion, we can move on to other 
matters (assertiveness).  
 

                                                 
17 Fahmy, 1983, p.126. 
18 A reasonable assumption: Even though Eastern Europe and the Communist Bloc of the past century 
tended more than the West to adopt an Eastern thinking paradigm, there was still a large gap between 
their thinking and that of the Arab world, whose thinking vector tended more significantly outward.  
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Problem 13: Dennis Ross, the American envoy, writes: "When Secretary Albright and 
I were meeting with President Hafez al-Assad in December 1999, he said, seemingly in 
passing, that he did not impose any conditions for negotiations. Because he was a leader 
who had consistently posed conditions, I sensed that this might be a signal worth 
probing. But I wanted the initial probing to come from the secretary, not me. To 
Albright's surprise, I asked Assad if the secretary and I could have a brief recess. When 
we were out of Syrian earshot, I told her that I thought Assad had said something new 
and that she should now explicitly ask him if he was ready to resume negotiations. 
Though Albright was not sure that he had said anything meaningful, she agreed and 
posed the question. Assad nodded, saying, 'They never really stopped.' Here again his 
comment belied the reality, and I thought this, too, might indicate a greater openness 
on his part to approach the negotiations differently. So I decided to press directly to see 
if it was possible not only to resume the talks but to raise them to the political level—
and when I asked, he agreed. For nine years, he had resisted doing this."19 What could 
Assad learn from Ross's description? 
The solution: As usual, Assad was being extremely cautious about stating his positions. 
He never initiated, only reacted, and gave his counterpart the feeling that if he were to 
present any suggestions that were too innovative, he would be cut short.  Assad only 
hints at his intent, leaving his counterpart with the feeling that he has experienced a 
moment of grace and must exploit the opportunity lest it evaporate. Someone with a 
Western thinking paradigm, however, is not used to this oblique type of dialogue; he is 
accustomed to assertive, clear positions. Albright, therefore, did not catch Assad's hints, 
and even Ross was unsure of them. In more than a few cases it can be assumed that a 
person's contacts with a person will run aground, because the former incorrectly 
assumes that his hints containing various social skills are understood by his counterpart.  
Assad: I am not imposing conditions for negotiations (social skills).  I am interested 
in renewing the talks at the political level (assertiveness). 
 
Problem 14: On May 28, 1994, Rabin met with Hussein at the King's London residence 
in order to advance the peace agreement between the countries. Danny Yatom, Rabin's 
aide, describes the meeting: "Rabin opened with a lecture on the state of the negotiations 
with Jordan, and his future intentions. Rabin was accustomed to lecturing at length, and 
                                                 
19 Ross, 2004, p. 536; Ross, 2009, p. 187. [Should be Ross, 2007, p. 192] 
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even when King Hussein tried here and there to insert a word of his own, he met with 
little success; Rabin continued his explanations without taking a breath. Hussein 
listened attentively, and when Rabin finished Hussein thanked him demonstratively for 
his scintillating presentation."20 At this juncture, what could have undermined the good 
relationship between Rabin and King Hussein? How could the King have prevented 
this? 
The solution: This relationship pattern is characteristic not only of Rabin's and King 
Hussein's. In meetings between a and a , it often happens that the person 
places himself in the center and talks, while the party listens. The one initiates, the 
other reacts. As noted above (the chapter on identification, Problem 35), this also 
occurred during the meeting between Hussein and the Israeli representative, Yaakov 
Herzog. Even though the king initiated the meeting, he spoke very little, and in the end 
it was unclear to Herzog why the King had asked to meet with him.21  
 In his book on cross-cultural negotiations,22 Raymond Cohen writes at length 
about the passivity of negotiators from collective societies, and how frustrating it can 
be to someone from a Western society. A person should be assertive, have his say  
in the discussion, initiate and not only react; otherwise a person is unlikely to 
understand him. A person is not sensitive to hints and non-verbal messages. For 
him to understand, messages must be pronounced clearly and assertively.  
"Independence is not given; it is taken," declares a maxim of Western society. In other 
words, if Hussein does not stop Rabin short, does not ask questions, and does not say 
what is on his mind, no one else will do it for him. Rabin expects Hussein to take care 
of himself, but Hussein expects Rabin to take care of him. For the benefit of both sides, 
a person would thus do well to take care of himself in his contacts with a person.  
King Hussein: Waiting to be given the floor (social skills).  Taking the floor 
(assertiveness). 
 
Problem 15: When Abu Mazen sent a request to the Saudis to support the Oslo 
agreements, they replied: "We thank you for your message. Everybody is on holiday 

                                                 
20 Yatom, 2009, p. 281.  
21 Shlaim, 2009, p. 240. 
22 See the bibliography 
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abroad. We wish you success."23 Had the sender not been Abu Mazen but a person, 
how would this reply have affected him? How should such a refusal be conveyed? 
The solution: A person would probably be less offended by this kind of rejection. 
He is accustomed to responses that proffer a story with little apparent logic, rather than 
saying "No". It is said that in Turkey, if someone knocks on the front door and you don't 
wish to host him, it is customary to announce, without opening the door, that no one is 
home. The uninvited guest goes on his way, accepting the response without undue 
pique. A person, on the other hand, is liable to be deeply offended by such behavior, 
which seems to be a mockery of his intelligence. Hence a person with an Eastern 
thinking paradigm would do well to practice saying "no" simply and assertively, 
without prevarication. This would help avoid insulting his counterpart.  
Saudi Arabia: We thank you for your message. Everybody is on holiday abroad. We 
wish you success (social skills).  Regrettably, we are opposed to this agreement and 
cannot cooperate with you (assertiveness).  
 
Problem 16: Meeting with King Hassan II of Morocco, Moshe Dayan, the Israeli 
foreign minister, experienced at first hand the King's difficulty in saying "no." Dayan 
describes the meeting: "The talks ended and it was getting dark, which made it possible 
to leave without being recognized. A special small plane was on standby to take us from 
near the palace to the airport. This was a double farewell: first from the King, who last 
night only shook my hand and today kissed me on both cheeks; then a handshake with 
Tohamy (Sadat's deputy) and the rest of the party. Before leaving I asked the King for 
a few words in private. I told him that Begin asked to convey to the King that he wished 
to meet with him. The King responded immediately with total affirmation: He would 
be happy to host the Prime Minister of Israel at any time and would consider it a great 
honor. I thanked him and promised that I would communicate his answer to Begin, even 
though deep inside I was doubtful that the visit would ever come about. The promptness 
and the politeness of the King's reply offered no hint of a practical element."24 How 
could the King of Morocco have improved his communication with the Israeli foreign 
minister? 

                                                 
23 Heikal, 1996, p. 464. 
24 Dayan, 1981, p. 54. 
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The solution: The King found it difficult to refuse, to say outright that it was possibly 
too early for a meeting with Begin, and that the peace process had to progress before 
such meetings could take place. Dayan therefore found himself in an unclear position, 
obviously less pleasant than if the King had clearly explained his stance and his 
constraints. Kissinger, too, relates how Saudi Arabia's King Faisal liked to use elliptical 
comments that could be interpreted in various ways, thereby protecting himself from 
quotes in various contexts that might have embarrassed him.25 Unlike these kings, 
people in societies are accustomed to using the word "no" directly. They experience 
this not as a humiliation or blow to another's honor, but rather as an assertive, legitimate 
statement that makes a given option unfeasible. Assertive people are respected; the 
book and courses entitled, "How to Say 'No' Without Feeling Guilty" attract many who 
wish to be more assertive. In fact, the individual's ability to stick to his opinion is 
considered a sign of maturity in society. On the other hand, the art of evasiveness—
avoiding a clear "yes" or "no"—is frowned upon. Underlying the dialogue of people 
is the option of freely saying "yes" or "no," with no obligation to agree. The reason is 
that the word "no" signifies separateness and independent opinions—neither of which 
are condoned in a society with an Eastern thinking paradigm. 
King of Morocco: I would consider it an honor to host the Prime Minister of Israel 
(social skills).  Regrettably, it's still too early (assertiveness).  
 
Problem 17: When Eliyahu Sasson, the Israeli emissary, wished to make a special 
request to Abdullah, the king of Jordan (Hussein's grandfather), he put his hand into the 
king's sash (a custom in the King's tribe indicating that a person very close to the king 
has a special request). The king answered him: "Elias, I beseech you, request the 
possible. Please do not request the impossible. You know that I will not refuse you, so 
please don't make things difficult for me." How could the King have answered with 
assertion rather than identification? 
The solution: In Problem 1 of the chapter on identification, we analyzed Elias's 
behavior. We now turn to the King. He feels close to the Israeli emissary,  affectionately 
calling him "Elias." Since he identifies with the Israeli, it is hard for him to refuse his 
request. However, a person expects from himself and from those around him a 
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separate position, which can be assertive, even from people close to him. Independent 
thinking and discretion generally have top priority. 
King Abdullah: Elias, I beseech you, request the possible. Please do not request the 
impossible. You know that I will not refuse you, so please don't make things difficult 
for me (identification).  I will do my utmost but I cannot guarantee anything until I 
hear your request (assertiveness + critical thinking).  
 
Problem 18: Moshe Dayan, the Israeli foreign minister, tells about a meeting he had 
with Anwar El-Khatib, one of the main Palestinian leaders on the West Bank, after 
Sadat's visit to Israel. They discussed the future of the West Bank, and Dayan proposed 
the Israeli autonomy plan. El-Khatib did not reject it, but pressed for an independent 
Palestinian state. Dayan writes that, as they both stood at the doorway at the end of the 
meeting: "El-Khatib hesitated for a moment and said, whether to himself or to me, that 
had we sat down at a table we could have reached an arrangement, but he doesn't believe 
we will reach it. At least not in his lifetime. 'Do you want war?' I asked in a rigid tone. 
'God forbid!' he replied in what sounded to me a note of concern. I asked him to send 
regards to his father-in-law, Sheik Jabari [head of a highly respected family]. 'He is a 
wise man who takes care of his people,' I added. I was not sorry that the discussion 
ended without smiles and pleasantries. Not only the content of what I said but also the 
tone in which it was said would be conveyed to King Hussein."26 How could El-Khatib 
have made it clear that the use of threats was not an effective way of communicating 
with him? 
The solution: Dayan reacts uncharacteristically in a style, and scares the 
Palestinian leader. "Do you want war?" he asks threateningly, employing 
authoritativeness and social skills. El-Khatib is alarmed: "God forbid," he says with 
concern, a  reaction to an external source (Dayan or God), not to an inner view. El-
Khatib could have reacted assertively by saying, "Threats don't frighten me." Dayan 
continues to demonstrate his familiarity with the Eastern thinking paradigm by sending 
regards to Sheikh Jabari, adding that "he is a wise man who takes care of his people," a 
hint to El-Khatib that in order to take care of his people, he should cooperate with the 
Israelis. Indeed, Dayan used his social skills to ensure that King Hussein understood 

                                                 
26 Dayan, 1981, p. 128. 
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his threatening message. An assertive response arising from the self would have been 
more likely to stop Dayan's threats than invoking the authority of God.  
El-Khatib: God forbid! (authoritativeness).  I ask you not to threaten me! 
(assertiveness). 
 
Problem 19: During Israel's siege of Beirut in the First Lebanon War, Yasser Arafat, 
leader of the PLO, received a message via a Lebanese intermediary from Israel's 
Minister of Defense Sharon: "I'll give you better surrender terms than the British gave 
to the Argentinian soldiers in the Falklands." Arafat was asked to raise a white flag over 
the highest building in West Beirut. He immediately returned a caustic reply: "My 
bodyguards have explicit orders to shoot me if I intend to surrender."27 How would a 
person have reacted to Sharon's proposal? 
The solution: Arafat's reply seems surrealistic to a person, as if it were taken from 
a movie or dream. What is the meaning of "his people have an order"? He is the leader, 
so he himself probably gave them the order! There is actually logic behind Arafat's 
answer: It would be difficult for him to withstand the serious group pressure he would 
face were he to surrender. However, the way his reply is worded does not allow a 
person to understand it. In his place, a leader would have chosen personally 
whether or not to accept the terms of surrender.  
 It is irrelevant whether or not this story is true, or whether Arafat's bodyguards 
actually received an order of this kind. The important issue is that a person would 
not have thought or spoken as Arafat did. One can easily characterize his mode of 
thinking: it takes no responsibility, leaving the environment to determine the course of 
action. On the other hand, the consequence of making a personal decision is that all the 
responsibility falls on he who makes it. Had Arafat wished to be more communicative 
and understood by his negotiating partner, he should have said assertively that he rejects 
the offer, or that, after having discussed the issue, he and his people have decided to 
reject the offer. This example demonstrates once again that assertiveness begins with 
the self and not the other. 
Arafat: My bodyguards have explicit orders to shoot me if I intend to surrender (social 
skills).  I refuse to surrender (assertiveness). 

                                                 
27 Schiff, 1984, p. 251. (H) 
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Problem 20: Dennis Ross writes: "At a meeting with the U.S. Secretary of State 
Christopher, Arafat made up stories about Israeli atrocities; he spoke about Israeli 
violation of sacred commitments; he said he would not be humiliated by Israeli 
demands; he warned of a looming disaster if there was no agreement. He was rising out 
of his chair, literally screaming. 
 "I had tried at several junctures to get Arafat to focus on the essential problems, 
and what might be done about them. But I had not succeeded, as clearly he'd decided 
that he could frighten Christopher into pushing the Israelis to accommodate him…. 
Rather than persuading the secretary that American pressure on Rabin was necessary 
to prevent a major crisis in the region, Arafat convinced Christopher that he, Arafat, 
was irrational and that dealing with him might be necessary but unpleasant." 
 When Ross returned to the region he asked to meet Arafat alone: "I told him that 
the last meeting was a disaster, and that if the meeting later in the day was a repeat 
performance, I doubted whether Christopher would see him again. I told him, 'Be 
practical, don't shout, and don't just spend your time complaining.' Arafat nodded his 
head. He said nothing but the point registered, and Arafat was on his best behavior in 
the meeting, promising Christopher that he would work to manage the problems with 
the Israelis, and that there would be no crisis—even if an agreement was not reached."28 
How should Arafat have behaved in the beginning in order to be comprehended by the 
Americans and to allay their doubts about him? 
The solution: Ross's personal and warm approach touched Arafat. He seemed to feel 
that Ross identified with him and was trying to help him, and therefore moved from 
aggression to capitulation—two positions lacking separateness. Arafat did not have to 
shout; he should have been assertive. He also did not have to soften suddenly; he had 
the right to stick to his opinion. Up until that point, Arafat was thinking in terms of 
dependence—how to intimidate Christopher, or flatter him and repair the damage he 
had done. His first and foremost mistake was not formulating for himself what he really 
wanted. A person must turn his thinking vector inward in order to communicate 
better with Western-thinking-paradigm people. To achieve this, he must separate from 
them and decide what he himself wants.  

                                                 
28 Ross, 2004, p. 124. 
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Arafat: Shouts (authoritativeness).  I insist that the agreement be fully implemented 
both in terms of its contents and the time schedule (assertiveness). 
 
Problem 21: At a meeting between the Jordanian delegation to the peace talks and the 
Israeli delegation, the Israeli representative, Prof. Uri Shamir, emphasized the need for 
bilateral cooperation, giving examples of how the two sides could cooperate. When he 
finished he asked [the Jordanian] Haddadin for his opinion of the proposal. Haddadin 
had new delegates with him, and he wanted them to be free from any inhibition when 
they talked with the Israelis. He had to deflate Shamir in the best possible way. He said: 
"Do you think you are in a classroom?" raising his voice. "And if you do, you should 
recognize who the professor in this classroom is. What is this? Who gave you the right 
to set the agenda of the talks? I consider such an attempt an infringement on our 
common sub-agenda. As a matter of fact I take it as an insult to presume that we are 
prepared to talk cooperation with you before we score progress on water sharing. To be 
honest with you, it does not honor me to share a negotiation table with you!" Haddadin 
hit the table with his fist, stood up, turned his back and headed toward the door of the 
negotiating tent. While Haddadin was thinking where to go, since there was nothing but 
desert all around, Shamir saved Haddadin's day: "I am sorry," he said politely before 
Haddadin got halfway to the door, "I did not mean to upset you." "And I accept your 
apology," said Haddadin as he turned back to head the delegation. On hearing the 
shouting, other observers gathered round, and Haddadin was glad it had ended in that 
way.29 How should Haddadin have taught the members of his delegation not to fear the 
Israelis while gaining their appreciation? 
The solution: Haddadin admits that his anger was not genuine, but a performance to 
show the members of his delegation that there was nothing to fear from the Israelis 
(social skills). Although he managed to intimidate Shamir and extract an apology from 
him, his was a short-term victory because a person does not appreciate this kind of 
speech and aggression. Had Haddadin taught his delegation to be assertive rather than 
aggressive, he could have served as a better example and shown them they need not 
fear the Israelis. In contacts with Western-thinking-paradigm people, it is permissible 
and appropriate to be assertive. Humiliating them, however, is not acceptable. Thus a 
person should first decide what he really wants to say, and then deliver his message 
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assertively and elegantly. Aggression invites a person to set limits for his 
counterpart and lose his trust in him. Far better for a person to set limits for himself 
by means of an assertive opinion. 
Haddadin: (Raising his voice) Do you think you are in a classroom?! … Hits the table 
with his fist, and heads for the exit (authoritativeness).  I think that before we speak 
about cooperation we should come to an agreement about the water sharing 
(assertiveness).  
 
Problem 22: The Syrian Foreign Minister, al-Sharaa, would tone down his views in 
meetings with President Clinton, but not with Foreign Secretary Albright or the 
American envoy Dennis Ross. Speaking with Clinton at the Shepherdstown summit, 
for instance, he agreed that if the peace negotiations with Syria seemed to be 
progressing satisfactorily, parallel negotiations could be conducted between Israel and 
Lebanon. After Clinton left, however, he reneged on this issue in his discussions with 
Ross and Albright.30 How does this behavior look to a person? What does he expect 
from al-Sharaa?  
The solution: A person tends to behave similarly in different situations, at least 
relative to a person, because he tries to be faithful to his "I."  A person, on the 
other hand, tends to adapt himself to his surroundings and will therefore change his 
behavior according to the norms of a particular situation. Thus, when a person meets 
with an authority figure, his behavior will differ significantly from how he acts when 
he meets with the authority's subordinates. For a person, the change will be less 
noticeable. Thus al-Sharaa's behavior—moderate in Clinton's presence but not with his 
aides—was likely to be perceived by both the Americans and the Israelis as hypocritical 
flattery. They expected al-Sharaa to be assertive, adhering to his principles even in the 
presence of an authority figure. 
 Hassan Asfour, a member of the Palestinian delegation to the negotiations, told 
the American envoy Dennis Ross at Camp David that Arafat knew he could criticize 
Ross and that the Americans would stay involved, but that if he or his team criticized 
the president or the secretary, they might decide to give up the effort.31 Abu Mazen 
describes a similar experience. He carefully refrained from insulting the Americans, 
                                                 
30 Ross 2004, p. 552. 
31 Ross, 2009, p. 222.  
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while it seemed to him that the Israeli representatives dared  to criticize the Americans 
quite openly, and even to share their opinion with the Palestinians. "The Israeli rejection 
of the draft presented by the Americans in the tenth round of these negotiations was 
most significant," he said. "We too found it lacking but we had to discuss it so as not to 
offend the American administration."32 It can reasonably be assumed that Arafat and 
Abu Mazen erred. Arafat could have criticized the President without causing an 
upheaval, and Abu Mazen could have been more forthcoming in his criticism of the 
Americans, like the Israelis. Both, however, projected their authoritarian worldview 
onto the Americans. It is not unusual, in society, for  a person in charge to be blamed 
for an error, not his subordinates. In a society, however, where respect is paramount, 
it is rare for an authority figure to be blamed since in the eyes of his people this would 
undermine him and his authority.  
 When King Hussein and Rabin and their delegations met in the Royal Palace for 
discussions toward the peace agreement, the Jordanians felt that the Israelis' behavior 
was far too casual in the presence of the King. They interrupted each other and took the 
floor as they pleased. The Jordanians, on the contrary, were disciplined and polite.33 In 
this case, too, the people projected their own perceptions onto the people. The 
latter spoke out spontaneously, saying what was on their mind without hesitation. For 
a person, this represents a basic freedom actualized through assertiveness. A 
person, however, considers such behavior in front of the King undisciplined and  
bad-mannered. A person, who naturally prefers an assertive stance, expects his 
counterpart, the person, to do the same. Needless to say, he also projects his 
worldview onto his counterpart. 
 Regarding the different modes of acting in a personal and in a group encounter, 
Ben-Ami, the Israeli representative, writes about Abu Ala, the Palestinian 
representative: "When you negotiate with him discreetly, he tends to be flexible. In 
larger working groups, he becomes a completely different person—belligerent, 
uncompromising, speaking to the gallery."34 A resents it when his counterpart 
behaves differently in a one-on-one discussion and when he is among the members of 
his delegation: he expects him to maintain his opinion regardless of the situation 
According to Danny Yatom, a member of the Israeli delegation, a similar situation 
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33 Majali, 2006, p. 298. 
34 Ben-Ami, 2004, p. 109. 
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prevailed in the peace talks between Israel and Syria: "The Syrians were very formal 
and distant, and from the way they conducted things, Shihabi's undisputed seniority was 
evident. None of the Syrians dared to utter a peep; only Shihabi spoke. Mualem only 
ventured to open his mouth after Shihabi turned to him, saying, 'Mr. Ambassador, will 
you relate to the Israelis' question.' Like the previous time, there was no action in their 
delegation this time either, no exchange of words or notes. Among us, as usual, there 
was much activity, especially passing notes around, smiling, and requests to take the 
floor, which Shahak, the head of the Israeli delegation, granted to everyone."35 Later, 
when the authority passed to Mualem, he enjoyed taking charge of the Syrians and 
tyrannizing the generals who were afraid to open their mouths. But when Assad sent 
Mualem to the talks alone, he behaved with more candor and even admitted that Assad 
had entrusted him with additional authority.36  
 The experience of a separate self enables the person to be consistent and 
assertive with an authority figure or his subordinates in one-on-one or group 
discussions, with his own delegation or the other's delegation. The classic mistake that 
people make in their interaction with people is to project their own types and 
expectations of relationship onto the other. It's no surprise, then, that they believe they 
detect conspiracies and manipulations, coercive authority, and an absence of freedom 
in the way their counterpart relates to them. Nevertheless, none of this reflects reality. 
In fact, people generally maintain relatively simple, well-ordered  relationships. 
Aware of it or not, they are more focused on themselves than on their relationships and 
highly value the individual's ability to hold his ground.  
Different behavior toward an authority figure and his subordinates (authoritativeness). 
 Uniform behavior toward an authority figure and his subordinates (assertiveness). 
Different behavior in one-on-one and group discussions (social skills).  Similar 
behavior in one-on-one and group discussions (assertiveness). 
Different behavior in interaction with members of the reference group and those who 
do not belong to the reference group (identification).  Similar behavior in interaction 
with members of the reference group and those who do not belong to the reference 
group (assertiveness). 
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Problem 23: Dennis Ross writes about a meeting between the Israeli, Palestinian, and 
American delegations. Entering the room, Arafat and his aides shook hands with 
Netanyahu and his aides. Gamal, the American interpreter, noticed that Ariel Sharon 
was also present. He placed himself between Sharon and Arafat in order to prevent the 
embarrassing situation that had occurred at the Wye summit, when Sharon made it clear 
that he had no intention of shaking hands with Arafat. On this occasion, Sharon decided 
to walk past Gamal in Arafat's direction. When Arafat saw this, he extended his hand. 
Sharon left it dangling. Gamal took the initiative and grasped Arafat's extended hand. 
Everyone in the room witnessed this drama, which perceptibly darkened the mood of 
the Palestinians.37 How should they have related to the incident? 
The solution: Gamal understood what a person felt and brought his social skills 
into play to try to save the situation. The message of an assertive person is that one 
decides for oneself what is insulting. For Arafat, however, humiliation and respect are 
determined by external factors. If everyone has observed an event, it is they, not I, who 
will decide whether it constituted a humiliation. Everyone saw that I made a gesture 
which Sharon rejected. This makes him appear strong and me weak, hence it was 
humiliating. The Palestinians are occupied with how the incident looks, not what it 
really means. An assertive person, on the other hand, might have interpreted the 
situation precisely the opposite way:  Sharon showed who he truly is—an uncultured, 
unmannered individual. Everyone saw how we extended our hand in peace, and how 
Sharon reacted. There is no shame in desiring peace; if the other party refuses, that's his 
problem. The expression, "It's his problem," is common among people with a Western 
thinking paradigm, who are accustomed to separateness from others. If something is 
"his problem," not mine, I don't need to relate seriously to it. 
Arafat: It's shameful when someone refuses to shake hands with you (respect).  If 
someone doesn't want to shake hands with you, it's his problem, not yours 
(assertiveness). 
 In a similar case, Arafat complained at Camp David about "how Barak humiliates 
me by constantly refusing to meet with me."38 The expression, "Anyone who doesn't 
want me doesn't deserve me," also common among people, reflects their habit of 
placing themselves in the center.  
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Arafat: Barak humiliates me by not wanting to meet with me (respect).  If Barak 
doesn't want to meet with me it's his problem (assertiveness) / Anyone who doesn't want 
me doesn't deserve me (assertiveness). 
 
Problem 24: Fuad Ben-Eliezer, an Iraqi-born minister in the Israeli government, told 
TV interviewer Ilana Dayan39 that he had spoken with Hosni Mubarak shortly before 
his resignation in the wake of the Egyptian uprising against his rule. It transpired that 
during the uprising Saudi Arabia offered him political asylum, which he refused. Fuad, 
who had understood just how serious the situation was, was asked whether he had given 
any warning to Mubarak in their telephone conversation. Fuad said no. At the time of 
this writing, Mubarak was on trial charged with corruption and firing on protestors Why 
did Fuad not warn his friend Mubarak about the danger he was facing? 
The solution: "You have to understand," Fuad said to Ilana Dayan, "The Arab concept 
of respect made it impossible for me to say this." Even in matters of life and death, then, 
respect plays a major role. During their conversation, Mubarak expressed his anger at 
Americans for their betrayal, and warned about impending chaos in the Middle East. 
But without besmirching the Egyptian's honor, Fuad was not able to tell him what he 
thought was the truth, what might save his life. We see that a person can and is 
likely to convey the feeling to his counterpart that he should refrain from being assertive 
with him. It would have served Mubarak better to have created situations and 
relationships in which such comments could be put directly to him. Instead of locking 
himself in an authoritarian world, a world in which the sense of respect made it 
impossible to speak to him, he could have allowed the people surrounding him to say 
assertively what they were thinking. He could have extricated himself from the traps of 
authority and respect and asked Fuad directly for his honest impression, which he would 
have been free to accept or reject.  
 A similar situation evolved with the Egyptian general El-Shazly during 
discussions about the withdrawal of the Egyptian army from the east bank of the Suez 
Canal to the west after Israel crossed the Canal. The general was proud that he 
concealed his professional opinion from Sadat in order to maintain their good 
relationship and not disappoint him.40 The ability to disclose a painful truth demands 

                                                 
39 The program Fact broadcast on Channel 2 on April 14, 2011. 
40 Gamasy, 1993, p. 291. 
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an internal locus of control, which reflects one's ability to assume responsibility and be 
assertive. The person should remember that in the person's world, truth is often 
considered an almost holy value. In the Western thinking paradigm, the person who 
expresses his inner truth is likely to be admired, and, furthermore, is difficult to argue 
with. 
Fuad: A strong, respected leader like you can certainly control the situation (social 
skills).  In my humble opinion, your life is in danger. I suggest that you take the 
Saudi's offer of political asylum (assertiveness).  
 
Problem 25: At the Camp David summit, Weizmann, the Israeli defense minister, 
asked Sadat, the Egyptian president, for his assessment of the situation. "I will do my 
utmost," the president replied. "We have to ensure that the peace process continues—
and never ends. I will do all I can to achieve this! No one will be able to accuse me of 
anything." Weizmann writes that Sadat's words had a tone of encouragement ("and 
never ends") sharpened by an implied threat ("No one will be able to accuse me of 
anything"). "I didn't like his carrot and stick approach. He could see this from my facial 
expression."41 Why did Weizmann object to the Egyptian president's approach? What 
kind of message from Sadat would have been less annoying to Weizmann? 
The solution: Weizmann clearly finds the threat unsettling. Like any other threat, 
Sadat's statement has an external locus of control. This is the primary reason that a 
person copes poorly with threats. He does not want anyone to activate him from the 
outside; he strives, rather, to ensure that his decisions arise from within himself. 
Beginning as he did, with the hope that the peace process would never end, Sadat might 
have further explained, in an assertive manner, the challenges that the peace process 
would be likely to encounter. In the event, Sadat began with a message that 
contained both empathy and admiration, then changed his thinking vector in an outward 
direction. 
Sadat: I will do my utmost. We have to ensure that the peace process continues—and 
never ends. I will do all I can to achieve this! No one will be able to accuse me of 
anything (empathy + admiration + social skills).  I will do my utmost. We have to 
ensure that the peace process continues—and never ends. I will do all I can to achieve 
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this! There are, however, major challenges in some areas that we cannot ignore 
(empathy + admiration + assertiveness). 
 
Problem 26: In a discussion between Weizmann and Sadat at the Camp David summit, 
Weizmann noted that Sadat addressed the issues of full recognition of Israel and free 
passage through the Straits of Tiran, but made no mention of diplomatic relations. He 
asked him about this, adding that Sadat had already agreed to diplomatic relations in 
the past. Sadat hesitated for a moment as if he had been caught red-handed: "This is my 
sovereign right, and I need to choose the appropriate time. It's true that I spoke to you 
about this, and I meant it. I repeat: This is what I want. But Begin said in the Knesset: 
'I won't give up anything without receiving something in return!' I'll act the same 
way."42 How could Sadat have reacted to gain the Western world's approval? 
The solution: Begin's message here actually has a character: His behavior, he 
claims, is absolutely conditional on that of the other. Sadat could have outlined what he 
wanted, without it being so symmetrically, precisely conditional on the other's behavior. 
In general, a person does not like hearing conditions of this kind; he prefers that 
each party behave according to its own understanding and considerations, without 
linking both parties by mutual conditions and threats. If this in fact is what Sadat wants, 
the person could remark, why does he have to spoil things for himself by 
considering  the other side?! 
Sadat: I repeat: This is what I want. But Begin said in the Knesset: "I won't give up 
anything without receiving something in return!" I'll act the same way (identification). 
 I want diplomatic relations and will not make this conditional on anything 
(assertiveness). 
 
Problem 27: The Israelis described their encounters with the Egyptians in the peace 
process as follows: "The meetings in the Military Committee proceeded very 
laboriously. The Egyptians would schedule a meeting for the late morning, and 
relatively soon thereafter adjourned the discussions for lunch, when opinions were 
exchanged. After lunch they suggested a long break and scheduled the continuation of 
the discussions for the evening. The evening meeting was usually brief. Progress was 
slow. The Israelis grumbled among themselves about the waste of time and hinted to 
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the Egyptians that they were ready to lengthen the meetings in order to complete the 
discussions earlier. 'Why should things be run like in Khan el-Khalili?' said Major 
General Shlomo Gazit, head of military intelligence [referring to a major Egyptian 
marketplace], 'We don't need to close the shop in the afternoon.' There was silence in 
the room. Gamasy (the Egyptian war minister) did not react, but those close to him had 
no doubt: He was insulted by the comparison with a local bazaar."43 How could the 
Egyptians have helped the Israelis understand their very different mentality? 
The solution: Assertiveness is required here, too. The Egyptians might have insisted 
that it was more important to them that the participants get to know one another, which 
takes time. Because a person frequently doesn't know or understand his 
counterpart's culture and customs, a person must be able to explain them, sometimes 
assertively, and to maintain that his mode of acting or doing is no worse than any other. 
Gamasy: Insulted silence (respect).  Maybe we are slower than you, but our values 
are no less important than yours. For us, developing personal relationships is a process 
that takes time and cannot be rushed (assertiveness).  
 
Problem 28: Abu Ala writes how, during the crisis between the Palestinians and the 
Israelis in the Oslo talks, Terje Larsen, the Norwegian representative, repeatedly 
requested, at the risk of being rebuffed, that he talk with Uri Savir, the Israeli 
representative, in another attempt to overcome the disagreements (see Problem 27 in 
the chapter on identification). "He approached me with obvious hesitation and spoke to 
me in a tactful and friendly manner. 'Abu Ala, I would like to talk to you,' he said. 'What 
would you like to talk about?' I answered, without paying much attention. 'Why don't 
you go to your friends the Israelis?" Larsen said, almost begging: 'Abu Ala, please talk 
to Uri Savir alone, this is the only way.'" Abu Ala writes that he turned Larsen away 
offhandedly and angrily. He was sorry about doing it because Larsen was always the 
perfect gentleman, ever patient and always with an open mind. Larsen turned away, 
then came back again and said: "'Please, Abu Ala, go to Uri. Do it for my sake.' Larsen 
was risking a painful rebuttal. I said to him: 'Do not do this to me. You cannot ask me 
to do something like this.' But Larsen did not give up, and for a third time he asked me 
to meet Savir just one more time, and to do it for him." Abu Ala writes that finally, out 
of respect for Terje Larsen and his wife, Mona, who was on the verge of tears, he 
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decided to make one final attempt to talk to Uri Savir.44 How could Abu Ala have 
refused Larsen in the least insulting manner? 
The solution: Three times Abu Ala demonstrated an absence of separateness and an 
outwardly attuned thinking vector. The first, he admits, was when he related to Larsen 
offhandedly; the second, when he replied to Larsen, "Do not do this to me. You cannot 
ask me to do something like this"; and the third, when he waived his opinion and good 
judgment to avoid unpleasantness. In the first case he could have given Larsen an 
assertive refusal instead of a crude rejection. In the second, instead of saying, "Do not 
do this to me," he could have declared that, although he understands Larsen's wish, he 
is resolute and will not change his mind. In the third, he might have added that he would 
agree to talk to Uri Savir only if he himself believed it was right to do so, not because 
he was implored and therefore feels embarrassed. Because such a situation evokes 
automatic reactions from people, it would have been beneficial for Abu Ala to have 
postponed his answer, counted to ten, or used some other delaying technique that might 
have enabled him to formulate a different response. 
Abu Ala: (Offhandedly) What do you want to talk about (authoritativeness).  I'm 
sorry, but I have to disappoint you. I have no intention of continuing to talk with the 
Israelis (assertiveness). 
Abu Ala: Do not do this to me. You cannot ask me to do something like this 
(authoritativeness).  You have the right to request, but it's my right to stick to my 
opinion and refuse (assertiveness). 
Abu Ala: Agreeing out of a desire to respect Larsen and his wife (respect).  As much 
as I admire you all, and I greatly appreciate everything you have done, I cannot agree 
to this request (assertiveness).  
 
Problem 29: Abu Mazen recalls how he received a call at 2 a.m. from the Norwegian 
foreign ministry, informing him that Foreign Minister Holst was on the line. "His voice 
was shaky and sounded exhausted as he had only just on that day been discharged from 
hospital following his first heart attack. He asked me to meet Peres in Oslo in order to 
save the accord and was so insistent that I should agree that I felt ashamed of myself."45 
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According to what principle did Abu Mazen act? Could he have acted differently to 
increase the Norwegian foreign minister's understanding of his behavior? 
The solution: Abu Mazen succumbed to the external pressure that he refers to as 
"shame," thereby acting according to the principle of respect. A person is often 
unable to withstand group pressure. Had he adopted an assertive position, he could have 
replied to the Norwegian foreign minister that he greatly appreciated his efforts to bring 
about peace, but that he, Abu Mazen, did not feel it was appropriate to meet Peres at 
that time.  
Abu Mazen: He was so insistent that I should agree that I felt ashamed of myself 
(respect).  He was so insistent that I had no alternative but to firmly hold my ground 
(assertiveness).  
 
Problem 30: Abu Ala criticizes the behavior of the Palestinian delegation at Camp 
David, to which he belonged. "I declare bravely," he writes, "that the Palestinian 
delegation was not at its best during the summit … the delegation was occupied with 
quarrels and power struggles. For example, my brother Abu Amar [Yasser Arafat] knew 
what was going on, but instead of exercising his authority, he failed to intervene at 
critical moments and thus missed the opportunity of his life."46 What was the principle 
Abu Ala used to criticize his delegation? How would a person have done it? 
The solution: In order to criticize, Abu Ala has to declare that he is doing so "bravely." 
Mere criticism is insufficient. When the thinking vector is inwardly attuned, it is 
unnecessary to "declare," and certainly not bravely; one can simply say that the 
Palestinians, including their chairman, did not function as they should have. One could 
put it this way, for example: "Unfortunately, the Palestinian delegation was not at its 
best during the summit." The bravery inherently transforms the criticism of the 
Palestinian delegation from an act of betrayal to one of respect. For the person with a 
Western thinking paradigm, it is honorable to criticize oneself. Self-criticism doesn't 
call for bravery and courage, but rather honesty and integrity—which are concepts. 
The ability to look inward and criticize oneself is possibly one of the trademarks of a 
person, as opposed to a person. The latter  is less concerned with his personal 
responsibility and more with the responsibility of the other and the group, and the 
interaction among its members as bearers of responsibility. Taking the extraordinary 
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step in his society of criticizing Chairman Arafat, Abu Ala chose to present his criticism 
as heroic. 
Abu Ala: I declare bravely that the Palestinian delegation was not at its best during the 
summit (respect).  Unfortunately, we did not function as we should have 
(assertiveness). 
 
Problem 31: When Clinton presented his peace plan to Arafat, this dialogue ensued: 
Clinton: "This is my proposal, which seems to me to be the best 'deal.'" 
Arafat:   (Enraged) "This is an invention of Dennis Ross. I'm telling you, Albright and 

Ross are working hand in hand with the Israelis. They are in their service, not 
yours."47 

 How could Arafat have reacted, with his criticism of Ross and Albright, so that 
President Clinton would have understood him better? 
The solution: Clinton speaks from within his self, transmitting his opinion. The first 
danger in this is that a person will not understand the president's gently worded, 
assertive position. This, in fact, is the story of Clinton and Arafat's relationship. Even 
at the eleventh hour, on the eve of Clinton's leaving the White House, Arafat failed to 
understand that the president was furious with him, and that he would have to pay a 
price for this.48 A person, who is not used to assertiveness, will find it hard to 
recognize it in another. He has trouble listening to these frequencies, which seem to 
him minor relative to the authoritativeness to which he is accustomed. Arafat, for his 
part, casts blame without stating his own position on the proposal. Moreover, he 
criticizes the president's aides in terms of conspiracy theories, which the president is 
unlikely to believe; it would have been more productive to speak about his feelings 
which, as we know, a person cannot dispute. He could have shared with the 
president his feeling that Ross and Albright are not honest brokers, and he could have 
given the president examples to substantiate it. This would have been far likelier to fall 
on a sympathetic ear. If a person wants his words to be meaningful to someone with 
a Western thinking paradigm, he should present his feelings and his position. 
Accusations are counterproductive. 
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Arafat: This is an invention of Dennis Ross. I'm telling you, Albright and Ross are 
working hand in hand with the Israelis. They are in their service, not yours (social 
skills).  With all due respect, I cannot accept these proposals for reasons that I'm 
ready to explain. No less important, I regrettably must share with you my sense that 
your aides, Ross and Albright, are not honest brokers, and I can tell you about several 
incidents that reinforced this feeling (assertiveness). 
 
Problem 32: As discussions between the Arab and the Israeli delegations in 
Washington were heading toward failure, the American mediators asked the delegates 
to remain and continue talking. This pleased the Arabs, who assumed that if the talks 
were to fail the Americans would be held responsible, and George H.W. Bush, who was 
facing elections, would have no alternative but to pressure the Israelis. The Israelis 
replied that this was an Arab illusion, and suggested moving the discussions to the 
Middle East. The Arabs refused, again on the grounds that Washington would put 
pressure on Israel. Were the Arabs right? 
The solution: The Arab representatives assumed that Israel would be unable to 
assertively turn down the American authority when it came to proposals they believed 
were unreasonable. Projecting their own perceptions derived from a world of non-
separateness onto the Israelis, the Arabs erred. Mowaffak Allaf, head of the Syrian 
delegation, admitted: "There was a time when we thought that the Americans 
influenced the Israelis. Now we feel that it is the Israeli Foreign Ministry that directs 
the State Department."49 Clearly, Allaf and his colleagues had trouble understanding 
the nature of an encounter between two independent individuals who may or may 
not influence each other, but if and when they do, it is not always the same party who 
influences the other.  
The Arab representatives: You cannot say "no" to authority (authoritativeness).  You 
can say "no" to authority (assertiveness). 
 
Problem 33: Dennis Ross notes how Hafez al-Assad would slightly modify the terms 
of his previous agreements to see whether Ross would react. What reaction was Assad 
inviting from Ross? 
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The solution: Ross writes: "Lesson number one in any negotiation is never to allow a 
test of this sort—no matter how small the issue—to go unchallenged. Assad soon found 
that I would correct him, and because he prided himself on his word, he would typically 
agree that my understanding was right."50 Indeed, Assad arouses Ross's  need to 
assertively set limits. The American negotiator also notes that the only way to achieve 
results and agreements with the Palestinians was to give them a non-negotiable 
deadline.51 
 We understand that a person, who tends to use his social skills to examine his 
counterpart's limits, evokes the person's need to be assertive. Alternatively, 
assertiveness on the part of a person will make it unnecessary for the person to 
act so assertively himself. Instead of testing the Americans' limits, Assad might have 
formulated  what was most important to him and stood his ground. That would have 
made things simpler and easier for the Americans and they would not have had to set 
limits for him. 
Assad: Slightly modifies his previously-agreed terms, to see whether the other side 
would react (social skills).  Strictly adheres to his previous agreement (assertiveness).  
 
Problem 34: Dennis Ross writes that on several occasions Assad said to him: "Don't 
the Israelis understand what I am offering them?" According to Ross, Assad felt the 
Israelis should have been grateful for his readiness to give up the fight and acquiesce in 
Israel's existence; in return, they needed, in his eyes, to satisfy him completely on the 
land, on the timing of withdrawal, and on limiting the content of normal relations.52  
What might Assad have said to make his remarks more meaningful to the Israelis? 
The solution: Even more than his conviction that the Israelis should be grateful to him, 
it was Assad's social skills that led him to phrase his remarks this way. people like 
Dennis Ross often do not understand this style of speech; they cannot imagine that 
game-playing and social skills have such a significant role in  their way of thinking. For 
the Israelis, accustomed to separateness, Assad's words can only seem vague and 
essentially empty. They don't believe that Assad is offering them anything unusual, and 
Assad's incredulous, rhetorical question will not change their position or otherwise 
activate them. Had Assad said, on the other hand, that this was his best offer and he was 
                                                 
50 Ross, 2004, p. 143. 
51 Ibid., p. 119. 
52 Ibid., p. 44. 
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not willing to go any further, his assertive message, spoken in the Israelis' "language," 
would have been clear. 
Assad: Don't the Israelis understand what I am offering them? (respect + social skills). 
 I gave them my best offer. I cannot offer more than this (assertiveness).  
 
Problem 35: "In the summer of 1994, Arafat made a telephone call to Israeli prime 
minister Yitzhak Rabin with a special request. After months of tortuous secret 
negotiations, which had come close to collapse on many occasions, the two leaders had 
finally signed the detailed deal on how they would implement the peace process. Arafat 
was about to return to his ancestral homeland to rule the Gaza Strip and Jericho, starting 
a transition period that, if all went well, would produce an independent Palestinian state 
in five years. 
 First, though, Arafat wanted to request another concession from Israel … He had 
a special list of "old friends" whom he wanted to bring with him … who had been 
involved in terrorist acts against Israel … Peri, head of Israel's secret service, reluctantly 
agreed to admit all but those responsible for the bloodiest ones … Arafat was not 
satisfied … Rabin returned to Peri and emphasized the importance of showing that 
Israel was being generous with Arafat. So Peri agreed that all but a handful of specific 
individuals who had committed the worst crimes could come with Arafat … On the 
morning of July 1, 1994, Arafat's motorcade crossed from Egypt into the Gaza Strip. 
Israeli soldiers at the border were under strict instructions not to touch Arafat's 
Mercedes or the accompanying cars … At 5 p.m., Arafat ascended a podium at the 
Square of the Unknown Soldier in front of tens of thousands of people, the biggest 
crowd ever assembled in Gaza. Millions more watched on television around the world.  
 One of them was Rabin. But his viewing was interrupted by an urgent phone call 
from Peri … 'The bastard brought them in the trunk of the Mercedes.' An angry Rabin 
demanded that his aides get Arafat on the phone as soon as possible after the Gaza rally 
ended. When Rabin finally reached him, Arafat denied the men were in Gaza and 
insisted that Israel's intelligence was wrong … Finally under serious Israeli pressure, 
Arafat sent the men back to Egypt. Rabin remarked optimistically, 'They'll have to learn 
a lesson that they cannot cheat but rather, they should adhere to their commitments.' 
Several weeks later, though, Israeli security discovered that Arafat had smuggled the 
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four men back into Gaza. And there they stayed."53 How could Arafat have handled this 
situation in a way that would have won Rabin's admiration?  
The solution: Arafat returned to a new beginning in his homeland. At this stage, a 
request to pardon acts that had been committed in war, as terrible as they may have 
been, would not be unreasonable. There are international precedents for such pardons 
(e.g., in South Africa). Arafat, however, has difficulty being assertive and holding fast 
to his word; he cannot say that he insists that the Palestinians' "war heroes"—those 
whom the Israelis call terrorists—should also be returned to their homeland. 
Consequently he relinquishes assertiveness in favor of social skills, thereby losing the 
sympathy of those with a Western thinking paradigm. Because the person lacks 
experience and skills in assertiveness (as opposed to social skills), he often ends up 
forfeiting the trust of a person. The latter perceives him as a liar, not someone who 
finds it unpleasant to be insistent.  
Arafat: Uses manipulations to bring his people to Gaza (social skills).  Stands his 
ground in order to bring his people to Gaza (assertiveness).  
 
Problem 36: In a moment of truth, with palpable frustration at the seemingly 
irresolvable gaps between Israel and the Palestinians, Abu Ala blurted out: "Take out 
everything you have in your pockets already; be flexible." What kind of reaction was 
Abu Ala's statement likely to arouse in a person? How should he have spoken in 
this encounter with a person? 
The solution: Abu Ala's authoritative position invited a similarly authoritative response 
from the Israeli negotiator, Ben-Ami. "And what about you: What about some shifts on 
your part?"54 Focused exclusively on revealing Israel's red lines, Abu Ala does not 
formulate his own red lines assertively and clearly. A person tends to concentrate 
on his counterpart in order to discover how much and where he may succeed in 
pressuring him; he invests far less energy in stating his case clearly to his counterpart. 
A salient example of this, as we have seen, was the Palestinians' refusal to present maps 
of their own in the negotiations. They informed the Israelis that their maps were not 
satisfactory and sent them back to redo their homework and produce better ones. 
Throughout the process, the Palestinians steadily refused to present maps of their own.55 
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In similar fashion, Abu Ala repeatedly asked Ben-Ami: "Tell me, truthfully, between 
ourselves, what percentage would Barak be prepared to compromise on?"56 
Aperson will compromise more readily when presented with an assertive, clearly 
understandable position, than when faced by social skills that appear to be 
manipulative. 
Abu Ala: Remove everything you have in your pockets already (authoritativeness + 
social skills).  We stand by our demands (assertiveness). 
Palestinians: Redo your maps and come back to us (authoritativeness + social skills). 
 Here are our maps (assertiveness). 
Abu Ala: Tell me, truthfully, between ourselves, what percentage would Barak be 
prepared to compromise on? (social skills).  We are prepared to compromise on no 
more than … percent (assertiveness). 
 
Problem 37: Hassanein Heikal, the editor of Al-Ahram, writes that prior to their 
negotiations Nasser demanded that Golda Meir tell him what her red lines were; Israel 
replied that if this was his demand, there was no point in negotiating. According to 
Heikal, before entering the negotiations Egypt needed to know the limits of what Israel 
would be willing to concede. This approach, which was unfathomable to the Western 
world, produced an unbridgeable gap that lasted many years.57 How can Nasser's 
position be understood? What position might have served him better? 
The solution: Heikal explains that an Arab leader who endangers himself by 
negotiating with Israel must be able to justify this act. We understand that the issue here 
is one of strategy, not tactics. This is not simply local planning but the deep, enduring 
emotional position of a person, who needs to know the outer limits of his 
counterpart's concessions before he can formulate his own. A person who adopts an 
assertive position gives himself precedence over the other: anchored in his position, he 
can emerge from or can return to it at any time. Holding this position, however difficult 
it may be, would make a person more comprehensible to a person. 
Nasser: I have to know Israel's red lines before entering into negotiations (social skills). 
 Our red lines are … (assertiveness). 
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Problem 38: "Hafez al-Assad would frequently ask me," Dennis Ross writes, "Are the 
Israelis ready to conclude a deal?" How did Dennis Ross relate to this? How should he 
have responded? 
The solution: Ross continues, "He was not asking, do they want a deal? He was trying 
to determine if they were ready to go to the endgame, where each side must finally put 
its cards on the table. I did not understand this distinction until later in the process—
and when I finally did, I told Assad: 'You want to know whether they are ready to close 
now and put their real bottom lines on the table, but your own behavior signals that you 
are not ready to do that. If you want to go to an endgame, prove it in terms of what you 
are prepared to do; give me something to show the Israelis that this is not just an attempt 
to draw them out without revealing anything on your side.'"58 Assad is outwardly 
attuned to the Israelis' situation, and not inwardly to his own;  therefore he does not 
speak in the first person but the third. Ross essentially is asking him to speak in the first 
person. He himself has undergone a process that often occurs when a person is 
engaged in contacts with a person. Initially the former does not understand the 
latter's manipulations. When he does, he is deeply offended and angry, then becomes 
assertive. A person who wants to further this relationship should formulate his 
position independently of the other and present it assertively. 
Assad: Are the Israelis ready to conclude a deal? (social skills).  Under these and 
these conditions … I am willing to conclude a deal (assertiveness).  
 
Problem 39: Discussions between the Israeli and Egyptian military delegations in 
Cairo were focused on the evacuation of the Israeli airfields from the Sinai peninsula. 
Fahmy, the Egyptian commander-in-chief at the time, said: "What about those airfields 
that you are asking to leave in Sinai? Why are they important? 
Weizmann: "To protect Eilat." 
Fahmy: "Against whom?" 
Weizmann: "Against Jordan or Saudi Arabia." 
Fahmy: "We'll protect Eilat for you." 
Weizmann: "We'll protect the Suez Canal for you." 
 "The Israeli group was confused; people didn't know whether the Egyptian's 
comment was meant as a joke. Weizmann, in any event, chose to take Fahmy's words 
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lightheartedly. The serious faces of the Egyptians, however, indicated that Fahmy was 
not joking."59 
 How could Fahmy have presented his position without incurring ambivalence and 
unpleasantness? 
The solution: We discussed this case in the chapter on social skills, Problem 31, in 
order to learn how Weizmann resolved the problem that arose. Now let us try to 
understand how Fahmy could have improved his communication with Weizmann. 
Fahmy's promise comes from wishful thinking, expressed in all seriousness, despite his 
awareness that the promise could not be realized. (Were this not the case, we would 
have to assume that the Egyptian commander-in-chief was totally detached from 
reality).We saw earlier that Weizmann answered appropriately, according to the 
reciprocity principle, and the idea was ruled out. Fahmy, for his part, could have 
declared that he did not agree to leave Israeli airfields on Egyptian soil, rather than 
trying to delude the Israelis. Again, assertiveness by the person would have avoided 
an unpleasant confrontation.  The person is used to relying on himself and is 
proficient at it; he shies away from suggestions that someone else will do his work for 
him. The person should bear in mind that a person will accept and appreciate 
his assertiveness even though he himself may feel that this mode of expression is 
disrespectful. Ultimately Fahmy succeeded in putting on a serious face and 
demonstrating his social skills to the hilt, unlike those who are unaccustomed to this 
dramatic game and therefore believe it was serious.  
Fahmy: We'll protect Eilat for you (social skills).  We understand your security 
issues, but we cannot agree to leaving your airfields on Egyptian soil (empathy + 
assertiveness). 
 
Problem 40: Kissinger claims to have realized that if he tried to argue with Sadat about 
his bottom lines, the argument was likely to end worse than it started.60 What can we 
learn from this statement? 
The solution: When a person is being assertively insistent, there's nothing to gain from 
arguing with him. However, when a person is being authoritatively insistent, he will 
feel a need to punish anyone who dares to argue with him. The former reflects a position 
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of separateness; the latter does not. Sadat was trying to teach Kissinger that it was not 
worthwhile arguing with him. A person, on the other hand, would have been 
assertively insistent, without trying to deter his counterpart or influence his  opinion in 
any way. 
Sadat: Anyone who argues with me ends up in a worse position than when he started 
(social skills).  Anyone who argues with me does not achieve better results 
(assertiveness). 
 
Problem 41: Dennis Ross relates how Gamal Halal, his Coptic-Christian interpreter, 
tried to help him deal with Arafat when the Hebron Agreement seemed about to 
collapse in 1996. (See the chapter on social skills, Problem 2.) At one point, Ross said 
to Arafat that he had worked very hard to obtain concessions from Israel which, because 
of his refusal, Arafat would not be able to enjoy. Arafat replied that he was being 
pressured, which is why everything was stuck. Ross writes, "I put the cap on my pen, 
closed my notebook and said, 'Fine. There is nothing left for me to do. You promised 
the President you would do your best but all you want to do is complain. This is not 
doing your best and there is no point in my presenting the ideas the President referred 
to…' I was all set to tell him I had had it when Gamal, who was interpreting, suddenly 
switched from translating and pressed in closer to Arafat's chair, half standing, half 
leaning into Arafat's face, and shrieked, 'You can't do this to this man! Do you know 
how hard he has worked? Do you see how he is moving the Prime Minister? He has 
gone without sleep the last twelve days. He is working tirelessly for you. Who else is 
going to help you? Don't let him go like this…'" 
 Ross continues: "I put my hand on Gamal's shoulder and asked him to sit down, 
saying I would speak for myself. I told Arafat, 'If you think someone else can produce 
for you, fine. If you think you can do better if I leave now, fine. If you want to stretch 
this process out with all the risks that runs, fine. But you need to know that I will leave 
tomorrow and don't expect me to come back anytime soon. It is a pity, because I had 
come with a swap to close the deal. But what is the point now?' 
 "Suddenly Arafat's tone and demeanor changed again. 'We still have twelve 
hours,' he said. 'We can still finish. Don't give up now.'"61 
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 What paradigm did each of these three speakers use? How could they have spoken 
in a different paradigm, and what would have been the benefits? 
The solution: There are clear gaps between the thinking paradigms of the speakers. 
Twice Ross addresses Arafat with an inwardly attuned thinking vector. Gamal, the 
interpreter, who is from a traditional-collectivist background, tries to help Ross. He 
addresses Arafat with an outwardly attuned thinking vector—a very different style from 
his boss's. Arafat replies twice according to his usual Eastern thinking paradigm. What 
led him to change his tune? Was it Gamal's appeal for compassion? Was it Ross's clear 
declaration of limits, down to the time of his threatened departure? Possibly both 
together?  Ross's straightforward and logical opening words obviously did not 
accomplish his goal. Nevertheless Ross, a person, did not duly appreciate Gamal's 
assistance; he later said that Gamal deserved a prize for his great acting.62  Not only 
does Ross lack expertise in "games theory" and social skills; like many people, he 
wants above all to accomplish his work himself. The following is an analysis of how 
this discussion developed, stage by stage: 
Ross: I worked very hard to obtain the Israeli concessions, which you will not be able 
to enjoy (assertiveness).  Don't you see how hard I worked?! (social skills). 
 Starting with a self-focused description of his hard work, Ross only mentions 
Arafat's loss afterwards. As we have seen on more than one occasion, however, Arafat 
is less attuned to concessions and more to the relationships that are developing. Thus 
the question, "Don't you see how hard I've worked?"—which arouses his compassion—
is likely to be more effective. 
Arafat: I am being pressured, which is why everything is stuck (social skills).  
Unfortunately, I cannot accept this proposal (assertiveness). 
 At this point Arafat blames the pressure from his surroundings for his inability to 
come to a decision. Had he turned his thinking vector inward, he would have accepted 
responsibility for rejecting the proposal. Such a stance would have given Ross the sense 
that he had someone to talk to.  
Ross: I put the cap on my pen, closed my notebook, and said, "Fine. There is nothing 
left for me to do. You promised the President you would do your best, but all you want 
to do is complain. This is not doing your best and there is no point in my presenting the 
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ideas the President referred to" (empathy + assertiveness).  Why are you forcing the 
President to be angry with you?! You are disappointing him, and he will not forgive 
you (authoritativeness + social skills). 
 Ross, a person with an internal locus of control, is being both empathic and 
assertive when he says that he can do no more. Though his tone is gentle, it is clearly 
assertive. Though he later accuses Arafat, he focuses on the expectations that are 
emblematic of a Western thinking paradigm: That one will do one's best, not complain, 
and fulfill promises made. These are three declarations. Ross's conclusion is also 
assertive, declaring that there is no point in presenting the ideas to which the President 
referred. Arafat, however, was proud of his good relationship with the President, and 
therefore rhetorical, relationship-oriented questions from Ross would have been more 
effective.  
Gamal: Stopped translating and pressed in closer to Arafat's chair, half standing, half 
leaning into Arafat's face, and shrieked… (identification + authoritativeness).  Keeps 
his distance and talks softly (empathy). 
Gamal: You can't do this to this man! (identification).  It seems to me that you are 
offending him (empathy). 
Gamal: Do you know how hard he has worked?! (identification).  I know that he has 
worked very hard on these proposals (empathy). 
Gamal: Do you see how he is moving the Prime Minister?! (social skills).  In my 
humble opinion, he has had considerable success (critical thinking). 
Gamal: He has gone without sleep the last twelve days. He is working tirelessly for you 
(identification).  My feeling is that he has really worked very hard. True, he does this 
primarily for himself, but also for you (empathy). 
Gamal: Who else is going to help you?! Don't let him go like this (identification).  I 
doubt whether anyone else will help you more. It is not worthwhile destroying your 
relationship with him (empathy + critical thinking).  
 Gamal indeed speaks Arafat's language. His rhetorical questions arouse 
identification and enlist a sense of compassion in Arafat. Compassion is different from 
empathy; the compassionate individual puts himself in the other's shoes and feels his 
feelings (the act that we have termed identification). Though the empathic individual 
understands the other he maintains his independence. Because he does not identify with 
his counterpart, he can proffer him another viewpoint between identification and 
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rejection. Phrases like "it seems to me," "in my humble opinion," "my feeling is," "I am 
doubtful," etc., emanating from an internal locus of control, suggest this intermediate 
position. Thus it's no wonder that Dennis Ross was not happy with Gamal's "solution." 
Ross: I put my hand on Gamal's shoulder and asked him to sit down, saying I would 
speak for myself (assertiveness).  Gamal helped me by speaking in my name, which 
was good (identification).  
Gamal, a person with an outwardly attuned thinking vector, is willing to speak on 
another's behalf. Ross prefers to speak on his own behalf. 
Ross: If you think someone else can produce for you, fine. If you think you can do 
better if I leave now, fine. If you want to stretch this process out with all the risks that 
runs, fine (critical thinking).  Do you really think you can manage without us?! 
(social skills). 
 Although he uses rhetorical questions, Ross appeals to Arafat's logic from a 
position of separateness, saying that Arafat has the right to work with whomever he 
wishes. 
Ross: I have decided to leave tomorrow, and I don't think I'll be coming back any time 
soon (assertiveness)  You need to know that I will leave tomorrow. Don't expect me 
to come back any time soon (authoritativeness). 
 Ross addresses Arafat authoritatively, saying, "You need to know." 
Ross: It is a pity, because I had come with a swap to close the deal. But what is the 
point now? (empathy).  You are responsible for all our work having gone down the 
drain (authoritativeness). 
 Ross ends by expressing empathic sorrow and disappointment. Phrases like "it is 
a pity," "I don't know," "There's nothing left for me to do," "What is the point?" (in a 
sorrowful, non-accusatory tone), etc., through which a person connects to his feelings, 
are phrases whose thinking vector is, in the main, inwardly attuned. 
Arafat: (In a softer tone) We still have 12 hours, we can still finish. Don't give up now 
(identification).  We still have time, and I don't intend to give up (assertiveness). 
 Had Arafat spoken in his own name, saying that he did not intend to give up, it 
would have impacted Ross more than Arafat's asking Ross himself not to give up. The 
former wording would have reassured Ross that he indeed had a partner. 
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 Since Western-thinking-paradigm people sometimes use , and Easterners may 
also use , it is not always easy to identify the thinking vector in every sentence. In 
general, however,  Ross seems to appeal to Arafat's logical side, his sense of 
responsibility, and his guilt feelings. Gamal appeals to Arafat's compassion. When 
Gamal says, "Do you know how hard he [Ross] has worked?!" he evokes compassion.  
Ross's statement, "It is a pity, because I had come with a swap … But what is the point 
now?" is more likely to arouse guilt.  
 
Problem 42: The Egyptian delegation to Camp David was sitting in a room with Sadat. 
The discussion meandered in various non-political directions, and Foreign Minister 
Kamel's thoughts meandered as well. Suddenly he heard the Egyptian President 
shouting, "What can I do? My foreign minister thinks I'm an idiot." "I was 
flabbergasted," he writes, "for I had not taken part in the conversation and there was no 
apparent justification for this sudden outburst of anger. I held my tongue, for I found 
nothing to say, and he cried again: 'Get out, all of you!' He repeated these words twice 
more, and they all stood up and walked out of the room in silence. I followed them to 
the door, and when they had all left I went back to Sadat. Then my anger got the better 
of me and, my eyes fairly shooting sparks, I shouted at him in my turn: 'How can you 
allow yourself, in front of all these people, to accuse me of calling you an idiot? Would 
I work with you if I thought that you were? … and how dare you order me out of the 
room? Do you think that, just because you appointed me foreign minister, you are 
entitled to act in such a manner? I shall quit this office as soon as we get back to Cairo.' 
I turned and had nearly reached the door on my way out, when he called: 'Wait, 
Muhammed.' As I remained where I stood, he said: 'Come and sit down.' I advanced 
towards him, but remained standing. 'What's the matter with you, Muhammad? Don't 
you know what I'm going through? If you don't bear with me, who will? Feeling some 
compunction, I nevertheless retorted: 'I feel what you feel, but that was no reason for 
you to address me in such a manner in front of everybody—I wouldn't take it from my 
own father!' He replied: 'I really am sorry, it's all the fault of this cursed prison we find 
ourselves in. Why don't you sit down?' I told him I would leave to give him a chance to 
rest. 'For my part it's midnight and I feel like a walk.'"63 How might this scenario have 
looked if it took place between people? 
                                                 
63 Kamel, 1986, p. 353. 
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The solution: This discussion is described in Egyptian Foreign Minister Muhammad 
Ibrahim Kamel's book on the peace process between Israel and Egypt. He relates how 
he prevented Sadat from humiliating him and managed to retain his honor. The thinking 
vector of the speakers is, by and large, outwardly attuned but, as we see, not always.  
Sadat: What can I do? My foreign minister thinks I'm an idiot! (social skills).  Kamel 
and I have disagreements (assertiveness). 
 Sadat directs his thinking vector outward and invites Kamel and his colleagues to 
tell him that it is not true. Had Sadat's thinking vector been , he would have cared 
less about what his foreign minister thought and more about what he himself wanted.  
Sadat: Get out, all of you! (authoritativeness).  I'm sorry, but I need some time to be 
alone (assertiveness). 
 Sadat directs his thinking vector outward and orders everyone to get out. He does 
not speak from within himself, nor does he say decisively what he wants.  
Kamel: How can you allow yourself, in front of all these people, to accuse me of calling 
you an idiot? (authoritativeness).  I am not prepared for you to talk to me in this way 
(assertiveness).  
 Kamel asks Sadat a rhetorical question, which like any rhetorical question is ; 
he is actually saying that he does not permit Sadat to speak to him this way. However, 
if Kamel had directed his thinking vector inward, he would have said exactly what he 
was thinking, i.e., that he was not willing to have Sadat talk to him in that way (not 
what was allowed or forbidden for Sadat).  
Kamel: Would I work with you if I thought that you were? (social skills)  Despite 
our disagreements, I value your judgment (admiration).  
 Again, Kamel's rhetorical question leads his listener to draw the conclusions that 
Kamel himself wants. Alternatively, Kamel could have said precisely what was on his 
mind.  
Kamel: How dare you order me out of the room? (authoritativeness).  I am not willing 
to have you order me out of the room (assertiveness).  
 This time Kamel addresses Sadat with a rhetorical question that has an 
authoritative, angry message. Turning his thinking vector inward and employing "I" 



 
 

301 
 

rather than "you" would have conveyed a self-focused message: Kamel declares in no 
uncertain terms that he will not accept this kind of treatment.  
Kamel: Do you think that, just because you appointed me foreign minister, you are 
entitled to act like this? (authoritativeness).  The fact that you appointed me foreign 
minister does not give you the right to behave this way toward me (assertiveness). 
 In this case as well, Kamel could have stated rather than asked, and presented his 
own opinion rather than discussing the other. 
Sadat: What's the matter with you, Muhammad? Don't you know what I'm going 
through? (identification).  Please try to understand me (empathy). 
Sadat: If you don't bear with me, who will? (identification).  In truth I need your help 
(empathy). 
 With his rhetorical question, Sadat invites Muhammad to identify with him. 
Alternatively, he could have used empathy and asked Kamel to try to understand him. 
Sadat continues by asking for Kamel's compassion. "If you don't bear with me, who 
will?" A request for compassion is a request for identification: One individual asks 
another to step into his shoes and feel what he is feeling. Transforming an interrogative 
sentence into an imperative one and changing the "you" to "I" directs the thinking vector 
inward. It turns the identification into empathy, and the individual says what he feels. 
Kamel: I feel what you feel, but that was no reason for you to address me like that in 
front of everybody (identification + respect).  It's difficult for me, too, but there are 
other ways to say this (empathy + critical thinking).  
 Kamel addresses Sadat with identification and notes that they are both equally 
frustrated by the situation. However, he adds that such a public insult is far more serious 
than their frustration. Turning his thinking vector inward would have enabled Kamel to 
speak of his feelings and say, "This is difficult for me, too," or: "I was offended by 
you," adding, critically, Sadat's comments should have been phrased differently: "There 
is another way to say this." Nuances such as the following are important: 
I was offended by you (empathy).  You offended me (authoritativeness). 
The transition from passive to active and vice-versa changes the direction of the 
thinking vector, as does the transition from "I" to "you".  
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Kamel: I wouldn't take it from my own father! (identification).  I'm not willing to 
take such treatment from anyone (assertiveness). 
 Rather than taking an assertive position and beginning with "I," Kamel speaks 
about his father—a hint that Sadat is in fact like his father. Sadat was actually asked 
once how he could have failed to inform Kamel that he had been appointed foreign 
minister; he replied that he allowed himself to behave this way since he in fact felt as 
though Kamel were his son. A person with a Western thinking paradigm would not be 
likely to accept a disparaging attitude from anyone. A person with an Eastern thinking 
paradigm, on the other hand, would draw a line between those that can acceptably 
engage in certain behaviors towards him, and those who cannot. 
Sadat: I really am sorry, it's all the fault of this cursed prison we find ourselves in (social 
skills).  I accept responsibility for the way I behaved and I apologize (critical 
thinking).  
 Even though Sadat is sorry, he immediately directs his thinking vector outward 
and blames the "cursed prison." Directing his thinking vector inward, he would almost 
certainly have taken the responsibility himself. 
Sadat: Why don't you sit down? (social skills).  Please sit down (empathy). 
 Sadat's thinking vector is outwardly directed in matters both large and small. 
Kamel: I'll leave and give you a chance to rest (social skills).  I'd like to leave now 
and go about my business (assertiveness).  
 A person often disguises his own wishes as concern for the other, an attribute 
of social skills. But Kamel's parting words end his dialogue with Sadat on an assertive 
note:, "For my part it's midnight, and I feel like taking a walk."  
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CRITICAL THINKING 
 
Research background 
Critical thinking is logical thinking based on a sequence of cause and effect.1 
Traditional-collectivist societies tend to rely less on critical thinking than on social 
skills (i.e., considering the context of a given situation). A person with a Western-
thinking paradigm pays less attention to his surroundings and weighs his options more 
abstractly. A person with an Eastern-thinking paradigm is wont to intersperse his 
thinking with circumstantial considerations evoked by his surroundings, considerations 
that a Westerner perceives as strange and illogical. Thus to a person, a person 
can appear irrational, while to a person, a person  seems to be detached from 
his surroundings. In cultures with an external locus of control, a problem is not handled 
in isolation from its surroundings; everything is interconnected. Confronting people 
with a logical contradiction, therefore, is not convincing, and logical reasoning will 
probably be regarded as irrelevant. A society built on dependency relationships finds it 
difficult to accept the validity of logical rules which stand on their own and are always 
correct, regardless  of the surroundings.  In modern times, releasing the individual 
from the constrictions of authority has enabled him to dispense with social skills, to 
attune himself to himself, and to develop critical thinking skills. When the individual 
separated from the group and was left on his own, the manipulative ability he previously 
needed to manage within the group was transformed into logical thinking. The familiar 
"No!" of a modern contemporary two-year-old—a declaration of his separateness from 
his mother and his differentiation from her—is seldom heard with such intensity in 
traditional societies. Similarly, adolescent rebellion in the Western format, where the 
adolescent individuates, establishing his independent and separate "I," is virtually 
unknown in societies with an Eastern-thinking paradigm, where the teenager is not 
expected to separate from his extended family but to continue living under its aegis. 
Sometimes this adolescent is not even expected to make his own critical life decisions, 
such as choosing a marriage partner or a profession: those close to him will make the 
decisions for him. In societies, saying "no" is apt to sound like an insult: taking such 
an independent position indicates that the individual does not need anyone else. That's 

                                                 
1 For more on critical thinking, see the sources in the Further Reading List at the end of the book. 
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why people tend to avoid using "no," preferring indirect tacks and social skills to 
express their reservations. The free use of the word "no," however, is essential for the 
development of critical thinking. Without uninhibited use of "no," the value of "yes" is 
questionable, and therefore also the value of truth. However, it should be noted that 
superior social skills may compensate for weakness in critical thinking.  
 
Problem 1: An argument developed in one of the meetings in 1949 between King 
Adbullah of Jordan (Hussein's grandfather) and the Israeli representatives Dayan and 
Shertok. The king claimed that China was not a member of the League of Nations, while 
Shertok insisted it was. The king repeated himself, and again Shertok corrected him. 
Later, when Dayan asked Shertok why he was so persistent about something so trivial, 
Shertok replied that it was because China was a member of the League of Nations.2 Did 
the king react correctly and why? 
The solution: Since China was indeed a member of the League of Nations, and King 
Abdullah most likely knew that he was not fully familiar with the details, it would seem 
that, as a person, he felt the need to protect his honor. In his mind, to err was 
forbidden. As we saw above (the chapter on social skills, Problem 4), the king liked to 
ask questions to which, ostensibly, only he knew the correct answers. Everyone present 
had to participate in this game. Hence Abdullah was doubtless offended by the fact that 
Shertok dared to argue with him rather than protect his honor. The king found it hard 
to understand that for a person, it is far more honorable to admit you don't know 
something than to pretend that you do. Those who are accustomed to critical thinking 
(), realize that no one can know everything, and telling the truth—admitting to not 
knowing or remembering a specific detail—will not have an adverse effect on one's 
status but may actually enhance it. On the other hand, a person generally expects 
that a person who feels that he knows the truth or the correct answer, should insist on it 
as Shertok did. 
King Abdullah: China was not a member of the League of Nations (respect).  I really 
don't remember, and you may be correct (critical thinking).  

                                                 
2 Bailey, 1990, p. 61.  
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 In this case, Shertok would have been better advised to do the opposite: not to 
insist on his truth, particularly since the issue was not one of principle, in order to 
maintain the king's honor. 
Shertok: China was a member of the League of Nations! (critical thinking).  I really 
don't remember, and you may be correct (respect). 
 
Problem 2: Moshe Dayan describes his Bedouin friend as follows: "He generally 
avoided lying to me, but he never told me the whole truth, nor did he profess to do so. 
He always preferred to say 'maybe' rather than 'of course.'"3 How could the Bedouin 
have communicated more successfully with a person? 
The solution: A person, who tends to be cautious in his contacts with his 
surroundings, prefers to give a noncommittal "maybe," which allows him to change his 
mind. Saying "of course," commits him to a clear and acknowledged truth. A similar 
difference exists in the use of the words "yes" and "no," as opposed to "okay." Research4 
shows that people prefer to say "okay" when they agree with something, as opposed 
to a clearly defined "yes" or "no." The former expresses social agreement; the latter 
provides a logical answer. As noted earlier, Kissinger observed  that King Faisal liked 
to employ elliptical comments that could be interpreted in various ways, thereby 
protecting himself from being quoted in other contexts which might have proved 
embarrassing.5 Likewise, we recall Arafat's habit of responding with "La Na'am" ("no 
and yes" in Arabic),6 which usually confused the interlocutor with a Western-thinking 
paradigm. When Hafez-al-Assad, the Syrian president, promised something, it would 
be as good as done, but when he wanted to refuse, he would say: "I shall talk this over 
with X or Y," or "I shall examine this question."7 
  Nitza Ben-Elissar, the wife of Israel's first ambassador to Egypt, Eliyahu Ben-
Elissar, notes that "according to the tone in which the Egyptian 'yes' was said, the sharp 
listener could discern whether the speaker intended to say, 'I understand,' or 'Stop trying 
to confuse me; leave me in peace.' In any event this is definitely not the 'yes' in the 
Western sense, which implies agreement and confirmation."8 The conclusion seems to 
                                                 
3 Dayan, 1981, p. 249. 
4 The author's research on which the thinking vector questionnaire is based. 
5 Kissinger, 1982, p. 661. 
6 Ross, 2004, p. 13.  
7 Rabinovich, 1998, p. 51.  
8 Ben-Elissar, 1982, p. 22. 



 
 

306 
 

be that people use the words "no," "yes," "maybe," "of course," etc., differently 
from people. For people, the value of the truth is often subordinate to the value 
of the relationship; it is context dependent. They should remember, however, that for a 
person, the truth is almost holy, and he expects his counterpart to respect and adhere 
to it despite the difficulties or unpleasantness this may cause. Unlike Moshe Dayan's 
Bedouin friend, a person prefers the clarity of  "of course," whenever possible, to 
the vagueness of a "maybe." 
The Bedouin friend: Maybe (social skills).  Of course (critical thinking).  
 
Problem 3: In January 1993, accompanied by two Palestinian representatives, Abu Ala 
arrived at Oslo airport to conduct secret peace talks with Israel's representatives. They 
had no visas, simply thinking that their Norwegian hosts—who also kept the contacts 
secret—had arranged them. "We stood in line like the other visitors to Norway. When 
we reached the immigration official he asked: 'Where is your visa, which should be 
attached to your passport?' We replied that we did not have a visa. 'What is the purpose 
of your visit?' he asked. 'Vacation,' we replied. Our answer did not satisfy him, 
compounded by our Middle Eastern appearance. The security officer asked us to move 
aside and allow the others in the line to pass. We stood at the side. I then saw our host, 
Terje Roed Larsen, who was waiting in the arrivals hall. I was sure that he would 
immediately take care of the matter, but he remained standing there without doing 
anything. Initially I thought that this was due to the need to maintain secrecy, but as the 
waiting grew longer, so my patience grew shorter. Blood began to surge in my veins, 
and I said angrily: 'If this is how things start, what results can we expect from this visit?' 
An hour and a half later, when the passport-control hall emptied, I approached the 
immigration official and requested the return of our passports. I told him that we did 
not wish to continue the visit, and would take the first plane home. He did not accede 
to our request; the situation became increasingly complicated, and Terje Larsen 
remained looking at us without doing anything. I beckoned to him because I was about 
to explode. Apparently he then finally phoned the foreign ministry and arranged 
visitors' visas for us. We passed through customs, furious about Larsen's behavior, and 
when we met I vented my rage on him. He apologized with the utmost courtesy and 
explained that the secrecy forced him to behave in that way. We followed Larsen to the 
car parked in the parking garage, far from the exit door, which again nearly drove me 
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crazy. This time, however, I restrained myself and said nothing."9 Thus Abu Ala 
describes his journey to the Oslo meeting. What was so difficult for Abu Ala to 
understand and that so infuriated him? 
The solution: Abu Ala, a person, expects special treatment from people: they will 
smoothly open all doors, not force him to stand in line. This is the modus operandi in 
non-democratic countries with all-powerful rulers. He finds it hard to comprehend that 
despite his host's importance, Terje Larsen is subject to the same laws and restrictions 
as any other citizen in a Western country, and therefore must wait for the authorizations 
he needs. Abu Ala is hard put to understand Larsen's self-restraint and how he 
acquiesces to the airport officials' authority. Hence he resorts to melodramatic 
descriptions ("blood began to surge in my veins"), and angrily informs the members of 
his delegation that nothing good will emerge from a visit that starts in this manner. A 
person, on the other hand, views such an event as intra-personal rather than inter-
personal; therefore he feels no need to indulge in drama. In his logical world, the 
bureaucratic process of entering a country is not significantly connected to the potential 
success of the discussions. While the bureaucracy poses a small technical obstacle, the 
diplomatic talks are the essential matter at hand and all efforts should be directed 
towards them. Because of his internal locus of control, a person is less likely to 
search the environment for signs, contexts and hints that will prophecy the future. He 
assumes that the future will be determined more by his own wishes and actions than by 
secondary, external events. When Larsen parks the car some distance away, possibly 
because other parking is unavailable, Abu Ala again reacts with anger. Motivated by an 
inner force, Larsen does not expect his surroundings to serve him, whereas Abu Ala 
expects the environment to adapt to his needs. To make the encounter with a society 
easier for himself, the person should not expect the surroundings to adapt 
themselves to him, as was the custom in his past. Metaphorically, one could say that in 
a society, the engine that drives the individual is located within himself. He is not 
driven by remote control, nor does he drive others that way. He can drive only himself, 
and others can drive only themselves. The individual is the remote control. In 
society, however, every person possesses a remote control mechanism that enables 
him to activate people in his environment.  

                                                 
9 Arabic, 2006a, p. 64. 
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Abu Ala: Expects the surroundings to adapt to him (social skills).  Feels that no one 
owes him anything, and that everyone has to do his job (critical thinking).  
 
Problem 4: At a dinner in honor of Ibrahim Kamel, the Egyptian Foreign Minister, the 
Israeli Prime Minister Menachem Begin made a goodwill gesture: to demonstrate his 
interest in the continuation of the talks, he agreed to take the place of Foreign Minister 
Dayan, who, according to protocol, should rightly have hosted the dinner. Speaking 
authoritatively, Begin elucidated for Kamel a chapter in world history. He justified his 
adamant opposition to self-determination for the Palestinians by noting Hitler's misuse 
of this term in 1938 when he demanded "self-determination" for Germans living in 
Sudetenland, which in fact belonged to Czechoslovakia. Begin added that, since Kamel 
was a young man, he was no doubt unfamiliar with these events. The Egyptian foreign 
minister gave as good as he got. Without taking his planned speech out of his pocket, 
he retorted to Begin that "a dinner is not a platform for political speeches." The 
exchange led to an embarrassing diplomatic incident; Sadat instructed his delegation to 
return to Egypt.10 How could Kamel have replied to the Israelis in a way they would 
have appreciated? 
The solution: In the Eastern thinking paradigm, respect is generally reserved for the 
elderly. In the Western thinking paradigm, the child occupies center place, and the 
world belongs to the young; the 20th century was often referred to in the West as the 
"Century of the Child." Mentioning that Egypt's foreign minister is a young man would 
be regarded as a compliment in the West, hinting at a great future awaiting him. 
However, in Arab society, which assumes that knowledge and wisdom increase with 
age, this would be regarded as an insult. Though Begin's intentions were good, they 
were counter-productive. Had relations between the two been warmer, such a mistake 
would probably have been forgiven, or at least acknowledged with an apology. Begin's 
dogmatic style, however, was generally perceived by others as arrogant, not conducive 
to a close relationship. It follows that any mistake he made might have severe and 
painful repercussions. Otherwise, Kamel could have simply disagreed with Begin's 
remark.  
Kamel: A dinner is not a platform for political speeches (respect).  I appreciate the 
welcome and thank Mr. Begin for his compliment that I am a young man. In my humble 
                                                 
10 Ben-Elissar, 1995, p. 121; Haber, 1980, p. 243 (H); Weizmann, 1981, p. 179. 
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opinion, however, there is no room for comparison between the Germans and their 
actions, and the Palestinians' wish for independence (empathy + critical thinking). 
 
Problem 5: Marathon talks were held in Cairo with the participation of the Americans, 
Egyptians, Israelis, and Palestinians, and by morning all disagreements had been 
resolved. "Everything seemed done; then suddenly, as if we had not just had this 
discussion, Arafat asked, 'What about the Jericho district, the policemen, and the joint 
patrols?' Amnon Shahak could not contain himself and began to laugh. Arafat said 
across the table, 'You think I am a joke? You think I am a joke?' To which Rabin 
responded in his low, deep voice, 'No, we take you very seriously. Let us go over it 
again.' He did and Arafat agreed on the compromise we had just gone over."11 Why was 
Arafat unable to mobilize a bit of self-directed humor? How should he have reacted? 
The solution: We dealt with this exchange above, focusing on Rabin's reaction (see 
Problem 10 in the chapter on respect). For people, introspection is difficult, and 
self-deprecating humor does not come naturally. Let's consider here how Arafat should 
have reacted. In societies with a Western-thinking paradigm, handling a social offense 
is usually left to the person who was offended: having an internal locus of control, he 
is expected to take responsibility for what happens to him and not take offense. In a 
system based on an external locus of control, however, the individual's role is to ensure 
that the other is not insulted. If he should be offended anyway, he must be extricated 
from the offensive situation. Thus Arafat expected the Israelis to save him from 
Shahak's insult; overcoming it on his own was not an option. When a person shares 
his truth or his feeling, he generally feels that he is on firm ground. Hence Arafat would 
have been better off admitting that he did not understand or was not following the 
discussion. In that case, anyone with a Western-thinking paradigm would have looked 
askance at someone who laughed or refused to review and explain the issue to Arafat.  
Arafat: You think I'm a joke?! You think I'm a joke?! (respect).  I'm sorry, but I didn't 
understand. Can you repeat this once more? (critical thinking + empathy). 
 
Problem 6: Sadat protested Begin's demand that the Israeli settlements remain in Sinai, 
saying: "My people will never accept an encroachment on their land or sovereignty. 
When Premier Begin says he will keep the Israeli settlements in the Sinai and defend 
                                                 
11 Christopher, 2001, p. 206; Indyk, 2009, p. 126; Ross, 2004, p. 135; Savir, 1998, p. 164.  
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them with force, it is an absolute insult to Egypt … I have become the object of extreme 
insult from Israel, and scorn and condemnation from the other Arab leaders … How 
will I appear to other Arab states if this is the price I am paying for peace. My initiative 
has come not out of weakness, but out of strength and self-confidence."12 Is Sadat 
correct in claiming that Israel is trying to insult him, and does he have to prove to Israel 
that the source of his initiative does not lie in weakness? 
The solution: A person is not as occupied with matters of humiliation and honor 
as a person. Begin wants to keep the Israeli settlements in the Sinai peninsula 
because of Israeli concerns, not to in order to offend Egypt. This, however, is not the 
case regarding Egypt's relationship with other Arab states. In societies, humiliating 
the other is one method of fighting him. Therefore Sadat is correct in articulating the 
significance of being perceived as acting from strength rather than weakness. However, 
Israel is less engaged with this question than Sadat supposes, and expects a practical 
response from him. Hence Sadat could have functioned on a more practical level 
without investing unnecessary thought in the issue of how he appeared, whether weak 
or strong, in Israel's eyes. 
Sadat: My initiative has come not from weakness, but from strength and self-confidence 
(respect).  My initiative is logical and positive (critical thinking). 
 
Problem 7: Sadat addressed Israel in the Egyptian People's Assembly with the words: 
"I am even prepared to come to your home, the Knesset, to talk and argue with you."13 
Facing accusations of treason, Sadat's aides presented his visit to Jerusalem as 
courageous. Sadat, they announced, was going to shake the lion in its den.14 Sheikh 
Tantawi, who supported the peace process between Israel and Egypt, was in the habit 
of saying that he was meeting with Israelis in order to show them and everyone else 
that he did not fear them and would tell them the truth.15 How should these statements 
be worded for people? 
The solution: What these three statements have in common is that they all presented 
the issues in terms of courage and bravery, rather than in a matter-of-fact way that 

                                                 
12 Carter, 1982, p. 358; Weizmann, 1981, p. 333. 
13 Rubinstein, 1992, p. 31.  
14 Haber, 1980, p. 61. (H) 
15 http://www.ynet.co.il/articles/0,7340,L-3861244,00.html  
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would have been more palatable to a society. Messages to a society should 
emphasize critical thinking. 
Sadat: I am even prepared to come to your home, the Knesset, to talk and argue with 
you (respect).  Despite the difficulties, I am prepared to come to Jerusalem to 
promote peace (critical thinking). 
Sadat's aides: Sadat is going to shake the lion in its den (respect).  The President is 
entering into difficult negotiations with the Israelis (critical thinking). 
Sheikh Tantawi: I am meeting with Israelis in order to show them and everyone else 
that I do not fear them and will tell them the truth (respect).  I am meeting with 
Israelis in order to promote genuine peace (critical thinking). 
 
Problem 8: Fahmy, the Egyptian Foreign Minister, explained why he did not support 
the joint U.S.-U.S.S.R Declaration of Principles for ending the conflict between Israel 
and the Arabs: "Egypt's support would have automatically hardened Israel's position. 
Such support might also lead the Palestinians and the Syrians to think that Egypt had 
been involved in the preparation of the Declaration, and I also wanted to keep the 
Egyptian options as open as possible, in case new political developments took place, 
making it necessary to change our position."16 What would be the response of a 
person to this explanation? 
The solution: A person would answer that Fahmy talks about everything—except 
what he really thinks about the Declaration. Subject to an external locus of control, his 
concern lies in the impact his agreement may have on his surroundings. He is clearly 
not motivated by an inner force but by social skills. Someone with an internal locus of 
control would probably doubt whether Fahmy knows what he really wants. 
Fahmy: Israel will harden its position if we support the Declaration (social skills).  
We have to examine whether this proposal answers our major needs (critical thinking). 
Fahmy: Supporting the Declaration is liable to cause the Palestinians and the Syrians to 
think that Egypt was involved in its preparation (social skills).  We have no control 
over what the other side will think; let them think what they wish. We will not formulate 
our opinion according to what the other side might think (critical thinking). 
 

                                                 
16 Fahmy, 1983, p. 235. 
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Problem 9: King Abdullah, Hussein's grandfather, bore a grudge against Golda Meir 
from the time of their meeting prior to the War of Independence. There Golda informed 
the king that the Hebrew Yishuv in the Land of Israel intended to declare the 
establishment of the State of Israel. When he begged her to postpone the decision, she 
replied that the Yishuv had already waited too long, two thousand years. Thus,  Moshe 
Dayan says, she gave him the choice: either accept Israel's Declaration of 
Independence, thereby submitting to a woman's dictate, or go to war. With this act, she 
forced Abdullah to join the other Arab states' attack on Israel.17 In time, at a joint dinner 
following the post-war ceasefire on the Jordanian front, King Abdullah asked the Israeli 
emissary, Eliyahu Sasson: "On the eve of the war, what made you send a woman to 
present me with an ultimatum? Why this humiliation? Why didn't you come, Elias?"18 
Did Golda Meir indeed force King Abdullah to go to war?  
The solution: Because a person is not used to functioning with an internal locus of 
control or defining what he wants personally, he often feels that his surroundings 
compel him into certain actions. As far as the king was concerned, Golda left him no 
alternative and she was therefore responsible for his going to war, either because she 
was a woman, or because she informed him about the establishment of the State of 
Israel. For Golda, the facts that she is female and that the Jews want a country bear no 
relationship to what King Abdullah does or does not need to do. 
King Abdullah: Because she presented me with an ultimatum—to submit to a woman's 
dictate or go to war—she forced me to join the Arabs in their war on Israel (respect). 
 It was my personal decision to go to war, for which I accept responsibility (critical 
thinking).  
 
Problem 10: When King Abdullah revealed to Golda Meir that he was about to join 
the Arab countries' attack on Israel, she replied, "We will fight," to which Abdullah 
rejoined, "It is your duty to fight." When one of the Israeli representatives warned him 
of the consequences, the king replied: "I know you will hit us hard, but it is your duty 
to do what is imposed on you."19 Did King Abdullah have no choice but to enter a war 
that he knew in advance he would lose? 
                                                 
17 Bailey, 1990, p. 18; Shlaim, 1988, p. 397.  
18 Sasson, 2004, p. 144. 
19 Wikipedia: Abdullah I of Jordan  
http://he.wikipedia.org/wiki/%D7%A2%D7%91%D7%93%D7%90%D7%9C% 
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The solution: King Abdullah adopts a fatalistic approach with an external locus of 
control, according to which an individual has no control over his situation. He knows 
that Israel will fight. He even encourages Israel to follow fate's decree by declaring, "It 
is your duty to fight," and adding that it is Israel's duty to strike the Arabs hard. 
Abdullah, makes no attempt to change his fate. Similarly, in a speech to the nation 
following Jordan's defeat in the Six-Day War, Abdullah's grandson King Hussein said: 
"My brothers, I seem to belong to a family which, according to the will of Allah, must 
suffer and make sacrifices for its country without end."20 Hussein did not mention the 
fact that it was he who declared war, despite warnings by Israel not to let himself be 
drawn into hostilities. According to Hussein, God's will can retrospectively explain 
everything. Herein lies one of the major attitudinal differences between a person 
and a person regarding responsibility, blame, and belief in change. A person 
tends to accept personal responsibility and believe that change is possible, while 
blaming himself when events do not occur as they should. A person is likely to 
attribute responsibility and blame to the group, along with the ability to change. 
King Abdullah: It is your duty to fight. I know you will hit us hard. But you have to do 
what is imposed on you (authoritativeness).  I will make every effort to change the 
fateful decree (critical thinking). 
 
Problem 11: In contrast to the Palestinian consensus, which refused to recognize 
Israel's existence, Abu Mazen was willing to accept UN Resolution 242 recognizing 
Israel's right to exist within the 1967 borders, and to continue the Palestinian struggle 
only for the liberation of the West Bank and the Gaza Strip. Nevertheless, he was wary 
about expressing his position openly. Without revealing it, Abu Mazen checked 
whether his Palestinian colleague, Naim al-Ashqar, thought as he did.  
Abu Mazen: "Are you prepared to think with me without being restricted by 'red lines' 

and worrying about what we regard as forbidden?"  
Naim:            "Yes."  
Abu Mazen: "Do you agree with me that the intifada erupted as a way of bringing about 

the withdrawal of Israeli forces from Gaza and the West Bank?" 
Naim:            "Yes." 
                                                 
D7%9C%D7%94%D7%94%D7%A8%D7%90%D7%A9%D7%95%D7%9F,_% 
D7%9E%D7%9C%D7%9A_%D7%99%D7%A8%D7%93%D7%9F 
20 Hussein, 1969, p. 97; Shlaim, 2009, p. 222 [should be 2007, p. 250] 
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Abu Mazen: "Do you think our people in Gaza and the West Bank would agree if we 
were to ask them to continue throwing stones for as long as it takes to 
drive the Israelis out of Haifa, Jaffa, and Acre?" 

Naim:            "No." 
Abu Mazen:  "What would be their response?"  
Naim:            "They would throw the stones at us." 
Abu Mazen:  "Then let us discuss what we can offer them." 
 Abu Mazen notes that after the outbreak of the First Intifada in December 1987, 
he and his people began to consider the acceptance of UN Resolutions 242 and 338 as 
the basis for a political process, which later became known as the Palestinian political 
initiative.21 How would a person have viewed the above dialogue? Could Abu 
Mazen have conducted a dialogue of this kind with him? 
The solution: Abu Mazen asks but does not tell. He evokes his counterpart's reactions 
without revealing his opinion, thereby showing considerable social skills. This is not 
the critical-thinking approach of a person, who says directly what is on his mind. 
We can hypothesize that Abu Mazen is afraid to violate the Palestinian consensus, and 
therefore does not simply ask Naim whether he is willing to recognize Israel within the 
1967 borders. Before exposing their positions, people frequently withhold their own 
opinions and instead query their counterparts to ascertain where they stand. In such a 
scenario, a person is probably baffled by his counterpart's obfuscation and believes 
that he is being evasive and dishonest. The person cannot fathom his counterpart's 
inability to say what he thinks. Therefore, if he doesn't want his messages to be 
confusing and suspect, a person must get used to speaking in "I" terms when 
conveying his thoughts to a person, and pay particular attention to beginning 
sentences with "I" rather than "you." Imperative statements are preferable to 
interrogative ones 
Abu Mazen: Do you think … (social skills).  I think that it is worthwhile … (critical 
thinking). 
 
Problem 12: When a Saudi hacker stole many Israelis' credit-card details, an argument 
developed among Saudi surfers as to whether the act was ethical. One of the opponents 

                                                 
21 Abbas, 1995, p. 21. 
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of the theft maintained, "We don't want the Jews to say that we are thieves."22 Is this 
suggestion valid in terms of the Western thinking paradigm? 
The solution: A person is not easily influenced by group pressure: he is not likely 
to steal because he does not want to think of himself as a thief. In his childhood, ethical 
values were outside himself—in the hands of the socialization agents—but they were 
subsequently internalized and are now part of him. The ethical values of the person, 
on the other hand, are in the hands of the group and are actualized through the 
constraints of respect and shame. A person will not say that he doesn't steal because 
he doesn't want anyone to say that he is a thief. He attaches more importance to what 
he thinks about himself than to what others will say. 
Saudi surfer: We don't want the Jews to say that we are thieves (respect).  We don't 
want to be thieves (critical thinking). 
 
Problem 13: In January 2012, a few months after the outbreak of the uprising against 
him, there was a mass rally in Damascus to support Syrian President Bashar al-Assad, 
who declared, "No one can fail to see the external plot. Hundreds of media sources 
worldwide want us to collapse. They have failed but have not despaired." He continued: 
"During a certain incident I was forced to look at myself, and when I saw myself, I 
believed what I had said. My words convinced me."23 How could Assad have restyled 
his declaration to make it more credible to ears? 
The solution: Assad is convinced, not from within, but from the outside. He does not 
begin by expressing belief in what he himself says; on the contrary, only after he looks 
at himself from the outside does he begin to believe in himself. So too with his other 
statements: listening to his own words persuades him. He is not convinced before he 
speaks; the words come before internal persuasion. Assad does not possess the inner 
experience of connecting to the truth which characterizes people. His truth is found 
in the form in which things appear, not in their content or essence; it is in the hands of 
the group and not within himself. 
Bashar al-Assad: During a certain incident I was forced to observe myself, and when I 
saw myself, I believed what I had said. My words convinced me (identification).  I 
say what I believe (critical thinking).  
                                                 
22 http://www.ynet.co.il/articles/0,7340,L-4170834,00.html  
23 http://www.ynet.co.il/articles/0,7340,L-4174327,00.html  
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Problem 14: Ezer Weizmann, the Israeli defense minister, writes: "I tried to understand 
the Egyptian positions with the help of Middle East experts and people from military 
intelligence, among others, but not even the best experts were able to answer all my 
questions. In my eyes, too, the Egyptians' behavior sometimes seemed strange, to say 
the least. I once requested that a personal gift be sent to the owner of a souvenir shop 
in Cairo in appreciation for the polite manner in which he served my wife Reuma. The 
Egyptians refused to deliver the small gift on the unreasonable grounds that Egyptian 
citizens are forbidden to receive presents from foreigners. In another case the Egyptians 
refused to allow the military chaplain to come to Cairo to prepare the Passover Seder 
for the small Israeli delegation at "Zehava." They also refused to allow the delivery of 
matzos and wine to the military delegation and to the small Jewish communities in 
Cairo and Alexandria. On Pesach eve we were forced to send the Hagaddah text by 
teleprinter. I attributed the Egyptian behavior to the authorities in Cairo, possibly even 
Sadat, and their intention of expressing dissatisfaction about the peace process having 
been frozen. However, I rejected out of hand all the proposed suggestions to create a 
crisis over the Egyptians' behavior. 'These are landmines on the way to peace,' I said. 
'You can step on them and they will explode—but it is also possible to dismantle 
them.'"24 What did Weizmann understand when the best Middle East experts and Israeli 
military intelligence did not? How could the Egyptians have helped the Israelis 
understand their protest and promote their relationship? 
The solution: Weizmann was correct; this was indeed the Egyptians' way of making 
their dissatisfaction known. We have seen that cultures do not indulge in direct, 
frontal verbal confrontation; instead, they indicate their annoyance or resentment at 
others with behavior that reflects that displeasure, and expect the offending parties to 
take the hint. There is clearly no point in protesting this behavior, just as one would not 
object to a verbal protest. Each thinking paradigm has its own ways of expressing 
discontent. 
 A person should bear in mind that without suitable explanations, there is no 
guarantee that the person, lacking well-developed social skills, will understand the 
hints. "Few of our cabinet ministers tried to read what was going on in the minds of the 
Egyptians," Weizmann admits, adding: "We did this well when we fought against them. 
                                                 
24 Weizmann, 1981, p. 261. 
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We failed when we sat opposite them at the negotiating table."25 There is not always "a 
Weizmann" who can explain the other side's behavior, and the absence of clear 
communication can lead to distancing and further damage. Though it is legitimate for 
a person to protest vehemently, delay negotiations, and assertively maintain his 
opinion, this must be accompanied by explanations, without which he will be perceived 
as strange and incomprehensible. The explanations enable the other side to make 
amends, keeping the road open to future contacts. The Egyptians, for instance, could 
have told Weizmann that they were not prepared to cooperate with Israel in any way 
until the difficulties were ironed out, and that they were returning the relationship to an 
earlier stage, prior to the peace talks. This would have tossed the ball into Israel's court, 
and Israel would have understood this time where the ball was. 
Egypt: Hinting (social skills).  Explaining (critical thinking). 
 
Problem 15: When Israeli Prime Minister Netanyahu requested the release of Azam 
Azam, who was convicted of spying in Egypt, he declared that Azam should be released 
because he was innocent. In response, Mubarak said that Netanyahu had "stained the 
Egyptian legal system, one of the purest and fairest legal systems," and therefore he 
could not help Israel. Netanyahu replied: "It's been a long time since I heard such an 
excuse for holding a person in jail. Azam should not have been jailed in the first place; 
he is innocent, and all the rest are excuses."26 Only several years later was Azam 
released from the Egyptian jail. In Problem 4 of the chapter on respect, we analyzed 
Netanyahu's behavior in this incident. We will now examine Mubarak's behavior. How 
could he have advanced understanding with Israel? 
The solution: For a person an insult is no justification for anything. There is a clear 
distinction between feelings and truth. Therefore, Mubarak should not have explained 
Azam's protracted imprisonment on the grounds that Egypt had been insulted. For a 
person, the only question is truth: Did Azam spy or did he not? Using critical 
thinking, Mubarak could have ignored the slander and proposed that Israel refer to 
higher instances of the Egyptian legal system. This would have reflected the strength 
of a position of separateness and an internal locus of control, wherein one maintains 
objectivity without being carried away by passionate instincts. At the same time, the 
                                                 
25 Ibid., p. 367. 
26 Grosbard, 2000, p. 311.  
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Western thinking paradigm, because of its critical thinking, could have accepted the 
possibility that an error is always possible, which would not have demonstrated any 
lack of  respect for Egypt, and would moreover have facilitated an honorable exit for 
Mubarak. 
Mubarak: You stained the Egyptian legal system… (respect).  I have no intention of 
relating to slander against the Egyptian legal system, of which we are very proud. I 
suggest that you make use of the accepted channels and appeal to higher instances, so 
that if a mistake has been made and the justice of your claim is upheld, Azam will be 
released (critical thinking).  
 Sometime later, the Israeli representative, Danny Yatom, met with Mubarak, 
among other things to discuss Azam Azam. "I said to Mubarak: 'I'm looking you in the 
eye and telling you: Azam is not a spy. He was never part of the Mossad, or the 
intelligence system or Israeli security, and does not belong to any Israeli state 
institution. Therefore it is most important that he be released.' Mubarak replied that he 
would endeavor to reduce Azam's sentence, but that if Netanyahu continued to express 
himself publicly on the issue, it would create media attention that would prevent him 
from doing so. At a later stage Mubarak told Ehud Barak and Clinton that had 
Netanyahu lowered the media profile and the noise around the Azam issue, and had he 
dealt discreetly with the subject behind the scenes, Azam would have been released. 
Mubarak claimed that Netanyahu pushed him into a corner by turning the subject into 
a public issue in Egypt, and that he, Mubarrak, could not act against Egyptian public 
opinion."27 
 It is indeed possible that someone in Egypt wished to incriminate Azam in order 
to show that he had caught a spy, and an Israeli spy at that. In his discussions with 
Danny Yatom, as well as with Ehud Barak and Clinton, Mubarak did not deny the 
possibility that Azam was innocent. However, he did suggest to the Israelis how they 
should approach Egypt on this matter. He explained the intense social pressure exerted 
on him as the Egyptian leader, and that Western truth was not exactly the way to deal 
with the problem. Explanations of this kind are essential for people, who are totally 
unfamiliar with this kind of thinking among people.  

                                                 
27 Yatom, 2009, p. 338.  
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 Mubarak's remarks to Danny Yatom, logically explaining the best way for Israel 
to act, are a good example of how Mubarak used critical thinking to help the Israelis 
modify their behavior towards the Egyptians. Mubarak could have continued claiming 
that Israel had offended the Egyptian legal system, but did not do so in this instance.  
Mubarak: You stained the Egyptian legal system (respect).  You have to understand 
us. Things work differently here than in your country (critical thinking).  
 
Problem 16: At the Camp David conference, the Israelis wanted to increase—beyond 
the previously closed agreement—the size of the forces they would be allowed to keep 
in the demilitarized areas. Ezer Weizmann was dispatched to request this gesture from 
Sadat. "How many battalions are we talking about?" Sadat asked. "Three battalions of 
Border Police," replied Weizmann. "Fine, Weizmann, for you—four battalions. After 
the October War, I no longer have any complexes."28 Will a person appreciate this 
gesture? 
The solution: We discussed this case in Problem 47 of the chapter on identification, 
where we tried to teach people the rules of respect and identification using Sadat's 
behavior as an example. Here we will try to instruct a person how he should deal 
with gestures in an encounter with a person. The latter is not accustomed to the 
"language" of gestures and therefore will not usually appreciate them the way the 
person will, nor will he be able to respond in kind and offer gestures in return to an 
Easterner. The likely outcome: the Easterner will be disappointed and offended by the 
lack of symmetry between him and the Westerner. We saw how, following his visit to 
Jerusalem, Sadat expected a gesture from Begin (early evacuation of El Arish), and how 
offended he was when the gesture did not materialize. Sadat explained to U.S. President 
Nixon what we called "the reciprocity principle": I'd like you to know … that if you 
prove friendly to us, we shall be ten times as friendly; if hostile we shall be ten times 
as hostile. As it is the law of nature for each action to have a reaction, a good move by 
you will be met by a dozen moves by us, and vice versa."29 A person, therefore, is 
not obliged to make gestures to prove his generosity. He can demand a gesture in return 
for his gesture, or, alternatively, say that he has to give the matter some thought rather 
than making a generous offer like Sadat's.  
                                                 
28 Weizmann, 1981, p. 346. 
29 al-Sadat, 1978, p. 209.  
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Sadat: The reciprocity principle (social skills).  We take our own decisions freely and 
independently; often they are not connected to your actions, but to the way we see things 
(critical thinking).  
 
Problem 17: At the Camp David conference, where U.S. President Carter mediated 
peace negotiations between Egypt and Israel, a serious disagreement broke out between 
Sadat and his foreign minister Kamel. Sadat was willing to be flexible with the Israelis; 
Kamel was not. The latter records the discussion that took place between them: 
 "Greeting me warmly… Sadat said: 'I have asked you here to tell you that my 
tough stand this morning with Vance and Carter has yielded excellent results.' 'Good,' 
I said. 'Wait,' he continued, 'I'll fetch the document so that you may see for yourself!' 
Out he went, to come back a moment later with a paper in his hand. Then he invited me 
to sit beside him and read the document. When I began, he cried: 'No—speak up so I 
can hear you!' I promptly complied, but before I was through, Osama (El-Baz) came 
into the room. President Sadat thereupon welcomed him and requested me to start again 
from the beginning so that Osama might hear. And I began to read once more. … When 
I was through reading, Sadat glanced at me and asked: 'Well, what do you think now?' 
'Think about what?' I replied coldly. 'Your only flaw Muhammad is your Turkish 
blockheadedness. You don't want to understand!' This elicited from me the remark that 
'I understood only too well.' Then Sadat turned to Osama and asked him what he 
thought. Osama … said nothing. At this, Sadat patted my knee and said, 'Please, have 
faith in me, don't you have confidence in me?' I replied that what was important was to 
ascertain the contents of Carter's project. 'As for this paper,' I went on, 'it deals with 
matters of procedure and is completely worthless.' Sadat snatched the paper out of my 
hand, shouting: 'No, it's a very important document, and in Carter's handwriting too. I 
intend to take it with me and lock it away in my private safe until the time is ripe.' I 
looked at him, wondering whether he really thought me that naïve and stupid, or 
whether he really believed the document was that important."30 Were we to assume that 
Kamel is a person, how should Sadat have approached him? 
The solution: In this instance, Kamel indeed behaves like a person, true to himself, 
and does not attempt to adapt himself to the authority figure. Facing him is Sadat, who, 
using his social skills, constructs a dramatic scene that will make it difficult for Kamel 
                                                 
30 Kamel, 1986, p. 358. 
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to object to the document. Sadat summons Kamel and informs him that his firmness 
has led to the formulation of an excellent document. At this point Sadat makes it 
difficult for Kamel to criticize the document. Sadat then asks him to read the document 
aloud. A silent reading, in private, facilitates separateness and the ability to maintain an 
independent opinion; reading aloud to an audience makes this difficult. When El-Baz 
enters, Sadat asks Kamel to read aloud from the beginning, thereby creating group 
pressure that also makes it difficult for El-Baz to criticize the agreement. When none 
of these ploys achieves his aim, Sadat uses insult tactics. Maybe now Kamel will 
surrender to Sadat's authority. When this doesn't help either, Sadat attempts to curry 
favor with Kamel, asking him to have faith in him. When this too proves futile, he 
finally opines that the document is a great achievement. 
 In meeting with a person, one should first allow him to draw his own 
conclusions; otherwise, immediately expressing pride in one's accomplishments will be 
perceived as undue pressure. Nor is there any need to apply group pressure on him (such 
as forcing him to read aloud). He wants his privacy. There is also no need, obviously, 
to be insulting ("your Turkish blockheadedness") or to curry favor ("please, have faith 
in me"), which constitute a way of activating him from the outside, manipulation which 
he will not like. One can simply say that the two "agree to disagree." In other words, a 
person's encounter with a person can be smoothed by the Easterner's accepting 
the separateness and independence between the parties, and acknowledging that he 
cannot impose his will on the other. 
Sadat: I have asked you here to tell you that my tough stand this morning with Vance 
and Carter has yielded excellent results. I'll fetch the document so that you may see for 
yourself! (social skills).  I want you to read the document and tell me what you think 
(critical thinking).  
Sadat: Speak up so I can hear you! (social skills).  I would like everyone to read the 
document (critical thinking). 
Sadat: Your only flaw Muhammad is your Turkish blockheadedness. You don't want 
to understand! (social skills).  I see that we don't agree (critical thinking). 
Sadat: Please, have faith in me, don't you have confidence in me? (identification + 
social skills).  I'm sorry you don't agree with me. I see that my explanations are not  
helping (empathy + critical thinking).  
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Problem 18: Toward the end of the Camp David conference, Israel and Egypt finally 
reached an agreement. Nevertheless, Muhammad Kamel, the Egyptian foreign minister, 
still disagreed with Sadat: 
Kamel: "I would have agreed with you had you been able to get something concrete." 
Sadat:   "I accepted some concessions to help Carter. I will sign anything President  

Carter puts in front of me before reading it." 
Kamel: "Why, Mr. President? Why should we sign blindly? 
Sadat:   "Muhammad, don't you trust me?"  
Kamel: "I am ready to trust you, but there is nothing in this agreement which we can 

accept. We are doing this for Carter's sake, to hell with Carter." 
Sadat:   "Do you want me to leave here as a failure? Do you want the Soviet Union to 

say that I failed?! And Gaddafi?! And Assad?!" 
 The exasperated Egyptian leader asked other members of the delegation what 
they thought of the agreement. 
El-Baz: "One word is missing. Had we included self-determination for the Palestinians, 

it would have been perfectly all right." 
Sadat:    "I suggested that to Carter but he said it would cost him his chair." 
Kamel:  (Explodes with rage) "Just because he wants to be the president of the United 

States for eight years instead of four, we sacrifice the whole nation."  
 Silence. 
Sadat:   "Muhammad, you will never be a politician." 
Kamel: "If this is politics, I don't want to be a politician." 31 
 Kamel was left to pack his belongings and make his own way back to Egypt while 
the rest of the delegation accompanied Sadat to Washington for the signing ceremony. 
On the assumption that Kamel is a person, how should Sadat have approached him? 
The solution: In this case, too, Kamel seems to have adopted the Western thinking 
paradigm, at least partially, and makes an attempt to preserve his president's honor by 
criticizing Carter instead of Sadat.  
 Sadat begins by telling Kamel that he will sign anything that Carter puts in front 
of him. A person will not look kindly on such blind obedience and will not be 
willing to relinquish his own judgment so easily. In society, the desire to agree, to 
placate and to identify with the other is likely to lead to this kind of behavior. For 
                                                 
31 Heikal, 1996, p. 277. 
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example, in a meeting between Hussein and Peres regarding the settlements, they 
reached an understanding. Hussein then had to go to another meeting and asked Peres 
to put the terms of their agreement in writing. When he returned from his meeting with 
his aide, Rifai, they read the draft. Though Rifai demanded certain changes, Hussein 
quickly blurted out that the documents were perfect and signed them without asking for 
any changes.32 As a rule, Sadat should have said that despite his close relationship with 
Carter, he would sign only after reading the document and only if he agreed with it. He 
should also have added that despite their disagreements, it was good that Kamel voiced 
his personal opinion and that it was not important what others would say but what they 
themselves think. It was counterproductive for Sadat to predict Kamel's future 
("Muhammad, you will never be a politician"), because it is no concern of his. He might 
justifiably express his opinion about Kamel's suitability for the profession, but beyond 
this, it is Kamel's business. 
Sadat: I will sign anything President Carter puts in front of me before reading it 
(identification).  It is important to me what Carter says, but I will think twice before 
signing anything (critical thinking). 
Sadat: Muhammad, don't you trust me? (social skills + identification).  Muhammad, 
I feel that you don't agree with me (critical thinking). 
Sadat: Do you want them to say I'm a failure? (social skills).  I will do what I believe 
without taking into consideration what they will say (critical thinking). 
Sadat: Muhammad, you will never be a politician (authoritativeness).  Muhammad, 
I'm not sure that that the position of foreign minister is suitable for you (critical 
thinking).  
 
Problem 19: Majali, head of the Jordanian delegation to the peace talks with Israel and 
later Prime Minister of Jordan, boasts in his book how the Jordanians cheated the 
Israelis regarding the text of the peace agreement. The final sub-section (Number 9) of 
Section B dealt with the prospective peace agreement between Israel and Jordan, which 
would be realized after the preceding articles had been implemented. These  articles in 
Paragraph B dealt with various aspects of the Israeli-Jordanian relationship. The 
Jordanians wanted the peace agreement with Israel to come into force only after the 
peace process had been finalized with all of Israel's neighbors, while Israel maintained 
                                                 
32 Peres, 1995, p. 307. 
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that irrespective of the other tracks, the peace agreement between Israel and Jordan 
should be signed after these two sides reached an agreement. Deviously and without 
anyone noticing, the Jordanian representative, Haddadin, wrote the letter "C" on the 
digit 9 of sub-section 9 of Section B, so that the peace agreement seemed to fulfill the 
requirements of Section A as well as Section B. Section A dealt with achieving a just, 
valid, and comprehensive peace between Israel and its neighbors. There were other 
corrections to be made in the agreement, and the Israelis did not notice this change.33 
How would the Israelis come to view this situation? 
The solution: A person is not as critical of such manipulations as a person 
would likely be. From an Eastern-thinking perspective, it can be permissible to try to 
deceive your counterpart; if he does not notice the trick, he has only himself to blame. 
Just as one cannot complain about someone who has better critical thinking, one cannot 
complain about someone who uses his superior social skills to his own advantage. The 
person does not consider this as manipulation but rather worldly wisdom. The fact 
that Majali proudly and unashamedly recounts this story proves how acceptable his 
society will find it. He should have taken into account, however, that for people this 
is an act of deception that will be viewed extremely unfavorably.  
A lie is not perceived as being particularly serious, since it embodies worldly wisdom 
that is essential for survival (social skills).  A lie is perceived as serious because it 
contradicts inner truth (critical thinking). 
 
Problem 20: Munther Haddadin, the Jordanian minister of water and irrigation, and 
chief negotiator with Israel on water issues, writes about the search for an appropriate 
time for his meeting with Sharon. When he realized that Sharon observes the Sabbath 
and would not wish to meet on this day, he stubbornly said that he was not prepared to 
meet on Friday because this was the day of rest in Jordan and the Muslim world. 
Haddadin explains that even though he himself is an Orthodox Christian, accustomed 
to working on Fridays and resting on Sundays, it was important for him to insist on this 
point because of Sharon's stubbornness concerning the holiness of the Jews' day of rest, 
and to show the Jews that they were not the only ones with such a holy day. Muslims 
have one as well, and they also honor it. Consequently, the Christian Haddadin agreed 
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to work on Sunday, his Sabbath, but not on Friday in order to make his point to the 
Israelis.34 Did Haddadin manage to prove what he wanted to the Israelis? 
The solution: A person tends not to relate to a person the way the latter relates 
to him. He is less interested in making comparisons, wondering what his counterpart 
thinks of him, and how he can impress him in a particular way. Haddadin, therefore, 
should not have behaved in Sharon's manner. He needed to be Haddadin and to choose 
the most convenient day of rest for him. 
Haddadin: I'll show my counterpart that I'm no less important than he (social skills).  
I'll do what's appropriate for me (critical thinking).  
 
Problem 21: The Jordanian delegation was surprised to discover that some of the Israeli 
representatives to the negotiations were wearing skullcaps. Dr. Haddadin whispered to 
his colleague, Anani: "I will take my cross memento and hang it down my neck unto 
my chest. It seems that the Likud Party wants to cast on the negotiations a religious 
color." "Yes," Anani answered, "but does that mean I should wear a crescent on my 
chest? Faith is in the heart."35 How would the Israelis have been affected had the 
Jordanian delegation worn pendants with the symbols of their religion?  
The solution: Haddadin's conspiratorial outlook is evidently thinking that Israel is 
plotting something. The reciprocity principle, based on identification, is also at work 
here: Haddadin wants to even out the score with the Israelis. It can reasonably be 
assumed that a person would not have taken issue with his counterpart's wearing a 
symbolic cross or a crescent, nor would he have made any attempt to flaunt his own 
religious symbols. Because of his separateness, a gesture of this kind would have been 
irrelevant. This incident demonstrates how little the person understands that his 
counterpart thinks quite differently from him.  
Haddadin: I'll do what my counterpart does in order to create a balance (identification). 
 I'll do what I want (critical thinking).  
 
Problem 22: Jacques Neriah, the director for Arab affairs in Israel's Prime Minister's 
Office, knew how to exploit the conspiratorial Arab character. Once he was sitting with 
Said Kamal, the PLO ambassador to Egypt, in the lobby of the hotel in Paris where the 
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talks between the parties were taking place. (See Problem 29 in the chapter on social 
skills.) Kamal noticed that most of the other chairs were occupied by unusually 
attractive women. "It's very pleasant sitting here with all these beautiful ladies, but 
shouldn't we go somewhere where we can talk privately?" Kamal asked. "Don't worry, 
the ladies are from Israeli security," Neriah said, "the beautiful ones, that is, not the 
ugly ones. They have to be beautiful to work in security." Neriah explained that 
beautiful women were chosen because they were less likely to be identified as security 
agents. "We would never leave the security of our delegation to French protection," he 
added. "It has cost Israel several million dollars to prepare men like Shahak [the chief 
Israeli negotiator] for their mission, and we cannot afford to lose them."36 How can a 
person protect himself and not let his tendency to believe in conspiracies be 
exploited? 
The solution: In a world where there is no transparency, conspiracies flourish. Like a 
marionette being pulled by strings, the individual feels he has no personal control over 
the course of events. In a society that tends toward an external locus of control, the 
individual perceives that he is dependent on his surroundings, and it is unreasonable to 
assume that the enemy will not busy itself with him. This kind of thinking is prevalent 
in Western society as well, but to a far lesser extent (in, for example, the conspiracy 
theories that proliferated in the wake of the assassinations of Yitzhak Rabin and of 
President Kennedy). The person's only defense against conspiracies is to rely on 
himself, to ask himself what he really thinks about a particular issue. Thus he can 
disconnect himself from group pressure, direct his thinking vector inward, and seek his 
own truth. Is it really logical that all these beautiful women are involved in Israeli 
security? Maybe they just happen to be in the hotel, a likely occurrence in hotels like 
this? And even if they were security agents, would Jacques Neriah reveal the fact? In 
his previous meetings with senior Israelis, did he ever see anything similar in hotel 
lobbies? 
Kamal: The other thinks about me and I think about him (social skills).  Everyone is 
involved in his own matters (critical thinking). 
 A person, with an external locus of control, should also be cautious about 
sharing the conspiracy theories he may believe with a person. For example, 
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Tohamy, Sadat's deputy, explained Egypt's collapse in the Sinai Campaign and the Six-
Day War to Moshe Dayan in terms of various conspiracy theories. Egypt's defeat in the 
Six-Day War was because the country's President Nasser was a traitor who intentionally 
brought about Egypt's failure. In the Yom Kippur War, it was the great powers that 
prevented the Egyptian army from advancing.37 To the man who was Israel's minister 
of defense in these wars, these were of course ludicrous claims that added nothing to 
his respect for Tohamy. Beneath these conspiracy theories lay Tohamy's difficulty in 
taking responsibility for and admitting the failures. It follows, then, that these 
conspiracy theories are sometimes meant to avoid the pain caused by an encounter with 
the truth. 
Tohamy: Nasser was a traitor and therefore we lost the war (social skills).  We lost 
the war because you were better than us (critical thinking).  
 
Problem 23: Abu Mazen tried to answer the question of why Ezer Weizmann went 
from being a political hawk to a dove: "Weizmann was known to be one of the Likud 
hawks, but during the Camp David talks and even earlier, his views began to change. 
Underlying the change was the great concern and the warm relationship that developed 
between him and the late President Anwar Sadat, who always called him 'my friend 
Ezra.' Added to this was a humane reason: his only son, the Weizmann family's heir, 
was wounded severely in the head by a bullet in the October [Yom Kippur] War. This 
event profoundly affected Weizmann and led him to understand that continuing these 
wars would only lead to more soldiers being wounded as his son had."38 Where did Abu 
Mazen err in his interpretation of Ezer Weizmann's behavior? 
The solution: By and large, a person will not easily change his views in response 
to expressions of warmth from other people. A Western-thinking-paradigm person, in 
fact, would say that events proceed in the opposite direction: first Weizmann changed 
his political position, and that enabled him to develop a warm relationship with Sadat 
and other Egyptians. Indeed, from the moment Sadat arrived in Jerusalem, he and 
Weizmann forged a warm, close relationship. Sadat explained to an Egyptian journalist 
why he was fond of Weizmann from the start: 
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 "'Ezer Weizmann was closest to my heart. Even though he did not occupy an 
official post at the time of the visit [he was the minister of defense at the time, but his 
leg was in a plaster cast and he walked with a cane], he came immediately to see me at 
the King David Hotel where I was staying, and spoke with great optimism about the 
prospective peace.' The president went on to speak at length about Weizmann, who 
seems to have fascinated him. He quoted Weizmann as saying that his sole wish in life 
was the success of the peace process, and to spend the rest of his life in a small house 
he would buy in Alexandria, which he adored; [he served there as a pilot in the RAF] 
and the happiest memories of his younger days were from there.  "'Weizmann used 
to come to me every day and often twice with his plastered leg. He used to ask me if I 
wanted anything outside official channels. Whenever I asked for anything he would tell 
me in Arabic in the Egyptian dialect—of which he is in full command—'at your service, 
Mr. President.'"39 people can learn much from Weizmann, who had no qualms about 
creating this bond of warmth and respect with Sadat, while at the same time putting his 
foot down when the situation called for it. However, Abu Mazen is clearly mistaken in 
thinking that it was Sadat's attitude towards Weizmann that brought about the change 
in him. A person tends to attribute too much importance to relationships in the 
person's world. 
 It can also be assumed that Abu Mazen attributes too much weight to  Weizmann's 
son's role in shaping his dovish political position. We know of bereaved families who 
move closer to the right, others to the left, when confronted by similarly cataclysmic 
events, but usually their political positions remain unaffected in the wake of personal 
tragedies. Less influenced by external stimuli, a person is more likely to formulate 
his opinion based on a deeper "I believe." It is not considered honorable for a person 
to shape his political stance on the basis of personal, subjective experience, rather than 
objective, critical thinking. Nevertheless, Abu Mazen believes that Weizmann's 
identification with his surroundings—his son and other soldiers—has caused him to 
change his political opinions, in the same way that a person with an Eastern-paradigm 
thinking would be likely to reconfigure his political opinions based on family 
affiliation, not his personal belief system. 
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Abu Mazen: A warm and close relationship with the enemy leads to change in one's 
political opinions (identification).  A change in one's political opinions is likely to 
lead to developing warm and close relationships (critical thinking). 
Abu Mazen: Political opinions are influenced by one's surroundings (identification).  
Political opinions are mainly influenced by one's self (critical thinking). 
 
Problem 24: When Sadat spoke with Weizmann about Egypt's demand for an Israeli 
withdrawal from the West Bank, he said: "The problem is how this will be seen in the 
wider world: we need to show that you are withdrawing."40 What kind of reaction will 
this evoke from a person? 
The solution: Sadat does not say that Israel should withdraw. He talks not about  
essence, about what is really happening, but about how it will be perceived. For a 
person, the significant question is whether or not there was actually a withdrawal. 
Sadat: We need to show that you are withdrawing (social skills).  You need to 
withdraw (critical thinking). 
 
Problem 25: Brzezinski, the American national security adviser, writes that "Sadat had 
a tendency to let himself be carried away by his own words, and I noted in my journal 
that 'my worry is that Sadat does not seem to differentiate clearly between fact and 
fiction, and I wonder how much of what he said was just for effect.'"41 How could Sadat 
have made a different impression? 
The solution: Relative to a person, a person tolerates and may even sympathize 
with exaggeration and dramatization. A person, on the other hand, is likely to be 
alarmed by such expressions, as was Brzezinski. In this case, too, the person should 
try to restrain himself and not get carried away emotionally in his contacts with 
people. 
Sadat: An attempt to impress the other (social skills).  Allow the other to form his 
own impressions (critical thinking).  
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Problem 26: Hafez al-Assad was notorious for letting American delegations wait 
endlessly for meetings with him.42 How did persons view this? 
The solution: Assad started his encounters with a power struggle. Even before meeting 
the Americans, he chose to humiliate them. In his world, devoid of separateness, one 
person must occupy a superior position, the other an inferior one. The person 
appreciates authority that has been established through critical thinking or an assertive 
stance. Humiliation is not a regular part of his behavioral repertoire, and his reaction to 
it will not be what Assad expects. Though the Americans would certainly feel 
uncomfortable being made to wait, they will still maintain their independence and 
separateness in the negotiations. 
Assad: Lets the others wait (authoritativeness).  Adheres to the pre-set schedule  
(critical thinking).  
 
Problem 27: Gamasy, the Egyptian war minister, writes that he once asked Weizmann 
a question he'd been wanting to ask for a long time: "Why had Israel taken part, with 
Britain and France, in a war against us to deprive us of the Suez Canal, which had been 
nationalized as a matter of right because the waterway was ours? I knew how difficult 
it was for him to answer my question, but I wanted to hear his reply and his 
interpretation. He could not say that Israel had played a role assigned to it to serve 
British and French interests in the region. He could not say that the purpose was to 
expand and to annex Sinai. He could not possibly have said any of that."43 How did 
Gamasy err regarding Israel? 
The solution: In Problem 42 in the chapter on identification, we discussed Weizmann's 
answer to Gamasy's question. Here we will help Gamasy understand Weizmann's 
thinking. Gamasy attributes thinking to Israel. As far as he was concerned, Israel 
went to war because of external British and French pressure. Alternatively, he would 
consider the possibility that Israel wished to expand and annex parts of Egypt. This 
reason, too, would have an external locus of control. It is difficult for Gamasy to 
conceive that there was another, reason: Israel did not wish to deal with Britain and 
France, nor with Egypt, but went to war to protect itself from acts of terror and to 
prevent the closing of the Straits of Tiran. Eastern people often repeat this mistake 
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in relating to people. In the ceasefire talks, for instance, the Syrian representative 
suggested to the Israeli representative, Mordechai Makleff, "to stage a military coup in 
Israel and take control."44 
Gamasy: Israel participated in the Sinai Campaign because of either the pressure 
exerted on it, or its wish to expand (social skills).  Israel participated in the Sinai 
Campaign because of its sense of distress (critical thinking).  
 
Problem 28: At a meeting at Shepherdstown between Ehud Barak, the Israeli prime 
minister, and Farouk al-Sharaa, the Syrian foreign minister, Barak spoke for the time 
allotted him. He avoided settling any past accounts with the Syrians and devoted his 
remarks to the future. Farouk al-Sharaa, for his part, refused to shake hands with Barak, 
spoke stiffly and at length, and said that only the termination of the occupation would 
remove the Israelis' barrier of fear and anxiety. He stressed that it was Israel that had 
initiated the incidents that led to the occupation of the Golan Heights in the Six-Day 
War, paying little heed to President Clinton, who during the speech  whispered twice 
to him, "This is not the time."45 How did al-Sharaa's speech resonate in ears? 
The solution: One of the salient differences between people and people 
concerns issues of blame and responsibility. Practiced in accepting personal 
responsibility, a person tends to take blame on himself; a person tends to project 
responsibility and to blame the other. "Our tendency to blame ourselves meets the 
Palestinians' tendency to blame only us," writes the Israeli Chief of Staff Bogie Ya'alon. 
"A strange agreement is thus created; the Palestinians say that only the Israelis are to 
blame, and the Israelis too say that the Israelis are to blame."46 A style that accepts at 
least partial responsibility is therefore well received among people with a Western-
thinking paradigm. In this case Barak looks to the future, avoiding a search for the 
guilty party and concentrating on joint responsibility for shaping the future. Al-Sharaa, 
on the other hand, places all responsibility at Israel's door and is therefore perceived 
negatively by Clinton and the other delegates with a Western-thinking paradigm. 
Al-Sharaa: Israel is responsible and at fault (social skills). We also bear part of the 
responsibility and the blame (critical thinking). 
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Problem 29: Israeli Defense Minister Weizmann writes about a discussion between 
him and Sadat that took place in Sadat's suite at the King David Hotel during his historic 
visit to Israel. Egypt had recently conducted extensive military maneuvers, and Sadat 
spoke about large-scale peace deals. Weizmann looked at him skeptically, to which 
Sadat responded: "I am a person who honors his word. Believe me. You can trust me. 
I said and I still say—'No more war.'"47 How could Sadat have better convinced 
Weizmann that he had no intention of going to war? 
The solution: A person will sometimes boast in a way that seems inappropriate or 
even childish to a person. As we have seen, this boasting is not a plea for admiration 
but a desire for respect. A person will generally avoid self-praise. He does not 
believe that the way to another's heart is to convince him of his true intentions. He  
prefers to let things speak for themselves, and to allow his counterpart to reach his own 
conclusions. Another tack would be to explain his position logically, explaining rather 
than persuading, because the former is internally focused while the latter is externally 
focused. In this case, for example, Weizmann would probably have been more ready to 
believe Sadat had the president explained the nature of the maneuvers, from which it 
would have been apparent that it was not Egypt's aim to go to war. 
Sadat: I am a person who honors his word. Believe me. You can trust me. I said and I 
still say—No more war (respect).  You can see from the nature of the maneuvers that 
our aim is not to go to war (critical thinking).  
 
Problem 30: Abu Mazen writes that "the Israelis did not believe we could maintain 
secrecy, and we had to prove to them that we were capable of maintaining the total 
secrecy of the Oslo talks … our delegation's correct behavior led the Israelis to revise 
their attitude toward the PLO. They no longer saw us as a terror organization, but rather 
a body they could consult with and afterwards recognize because of what we really 
are."48 Did the Palestinians have to prove their trustworthiness to the Israelis? 
The solution: According to the Western thinking paradigm, the Palestinians did not 
have to prove anything to the Israelis. The Palestinians owe the Israelis nothing, and 
definitely don't need to aspire to achieve a good grade from Israel so that Israel will 
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change its attitude toward them. What they need is to prove to themselves that they are 
reliable. A often desires to placate the person, but the reverse is not true and the 
imbalance is likely to frustrate the person. 
Abu Mazen: We have to prove to the other side (social skills).  We have to prove to 
ourselves (critical thinking).  
 
Problem 31: When an Israeli delegation visited Cairo, they were invited for a guided 
tour of Egypt's beautiful tourist sights. The Israelis noticed that they were not shown 
the poorer neighborhoods that comprise a major part of the urban area, and asked to  
see them. The Egyptians were insulted. They said, "When someone gives you their hand 
to shake, you don't check to see if his nails are trimmed."49 What did they not 
understand? 
The solution: A person expects his guest to protect his honor and not ask him 
embarrassing questions. In the person's world, however, it can be the opportunity 
to ask challenging questions that makes him more respectful of his counterpart. Thus 
Western media are used to confronting an interviewee with hard questions, irrespective 
of his status.  
The Egyptians: When someone gives you their hand to shake, you don't check to see if 
his nails are trimmed (social skills).  When someone gives you their hand to shake in 
peace, you allow yourself to ask him more difficult questions (critical thinking).  
 
Problem 32: In the disengagement talks between the Israeli and Egyptian armies 
following the Yom Kippur War, Sadat told Kissinger, the U.S. secretary of state, that 
he was prepared to clean up the Suez Canal and open it to shipping on condition that 
the Israelis stopped presenting this as a condition.50 How could Sadat have worded his 
demand according to the Western-thinking paradigm, so that it would have sounded 
more logical to the Americans and the Israelis? 
The solution: To preserve Sadat's honor, the Canal had to be opened as the result of an 
Egyptian decision to do so, not because of Israeli pressure. Sadat, however, could have 
directed his thinking vector inward and said that he was concerned about Egypt's 
interests, not Israel's. In other words, he could have indicated that, while he was totally 
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disinterested in what Israel thought regarding the Canal, he himself intended to open it 
because that would best serve Egypt's interests. 
Sadat: We are prepared to open the Suez Canal on condition that the Israelis cease to  
present this as a condition (respect).  We are prepared to open the Canal because this 
is in our interest (critical thinking). 
 
Problem 33: Uri Savir, the Israeli representative to the Oslo talks, writes: "I recall 
saying to Abu Ala: 'We have devoted three thousand hours to negotiations on existing 
agreements. We will need more time to negotiate future agreements. Theoretically, we 
could have streamlined the process and created a software program that would produce 
a table of the two sides' interests, in the form of "completed agreements." Would you 
agree to create a program of this kind?' Abu Ala replied with an assertive 'No.'" Why? 
What is the difference between the two approaches to the negotiations? 
The solution: Abu Ala explained that it requires time for ideas to percolate and for the 
parties to get used to the proposed compromises on various issues. For him, the 
negotiations comprise a transitional period in resolving the conflict.51 This discussion 
shows how differently people and people think. Abu Ala stresses the 
relationship; Uri Savir stresses the rational component.  
Abu Ala: A peace process is based on relationships and therefore takes time (social 
skills).  Since a peace process is based on rational solutions to problems, it's possible 
to shorten the process (critical thinking). 
 
Problem 34: Itamar Rabinovich, Israel's envoy to the peace talks with Syria, describes 
the difficulties in dealing with the Syrians: "We could not expect too much from the 
discussion of such delicate matters at this phase. Assad would be elliptical, vague and 
indirect. He would seek to embarrass us by putting us in the awkward position of a blunt 
stranger gracelessly moving a heavy foot in an environment that cherishes subtlety and 
allusion."52 Assuming that a person wishes to make things easier for a person 
in the process of building a relationship, what should he do? 
The solution: The person should employ rational and explicit language. 
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The Syrians: Using subtlety and allusion (social skills).  Providing explicit answers 
to specific questions (critical thinking). 
 
Problem 35: Madeleine Albright, the U.S. secretary of state, implored Assad not to 
reject an agreement that would give the Syrians 99% of the area of the Golan Heights, 
simply because of a narrow remaining strip of land. Al-Sharaa, the Syrian foreign 
minister, replied that it was not a matter of kilometers but of honor.53 Could Al-Sharaa 
have worded his statement in a way that would have been more intelligible to a 
Western-thinking paradigm?  
The solution: A person with a Western-thinking paradigm has difficulty understanding 
the refusal to accept 99% of their desired territory because of disagreement over a mere 
1%. Al-Sharaa should have explained the Syrian position to the Americans in terms of 
logic, not honor. 
Al-Sharaa: It is not a matter of kilometers but of honor (respect).  I believe our people 
will not let us relinquish a single inch (critical thinking).  
 
Problem 36: Following Israel's invasion of Lebanon in the Second Lebanon War, 
Hassan Nasrallah, leader of Hezbollah, declared that any outcome was acceptable to 
him, except for humiliation.54 How would this announcement be received by someone 
with a Western-thinking paradigm? 
The solution: The unwillingness to accept humiliation can be a powerful weapon, but 
it is usually incomprehensible to people. It implies that victory is not important, but 
rather the absence of humiliation. Thus defeat can be transformed into victory. Khaled 
Mashal, head of Hamas's political bureau, defined this as "the victory of honor."55 Sadat 
expresses similar sentiments in describing his childhood hero: "For all the [British] 
enemy's might, Zahran felt superior since he possessed a most powerful and effective 
weapon: rejection of anything or anyone who sought to humiliate him and his people. 
Zahran's image was, in fact, ever present in my mind. I saw Zahran in dream and 
reverie, and wished I were him. I hoped my story would grow into a ballad that would 
live in the hearts of prosperity."56 For people, who fail to understand a ceaseless 
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preoccupation with humiliation, any result that improves their position in a 
confrontation is acceptable. At the end of the Lebanon War, Nasrallah presented its 
outcome as a stunning victory for his forces. A person who wishes to improve his 
relationship with a person must explain to him the importance of humiliation and 
honor in his world because both these concepts are unclear to the person, whether 
in war or peace.  
Nasrallah: Any result is acceptable to me, other than humiliation (respect).  For us 
humiliation and honor are weighty strategic considerations (critical thinking).  
 
Problem 37: When Israel's Prime Minister Menachem Begin refused to negotiate with 
Mustafa Khalil, the Egyptian prime minister, on the grounds that Khalil was appointed 
by Sadat and not elected by the people, Khalil was insulted. He complained to the 
Americans that Begin's statement constituted interference in Egypt's internal affairs. 
"Egypt has a history of 7,000 years behind it, and it is I who refuse to negotiate with 
him, and not him with me,"57 Khalil said. How would this statement fall on the ears of 
a person? 
The solution: For a person, the issue of "Who refused to talk first?" will probably 
sound childish. He expects Khalil to express his opinion, regardless of Begin. If Khalil 
is interested in meeting with Begin and Begin refuses, it's Begin's problem, not Khalil's. 
There is nothing here that indicates disrespect towards Khalil, but there may be 
something that shows Begin in a bad light.  
Khalil: I refuse to speak with him, and not the other way round (respect).  If he refuses 
to speak with me, it's his problem (critical thinking).  
 
Problem 38: When Sadat wanted Israel to make a goodwill gesture after his visit to 
Jerusalem, he said: "You need to do something for me, not for me, for Egypt."58 Would 
that self-correction satisfy a person? 
The solution: Sadat, naturally, does not wish to imply that the gesture is being done 
for him personally, because in his mind he is Egypt. Arafat sometimes erred in similar 
fashion; he'd say, for instance, that "Rabin never stopped my money and always 
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transferred it to me on time."59 But when his people cried, "In spirit and in blood we 
will redeem you, Abu Ammar [Arafat]," he corrected them: "In spirit and in blood we 
will redeem you,  Palestine." Such a correction does not satisfy a person because he 
is not in the habit of conferring favors or making gestures to anyone, whether to an 
individual such as Sadat, or to his people. To the Western-thinking individual,  Sadat's 
very request for a favor demonstrates a lack of respect. It would have been preferable 
for Sadat to have justified his request in the context of advancing the peace process, 
rather than in the context of personal relationships. Had he done so, a public with a 
Western-thinking paradigm would have viewed his request more favorably. Otherwise, 
they might well have understood it as a bribe. 
Sadat: You need to do something for me (social skills).  The gesture I propose will 
benefit the peace process in the following way… (critical thinking). 
 
Problem 39: Gilad Sher, a member of the Israeli team negotiating with the Palestinians, 
writes: "It was clear to us that the appearance and interpretation of the security 
arrangements were no less important to the Palestinians than their essence."60 What can 
a person learn from this statement? 
The solution: Gilad Sher is surprised to learn that appearance is sometimes more 
important to the Palestinians than substance. A person should therefore explain his 
needs to the person, and just how important appearance is to him. Alternatively, 
when trying to persuade a person, the person should adopt critical thinking 
directed towards substance, rather than using his own need for respect and identification 
in order to be convincing 
Appearance is more important than substance (social skills).  Substance is more 
important than appearance (critical thinking). 
 
Problem 40: Muhammad Ibrahim Kamel, Egypt's foreign minister, describes the peace 
talks with the Israeli delegation that took place at Leeds Castle: "The meeting lasted 
two hours, and, truth to tell, it was totally dominated by Osama El-Baz. The Israeli side 
was singularly unable to either embarrass him or prevent him from answering their 
questions clearly and firmly. He was, indisputably, the star of the meeting, and we had 
                                                 
59 Yatom, 2006, p. 356. 
60 Sher, 2001, p. 271.  



 
 

338 
 

good cause to be proud of him. He also won the admiration of the Americans, while the 
Israelis were subdued."61 How did the Israelis describe the meeting? What can a 
person learn from the different descriptions of the meeting? 
The solution: It's not very likely that a person would attach much weight to the 
issues of who dominated a meeting, who was its "star," or who embarrassed whom. A 
person will focus on the meeting's specific content, with far less drama, as described 
by Moshe Dayan, the Israeli foreign minister: "Even though Foreign Minister 
Muhammad Ibrahim Kamel was the head of the Egyptian delegation, their principal 
spokesman was El-Baz, an incisive, knowledgeable, Harvard-educated jurist. Slight of 
nature and thin, he tried to avoid the social side of such gatherings as much as possible. 
At meals he would only peck at his food. But at the conference table he came to life. 
His strength lay in the sharpness of his tongue, his expert familiarity with the subject 
under discussion, the clarity of his formulation, and his cutting replies in arguments, 
which at times verged on the offensive. I could not tell whether or not he was genuinely 
committed to securing a peace agreement. In any event he felt no affection for us, the 
Israelis, and made little attempt to hide this."62 Even though Dayan relates to El-Baz's 
impressive abilities, he clearly did not feel "subdued," as Kamel suggests. For Dayan, 
the question at hand was whether El-Baz was interested in a peace agreement, which 
was the goal of the meeting. For a person, how a confrontation is played out, or 
who proves more sharp-witted, are not essential issues; only the final result matters. In  
fact, all participants' positions at this meeting remained rigid.  
 In another example: Jordanian negotiators at peace talks with Israel repeatedly 
referred to Israelis' facial expressions as an indication of the effect their remarks had 
had.63 A Jordanian delegate referred to Elyakim Rubinstein, the Israeli representative 
to the talks, as follows: "I don't like that smile of his nor the way he gazes. He looks so 
strange."64 He relates not to what Rubinstein said, but only to his body language. For a 
person, facial expressions are just as important as content, and sometimes even 
more so. 
 Similarly, the Israelis came to many of the peace talks better prepared than the 
Palestinians and in full command of their material. In descriptions of these meetings, 
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however, the Israelis make no mention of the impression they left on the Palestinians; 
they only note whether or not their goal was achieved. The Palestinians, for their part, 
were sometimes embarrassed by the Israelis' greater experience, organizational ability, 
and the means to prepare for the meetings. The Palestinians found it difficult to benefit 
from the Israelis' resources,65 though if they had asked for assistance, it would almost 
certainly have been forthcoming. When a person places too much importance on 
respect and shame in a meeting of this kind, at the expense of substance, there may be 
a boomerang effect that makes it hard for him to request help.  
Kamel: They were very impressed with us (respect).  Nothing came of this meeting 
(critical thinking). 
The Palestinians: It's embarrassing to ask for assistance (respect).  It's businesslike 
to ask for assistance (critical thinking). 
 
Problem 41: Before the opening of the Madrid Peace Conference between Israel and 
the Arab countries, the Egyptians arranged a seminar for the Palestinians in order to 
share with them their experiences of negotiating with the Israelis. What was their major 
suggestion for the Palestinians? 
The solution: The Egyptians explained: "The Israeli style of negotiating differs from 
that of the Arab world in its emphasis on the precise meaning of words, rather than on 
the broad meaning of statements."66 Hence, during the peace negotiations between 
Israel and Egypt, Sadat accused Begin of dwelling too much on details: "Begin is like 
one possessed; he doesn’t stop quoting ancient European precedents, and he bargains 
over every word."67 A person tends toward critical thinking anchored in details, as 
opposed to a person, who tends to relate to the overall picture and to think in 
generalizations. Sadat explained that he was seeking to simplify the complexity by 
means of "clear intentions," because "clear intentions help considerably to create an 
atmosphere that promotes solving problems, even the most difficult and complex."68 A 
person, on the other hand, would tend to rely on analysis, breaking down a problem 
into elements and discussing many details simultaneously. While a person will 
present a concise precis for an agreement, a person is wont to present many pages 
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of details. For example: In an attempt to formulate an agreement between Israel and 
Syria, the Syrian demands consisted of exactly one sentence, namely, that Israel return 
to the June 4, 1967 lines; the Israelis' demands covered two pages dealing with security, 
water, etc.69 The Syrian President, Hafez al-Assad, told U.S. Secretary of State Warren 
Christopher, during his shuttle diplomacy to the Middle East, that he prefers "simpler 
ideas."70  Similarly, he told Denis Ross that he wanted a simple accord, not a complex 
one like the Oslo Agreement, which he claimed was unlikely to succeed.71 A person 
could try to provide more details than he would ordinarily do in order to give the 
more confidence that the agreement will be implemented. Alternatively, a 
person could use critical thinking to explain to a person that there will always 
be unresolved issues, that it is impossible to deal with every detail, and that some 
matters should be left for a later stage. 
Sadat: You are like one possessed, and don't stop quoting ancient European precedents. 
You haggle over every word (authoritativeness).  In my opinion, "clear intentions" 
can simplify the complexity and help us progress. Debating every word will not help 
us move forward (critical thinking). 
The phrase in the above example, "in my opinion," is a classic opening for a person. 
Because they do not place themselves in the center, people find such wording 
unacceptable. However, this phrase makes it easier for a person to accept what 
follows because it limits the speaker's remarks, as opposed to saying, "You are this and 
that …," which is liable to raise the hackles of a person. Using critical thinking 
instead of authoritativeness therefore increases the likelihood that Sadat's words will be 
more comprehensible and acceptable to Begin. 
 
Problem 42: During discussions with the Palestinians, Arafat demanded a massive 
release of security prisoners. Barak decided to make a gesture and release three security 
prisoners—which only left Arafat fuming about the "humiliating release." In his view 
it was preferable that no prisoners be released.72 Would it have been possible to bridge 
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the gap between the parties and explain why for one, the release of three prisoners was 
better than none, while for the other, none would be better than three? 
The solution: The sense of respect is indivisible. A blanket refusal to release any 
prisoners might have been interpreted as Barak's response to Arafat's honorable 
defiance, while a partial release might have seemed like throwing Arafat a bone. It is 
sometimes a challenge for a person to progress in stages or to dissect a problem into 
its basic elements. Abu Ala refers to this as the Palestinians' characteristic "all or 
nothing" approach, which in his view has brought about all their tragedies over the 
years. He regrets that no one "reformed that primitive agenda, which serves no purpose 
for any time or place."73 The all-or-nothing approach is also evident in the comment 
that Abdul Rahman Azzam, secretary-general of the Arab League, made to the U.N. 
mediator Bernadotte in 1948, that "it was better to lose all than to consent to a wrong."74 
People in societies often feel that they should strive for "rightness", completion and 
perfection; if they do not achieve these, they are prepared to relinquish everything. 
Relinquishing any part of their dream is regarded as a blow to their honor and is 
therefore worthless. Hence, when a person offers a compromise based on critical 
thinking, in which each party gains something, obtaining its most important goals while 
giving up lesser ones, people are not always convinced. The latter's all-or-nothing, 
black-or-white attitude is not appreciated by people, who believe it is also important 
to be able to see shades of gray. They feel that accepting an honorable compromise can 
serve one better than adhering to unrealistic principles.  
 Similar logic lay beneath the Palestinian opposition to Israel's withdrawal from 
the Gaza Strip. The aim of the Intifada was to liberate the Palestinians from the Israeli 
occupation. According to Abu Mazen, there were Palestinians who said that if Israel 
were to withdraw from Gaza, the Intifada would end even though the West Bank had 
not yet been liberated, and therefore it was preferable for the Palestinians not to allow 
Israel to withdraw from Gaza but to leave Israel stuck in Gaza's quicksand.75 Abu 
Mazen also talks about those who always say "no." When the Oslo Agreement was 
presented to the PLO leadership, he writes, there were those who opposed it even 
though they had previously stated that if certain objectives were attained—such as 
mention of "the Palestinian people," or the transfer of Gaza and Jericho to Palestinian 
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sovereignty (as written in the Oslo Agreement)—these would be achievements above 
and beyond their expectations. Abu Mazen calls this "opposition for the sake of 
opposition," and notes that there were those who always wanted to entrench themselves 
in the "no" because the mere fact of saying "yes" implies that there is something to 
lose.76 Clinton, too, accused the Palestinians of "always saying what they didn't want 
and not what they did."77 Various Western diplomats believed that the more Arafat 
received, the more he would have to lose. Ultimately they realized that, at any time and 
in any situation,  Arafat was prepared to return to the status quo ante and relinquish 
everything, as if he had gained nothing.78 It is therefore important for a person to 
be capable of distilling a problem into its basic elements and agreeing to partial, 
temporary solutions en route to the distant goal. 
Palestinians: An all-or-nothing approach (respect).  A relative and partial approach 
(critical thinking). 
Abdul Rahman Azzam: It is better to lose everything than consent to a wrong (respect). 
 Each party has its own idea of what is right. It is therefore necessary to search for a 
solution in which both parties benefit without necessarily being right (critical 
thinking).79 
 
Problem 43: How does a person perceive the relations between people? How 
is he likely to err? 
The solution: A person is liable to think that the relationships of people, like 
their own, lack separateness, characterized among other things by the need to obey 
authority. They will not find it easy to see people the way they perceive 
themselves—as separate, independent-minded individuals capable of making their own 
decisions. Thus the Palestinians viewed the American decision to conduct a dialogue 
with the PLO in a positive light, Abu Mazen writes, "because instinctively they 
concluded that a dialogue with America was not a peripheral matter of legality, but one 
of tremendous practical importance because it pitted Israel against the world and even 
against the US in a confrontation that it could not win."80 Abu Mazen  assumes that just 

                                                 
76 Ibid., p. 209. 
77 Yatom, 2009, p. 420.  
78 Ben-Ami, 2004, p. 81. 
79 Abbas, 1995, p. 34.  
80 Abbas, 1995, p. 34. 



 
 

343 
 

as he is committed to the Arab League, Israel is committed to Western countries and 
particularly to its American patron. Because in his world consensus must be maintained 
at all costs, he is hard put to understand the meaning of  independence, or that friends 
may disagree among themselves. Indeed, Abu Mazen notes that he was "astounded that 
the Israeli delegation dared to criticize the Americans so strongly, openly and 
courageously."81 And Mowaffak Allaf, head of the Syrian delegation, said: "There was 
a time when we thought that the Americans influenced the Israelis. Now we feel that it 
is the Israeli foreign ministry that directs the State Department."82 For him, it is a given 
that one has influence and the other is influenced. He can barely imagine a relationship 
between two independent individuals which does not always contain an element of 
influence, or that if such an element does exist, it is not always the same person 
influencing the other. A thus needs to exercise caution in projecting the dependence 
relationships of his world onto the world of people. 
 At the start of the Oslo talks, the Palestinians were not sure whether Hirschfeld 
and Pundak represented the Israeli government, and if they did, exactly whom they 
represented. They consequently projected onto the two a whole world of conspiracies: 
"We thought that Hirschfeld was one of Peres's people and Pundak one of Rabin's, and 
because of the rivalry between Rabin and Peres, Rabin had instructed Pundak to watch 
Hirschfeld closely so he could submit secret reports to the prime minister. Even more 
seriously, we often felt that Pundak was an agent of the Israeli Mossad [secret service], 
and that his role was to spy on us during the secret talks. This led us to feel 
uncomfortable in his presence. This small man, hiding behind thick spectacles, taking 
pains to ingratiate himself with us and praise us excessively, seemed to have descended 
on us from the world of espionage, conspiracy, and security secrets."83 
 One of the most infamous mistakes made by people regarding people was 
that the Americans themselves had plotted the World Trade Center tragedy, harming 
themselves just in order to put blame on Muslims. Without discussing the complexity 
of this projection, suffice to say that, in the imagination of people,  people are 
perpetually engaged in thinking about them—mistakenly based, of course, on the 
incorrect premise that people are constantly focused on the other.  

                                                 
81 Ibid., p. 160. 
82 Heikal, 1996, p. 422.  
83 Arabic, 2006a, p. 115. 



 
 

344 
 

 On the other hand, people tend to attribute an unrealistic degree of 
separateness and independence topeople. Thus, over the years Israel and the 
Americans offered the individual Arab countries an independent and separate peace 
with Israel, without understanding their need for a broader context of attachment, i.e., 
the backing, primarily, of the Arab League. Over and again the Americans neglected 
the need to obtain the support of additional Arab states for the peace process. In this 
respect, people attribute to people a level of independence that does not exist. 
At the start of the peace process negotiations, for example, Sadat tried to consolidate a 
comprehensive agreement. Jordan's King Hussein dared to conclude a peace treaty with 
Israel only after the Oslo agreement between Israel and the Palestinians had been 
signed, while Arafat and Abu Mazen constantly emphasized that it was impossible for 
the Palestinians and Israel to solve the problem of Jerusalem alone, without involving 
the whole Muslim world.84  
The individual is dependent on his surroundings (social skills).  The individual is 
dependent mainly on himself (critical thinking).  
 
Problem 44: Will a person view an imposed solution any differently from a 
person, and if so, why? 
The solution: The Israeli ambassador in Egypt, Moshe Sasson, noted the Arabs' 
difficulty in making decisions, and explained how this situation invites an imposed 
agreement that destroys any chances of creativity. In 1968, when Levi Eshkol wished 
to promote the idea of civil administration on the West Bank, Sasson told him: "You 
make the decision. If you invite guests and ask them what they want to drink, one will 
say 'coffee with sugar,' the second 'without sugar,' the third will ask for 'lemonade,' the 
fourth 'tamarind juice,' etc. Eshkol, don't ask! Serve everyone coffee—everyone will 
partake and will even thank you." 
 Eshkol rejected this approach out of hand: he wanted an agreement acceptable to 
the Arabs, not a unilateral, imposed decision. "Musa," Eshkol explained, "I come from 
a particular movement in which democracy is paramount. Where I come from there is 
no coercion." Sometime later, Sheikh Jabari said to Eshkol: "This is the way the Arabs 
are: Even if they argue about what food they want to eat—they won't agree. But if they 
find a ready-made meal prepared without consulting them, they will devour it without 
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any argument, and will even thank their host." Sasson continues: "Eshkol looked at me 
and said, 'Isn't this your lemonade, Musa?'"85 A person, who reveres his 
independence and his freedom of choice, will abhor an imposed solution.  A person, 
on the other hand, is used to the fact that many things in his world are not the outcome 
of his choosing, and that he has to submit to authority. For him, the advantage of an 
imposed solution is that he can claim that he did not want it but that he had no choice. 
Other people will certainly comprehend his position. 
 Many discussion channels between the Palestinians and Israel were conducted in 
Cairo under Egyptian auspices. Hassanein Heikal, editor of the Egyptian Al-Ahram, 
said that they failed because Arafat expected that Egypt would not only facilitate the 
meetings but would also propose dramatic concessions in such a way that Arafat  would 
be able to declare that they had been forced on him and consequently he had to accept 
them.86 Appeals to "restrain me" or "force me" are heard more frequently among those 
with an external locus of control; those with an internal locus of control find this hard 
to understand. Time and again the Arabs waited for the Americans to force their 
position on the Israelis, but they were disappointed.87 Nabil Abu-Rodeina, Arafat's 
personal secretary, claimed that it was preferable to strive for an arrangement that the 
Americans would force upon the parties. The Palestinians, he said, were simply unable 
to compromise on key issues, and would rather rely on the Americans to do it for them.88 
Since this issue is extremely difficult for people to understand, it calls for a serious 
explanation by people.   
We are forced to do many things in life that are good for us because we cannot do them 
by ourselves (authoritativeness).  Because human beings have their own desires, they 
resent being forced to do things by others (critical thinking). 
 
Problem 45: How does a person view a person, and how should the former deal 
with these perceptions? 
The solution: Majali, head of the Jordanian delegation to the talks with Israel, recounts: 
"At the beginning I was awed by the Israelis and felt inhibited talking to them. After 
some time I realized that they were no more intelligent or efficient than us, and their 
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only area of superiority was greater discipline. They knew the limits of their authority 
and never exceeded them."89 This is how a person with an Eastern-thinking paradigm 
perceives his opposite: the Westerner's mode of critical thinking and, ostensibly, his 
lack of emotions or need for bonding initially causes fear. When the Easterner becomes 
more familiar with his Western counterpart, Majali says, he is less afraid and discovers 
similarities between them, but he is still left with a sense of inferiority when facing 
someone who has internalized his limits and needs no external threats to acknowledge 
them.  
 To a person, a person sometimes comes across as arrogant, cold, and 
distant. It took Abu Mazen some time to understand that people are not emotionless. 
"I used to believe," he writes (see Problem 25 in the chapter on identification), "that in 
countries with strong institutional traditions, the personal element would not exist. I 
also used to believe that the personal touch was a trait common only in countries from 
the Third World. But now I believe that the personal element is present everywhere."90 
In his book, Through Secret Channels, Abu Mazen shares this experience with readers, 
describing the vital necessity of personal contact for all progress. His preconception of 
the Western world as one without human interaction is particularly interesting. In fact, 
many people experience people this way, but they have no real opportunity to 
investigate the relationships between independent individuals who have undergone the 
psychological process of separating from the group.  
 Arafat accused Barak of being "politically clumsy, frustrating, and lacking a 
personal touch."91 The King of Morocco assessed Kissinger as a diplomat who "does 
not follow classic diplomatic intentions, and he prefers to remain far from emotions and 
imagination, preferring to tackle problems and realities in a cool, calm and objective 
fashion."92 Egypt's Foreign Minister Fahmy, in his book Negotiating for Peace in the 
Middle East, described what he calls the "egocentric and conceited personalities" of 
Brzezinski, the American national security adviser,93 of Kissinger, the U.S. secretary of 
state,94 and of Michel Joubert, the French foreign minister.95 To his mind, these people 
always had to be in the center of attention, and typically would think in personal terms 
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only. Fahmy's reactions were characteristic of people with an external locus of control, 
who feel that those with an internal locus of control put  themselves at center stage, 
unreservedly say what they think, and take up all the space without duly noticing their 
surroundings. The people, however, think that they take up no more room than any 
individual is allowed; moreover, they are oblivious to the fact that their counterparts 
do not always permit themselves this freedom and expect more consideration. 
 A person should bear in mind that each party to a dialogue can find the 
advantages and disadvantages his opposite brings to the table. A person could easily 
believe that his counterpart is egocentric because he is focused on himself, or 
courageous when he says everything on his mind. On the other hand, a person could 
be convinced that his counterpart is dependent because he tries to adapt himself to 
the person without clarifying what he himself thinks, or that he is a warm human 
being extending a hand in friendship. It is usually incumbent on the person to teach 
the person how he wishes to be approached; because the Westerner genuinely has 
no idea. On the other hand, the Easterner is also obliged to learn his counterpart's 
Western-thinking paradigm, and not hesitate to ask questions. It is worth remembering, 
above all, that creating close and warm personal relationships can modify feelings of 
uneasiness and enable the person to experience the person as he experiences 
himself—not cold and arrogant, but simply one who speaks from within himself. 
A person seems emotionless, cold and arrogant96 (identification).  A person 
seems to be speaking within himself (critical thinking). 
 
Problem 46: Shlomo Ben-Ami, the Israeli foreign minister, felt the Arabs wanted 
"more to make things difficult for Israel than to make things easier for themselves. 
That's where they were directed—making things difficult for Israel rather than building 
their future."97 How is this behavioral pattern likely to develop among people, and 
what can they do about it? 
The solution: "The Palestinian negotiators' passivity reinforced the impression that 
they were not interested in actually reaching a deal. Not only did they not respond to 
Israeli and American ideas with compromise formulations of their own, but also to put 
forward convincing explanations of how the principles they advocated could be 
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implemented. The Israelis, on the other hand, came prepared and organized, were 
familiar with the subject matter, offered alternative proposals, etc."98 "In the few cases 
in which the Palestinians were more active and arrived at the negotiating table with 
plans of their own, such as in the meetings dealing with economic issues, the decisions 
arrived at were far closer to their proposals than on the political issues."99 The 
Palestinians, as we have noted, usually responded with a "no." 
 By nature, a person is attuned outwardly rather than inwardly. The options at 
his disposal, therefore, are closeness, compassion, warmth, and identification with the 
other, or, conversely, envy, revenge, and hate. Separateness and self-absorption are not 
possible. It follows, then, that a hostile encounter with the other is sufficient to make 
him want to harm this person. Sadat explains how dictatorship reinforces an external 
locus of control beyond fundamental cultural conditions: "The gravest injustice done to 
the Egyptian people was the 'cultivation of fear,' that is, rather than trying to build up 
the inner man, we did all we could to make him feel frightened. Fear is, I believe, a 
most effective tool in destroying the soul of an individual—and the soul of a people. 
The livelihoods of all people were in the hands of the ruler; it was up to him to give or 
deny … People became puppets in the hands of the rulers, who did what they liked with 
them."100  
 When the threat from the outside is great, it is  more difficult for the individual to 
be open to his self. Devoting his energy to resisting external forces, he does not have 
the strength and ability to invest in himself. Hence the Palestinians refer to their war 
with Israel as "resistance" and define themselves by what they oppose, not what they 
support. As Nasser explained his refusal to meet face to face with the Israelis: "Israel 
and the West had defeated him militarily and economically; if he met with them, he 
would be defeated politically too."101 He had to resist. Suleiman al-Haash, the Syrian 
minister of education, declared in the textbooks of Syrian schools that "hatred is 
holiness." For Sadat, "Rejection has been, and always will be, the most effective 
weapon in our hands, children of the good land which I love more than anything else in 
the world."102 In these examples the other, not the self, occupies the center; desire is 
focused on hurting the other rather than advancing the self. Shimon Peres explained 
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how this approach looked to a person: "Don't offer the Arabs anything. Wait until 
they request. If you offer—they think this implies some diabolical interest."103 A 
person can extricate himself from this trap primarily by his willingness to build 
closer and warmer human bonds, or by increasing his separateness and critical thinking. 
As Peres noted, if the person steadfastly continues refusing, it will cause the 
person to wait passively, which will ultimately leave the person on his own. 
Making things difficult for the other rather than easier for the self (social skills).  
Making things easier for the self rather than difficult for the other (critical thinking). 
Defining what we oppose (identification104).  Defining what we support (critical 
thinking). 
Hatred (identification).  He's not important enough to warrant our concern (critical 
thinking). 
Envy (identification).  I don't have to compare myself with someone else; I'll 
compare myself with myself and move forward (critical thinking). 
Revenge (identification).  Harming the other will not really improve my situation, so 
I should invest energy in myself, not in him (critical thinking).   
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APPENDIX 1 
THINKING-VECTOR QUESTIONNAIRE 

 
Circle the number that best reflects what you feel about the following statements: 

1 When someone fails,  
people … 

Pity him 1 2 3 4  5 6 Understand that it is 
probably difficult for him 

2 Being a naughty child is … Very wrong 1 2 3 4  5 6 Not so serious 
3 Parents usually say to their 

child: 
Bring me the newspaper 1 2 3 4  5 6 Please bring me the 

newspaper 
4 When someone agrees, he 

says: 
Okay 1 2 3 4  5 6 Yes 

5 People usually ask: What happened? 1 2 3 4  5 6 What did he do? 
6 The girl says: I'm exhausted 1 2 3 4  5 6 I'm tired 
7 The mother says to her 

child: 
Do you want me to read you a 
story? 

1 2 3 4  5 6 I want to read you a story 
8 The guests were asked: What will you drink? 1 2 3 4  5 6 Were served drinks without 

being asked 
9 The father says to his son: I need your help 1 2 3 4  5 6 I want your help 
10 The father says: If you don’t do what you have 

to, you'll be punished 
1 2 3 4  5 6 If you behave stubbornly, 

you'll be punished 
11 The child whose parents 

didn't buy him a bicycle, 
says: 

I don't need any favors; I'll 
manage by myself 

1 2 3 4  5 6 Is there something wrong 
with me that you don't want 
to buy me a bicycle 

12 The mother says:  You're great! 1 2 3 4  5 6 That's my son! 
13 The friend says: Do you want to go to the beach 

tomorrow? 
1 2 3 4  5 6 Why don't we go to the 

beach tomorrow? 
14 The mother asks the 

children …  
To play more quietly 1 2 3 4  5 6 To calm down 

15 The child says that if there 
is noise … 

He won't be able to solve the 
problem  

1 2 3 4  5 6 He won't be able to solve the 
problem in the way he 
should 

16 A lot of laughter … Ends in crying 1 2 3 4  5 6 Is good 
17 Girls … Should remember that they are 

girls and behave accordingly 
1 2 3 4  5 6 Should behave in the way 

they feel 
18 The person … Told his friend the truth, even 

though he knew it would lead to 
an argument 

1 2 3 4  5 6 Lied to his friend so as to 
avoid an argument  

19 When a child asks his 
mother an embarrassing 
question … 

She tells him that it embarrasses 
her 

1 2 3 4  5 6 She avoids the question by 
giving him candy 

20 People in your community 
who have different 
opinions … 

Can't be friends 1 2 3 4  5 6 Can be friends 

21 A child … Is allowed to say No! to his 
parents 

1 2 3 4  5 6 Is forbidden to say No! to 
his parents 

22 Usually … People know what they really 
want 

1 2 3 4  5 6 Others know what they 
really want 

23 Bad dreams: It's not good to talk about them 1 2 3 4  5 6 It's good to talk about them 
24 The father asks: What's the solution? 1 2 3 4  5 6 What do you think the 

solution is? 
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Calculating the Thinking Vector: 
1. For each of the following questions (1, 2, 3, 4, 16, 17, 20, 23, 24) reverse the 

score according to the formula: New score = 7 – old score.1 
2. Calculate the mean score (total divided by 24). 
3. Let Y be the obtained mean. The following formula will give you your thinking-

vector score:2 Thinking vector = (Y – 3.5) x 4. 
 Thinking-vector values between –1 and  +1 indicate the absence of a 

significant tendency. 
 Thinking-vector values between +1 and +10 indicate an Eastern thinking 

paradigm in which the thinking vector is outwardly directed (). 
 Thinking-vector values between –1 and –10 indicate a Western thinking 

paradigm in which the thinking vector is inwardly directed (). 
 
How is the thinking vector constructed?3 
Since Hofstede's (1980) seminal work, many attempts have been made to devise a 
reliable and valid scale for measuring "individualism" and "collectivism," but without 
success. A scale of this kind is important for validating cross-cultural research projects 
and also to better understand these concepts. Oyserman, Coon & Kemmelmeier (2002), 
for example, in their meta-analysis of the field, point to serious validity problems. They 
found in self-report questionnaires measuring values, attitudes, and behaviors that 
"European Americans were not more individualistic than African Americans or 
Latinos, and not less collectivistic that Japanese or Koreans." Other well-known 
researchers such as Kitayama  (2002) expressed concern about the future of this field if 
the validity of the questionnaires does not increase. Oyserman et al. (2002) also doubt 
the reliability of these questionnaires: "It is particularly troubling that about half of the 
available cross-national research is based on measures with Cronbach reliabilities lower 
than .70, a conventional cutoff for acceptable reliability. For within-U.S. comparisons, 

                                                 
1 For these questions, as opposed to the others, the statement on the right reflects an outwardly directed 
thinking vector (). In order to create uniformity, the direction needs to be reversed (so that 1 
becomes 6 etc.). 
2 You need to reduce the mean by 3.5 in order to shift the midpoint of the value of the item to zero, and 
then multiply by 4 in order to distribute the area between -10 and +10. The value obtained is your 
thinking vector score. These values were chosen arbitrarily because of the convenience of the decimal 
system. 
3 This research chapter may be omitted without damaging the continuity or understanding of the 
material.   
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two thirds of individualism scales and over half of collectivism scales have low 
reliability." The existing questionnaires measuring  individualism and collectivism 
clearly have validity and reliability problems. It is unclear what should be measured 
and how to go about this. Much of the research on specific issues that reveals 
differences between people with individualistic personalities and those with 
collectivistic personalities teach us that we are talking about two different thinking 
modalities that the self-report questionnaires at our disposal do not manage to measure. 
Besides their low reliability, it is not clear what self-report questionnaires actually 
measure. In the absence of valid criteria for measuring concepts of individualism and 
collectivism—such as a questionnaire measuring thinking processes and not a self-
report on attitudes and behaviors—researches tend to validate their findings by means 
of cultural belongingness. In our ever shrinking global village the correlation between 
individual/collective thinking processes and cultural belonging is rapidly weakening. 
In short, we need to devise a questionnaire that produces valid and reliable measures of 
individualism and collectivism.  
 The Thinking Vector Questionnaire measures thinking processes. Table A shows 
typical examples of current self-report questions dealing with values, attitudes and 
behaviors. Table B shows questions that measure thinking processes. 
   
Table A: Typical items from self-report scales (Oyserman et al., 2002) 

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 1. I am unique — different from others in many respects 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 2. To understand who I am, you must see me with members of my 

group 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 3. I tend to do my own thing, and others in my family do the same 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 4. I try to avoid disagreement with members of my group 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 5. I always express my opinions with complete clarity 
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 6. I prefer to present work in a group rather than on my own 

In the above Likert scale: 1 – Very much disagree; 7 – Very much agree. Items 1, 3, and 5 
measure individualism; items 2, 4, and 6 measure collectivism.  
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Table B: Typical items from the Thinking Vector questionnaire 
1 When someone fails, 

people … 
Pity him  1 2 3 4  5 6 Understand that it is 

probably difficult for 
him 

2 The mother says to 
her child: 

Do you want me to read 
you a story? 

1 2 3 4  5 6 I want to read you a 
story 

3 The father asks: What's the solution? 1 2 3 4  5 6 What do you think 
the solution is? 

Respondents are asked to choose their position according to their closeness to the statement 
from left to right. 
Thinking processes are the generators of values, attitudes and behaviors reported in the 
self-report questionnaire. They should thus be the criteria of validity for measuring 
individualism and collectivism. Measuring thinking processes as the Thinking Vector 
Questionnaire does, also helps to overcome some of the self-report questionnaire's 
methodological problems that undermine its reliability. 
Methodological comparison of factors affecting reliability in the self-report 
questionnaire and the Thinking Vector Questionnaire 
1. Introspective bias: Some researchers claim that self-report questionnaires have a 
Western bias, because non-Western respondents are not used to talking about 
themselves.4 People in collectivist societies tend to choose values at the extremes of the 
questionnaires,5 or, alternatively, tend toward the center relative to people in 
individualistic societies.6 This is understandable, because of their desire to adapt 
themselves to the framework of the answers, rather than to their feelings and thoughts. 
The Thinking Vector Questionnaire  does not include introspective questions, but rather 
outwardly directed questions of the type "What happened?" and "How often?" In 
general, the Thinking Vector Questionnaire is geared toward facts rather than 
assessments.  
 
2.  Acquiescence bias: People in collectivist society tend to rely more on the context 
than on the self. As a result they have acquiescence bias in that they retrieve events 
from their memory that reinforce the content of the item.7 The Thinking Vector 

                                                 
4 Markus & Kitayama, 1998. 
5 Bachman & O'Malley, 1984a; Clarke III, 2000. 
6 Chen, Lee, & Stevenson, 1995. 
7 Hofstede, 1980; Schimmack, Oishi, & Diener, 2005; Schwartz, 1994. 
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Questionnaire has been expanded, as can be seen in Table B, to include the two 
opposites, which neutralizes the acquiescence bias.  
 
3. Generality bias: Research indicates that respondents find it difficult to provide 
trustworthy reports to general questions because the context of the question affects the 
answer (see for example Question 1 in Table A: A person may feel unique in a particular 
situation and not in another).8 The broader the concept the lower the reliability, which 
is one of the reasons for the low Cronbach alphas in self-report questionnaires.9 On the 
other hand, the items in the Thinking Vector Questionnaire are formulated in a concrete, 
specific manner that strengthens the operationalization of individualism and 
collectivism constructs. 
  
4. Reference-group effect bias: When people are asked about their values, attitudes, 
and behaviors in self-report questionnaires, they tend to compare themselves to people 
they know. A person with collectivist tendencies may provide a more individualist 
response than an individualistic person, because he tends to be more individualistic 
relative to his reference group. The opposite is also true: A person with individualistic 
tendencies may respond in a more collectivistic manner than a collectivist person for 
the same reason.10  In this case as well, the Thinking Vector's solution is to ask concrete 
and factual questions instead of eliciting assessments. 
 
5. First-person-singular pronoun bias:  
Most items of current self-report questionnaires start with the word "I". Priming  
research, however, suggests that the use of "I" in the text leads respondents to retrieve 
individual incidents from their memory while using "we" leads them to retrieve 
collective ones,11 which implies that subjects are influenced by these pronouns when 
completing the questionnaire. Even though this phenomenon is well known, almost 
without exception researchers continue to compile questionnaires dealing with 
individualism and collectivism using "I," "me," or "myself." A probable explanation for 
this is that they unconsciously project their Western tendency onto the questionnaire 

                                                 
8 Oyserman et al., 2002; Schwarz & Oyserman, 2001. 
9 Singelis, Triandis, Bhawuk, & Gelfand, 1995. 
10 Heine, Lehman, Peng, & Greenholtz, 2002; Peng, Nisbett, & Wong, 1997.  
11 Oyserman & Lee, 2008. 
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items while continuing to view themselves as objective observers. This is particularly 
surprising in view of the fact that these are experts in cross-cultural studies. We know 
that the wording of the questionnaire shapes the subject’s responses,12 but it is now 
clear that the researcher unwittingly influences the subject through the wording of the 
items. The Thinking Vector Questionnaire, on the other hand, does not use first-person 
singular or plural pronouns.  
 
Method13 
In the first stage of developing the Thinking Vector Questionnaire, 110 items were 
formulated. Each subject was asked to position himself according to six options 
between the individualistic pole at the one end of the item and the collectivist pole at 
the other. The rationale underlying the choice of a six-point and not a frequently used 
seven-point Likert scale, is the wish to compel the respondent to make a qualitative 
choice between an individualistic and a collectivist option, without a mid-point, prior 
to making a quantitative choice of where to locate himself on the three remaining 
options on the chosen side. We selected 116 Jewish students (Mean age = 27.33, SD 
= 6.36) from a high school and a university in Israel, and 130 Arab students (M=26.43, 
SD=7.33) from Arab teacher-training colleges and a university in Israel. The Jewish 
students completed the questionnaire in Hebrew and the Arab students in Arabic, after 
it was translated from Hebrew to Arabic and back-translated to ensure its accuracy.   
 Of the 110 items 70 differentiated significantly between Jewish and Arab 
subjects (p<.05). For reasons of convenience it was decided that the Thinking Vector 
Questionnaire would consist of 24 items. The final items were chosen mainly on the 
basis of their Cronbach's alpha coefficient, each time adding the item that most 
significantly increased the alpha. In a few cases this arrangement was not fully 
adhered to in order to exclude from the questionnaire items that were too similar, or 
to introduce items whose content expands the understanding of individualistic and 
collectivist thinking processes (e.g., items 5 and 24).   
 
  

                                                 
12 Schwartz, 1999. 
13 The statistical processing was undertaken by Prof. Ayala Cohen, head of the Statistics Laboratory at 
the Haifa Technion.  
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Results 
Cronbach's alpha coefficient for the Thinking Vector scale is 0.85. The t-test of the 
Thinking Vector of Jews and Arabs is significant (t=19.53, p<.0001) and the size 
effect is 2.5. A regression model was also fitted to the data in which the dependent 
variable was the Thinking-Vector score of each subject and the two explanatory 
variables were the subjects' sector (Jewish or Arab) and age.  
The regression equation is: 
Thinking Vector = 1.913 + 4.816D – 0.049 x Age 
           (0.54)    (0.25)     (0.02) 
D = 1 Arabs 
D = 0 Jews 
 
Figure 1: Thinking Vector for Different Ages of Jews and Arabs 

 
Sector is clearly the dominant factor determining the value of the Thinking Vector, 
beyond the modest but statistically significant contribution of age. Arabs and young 
students tend to have higher values of the Thinking Vector.  
 The Residual Thinking-Vector histogram (removing age) is presented in  
Figure 2. The size effect of the Thinking Vector for Jews and Arabs also remains at 
2.5 in the residual histogram. As expected, the mean Thinking Vector for Arabs is 
positive (2.35) and the mean Thinking Vector for Jews is negative (–2.45).   
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Figure 2: Distribution of Thinking Vector by Sector 

  
Discussion 
The Thinking Vector differs from current self-report scales, in that it measures thinking 
processes that create individualistic and collectivist tendencies, rather than the results 
of these tendencies, which are reflected in values, attitudes or behaviors that are affected 
by many other variables. The items of the Thinking Vector Questionnaire are specific 
and have precise logical structure that directs the thinking vector of each item outward 
or inward. This is the main reason for the statistical superiority of the results of the 
Thinking Vector Questionnaire over the self-report questionnaires. The validity of the 
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questionnaire is reflected in its ability to differentiate highly significantly14 (size effect 
= 2.5) between those with individualistic and those with collectivist thinking, with 
respect to which self-report questionnaires often fail.15 The Cronbach's alpha 
coefficient of reliability of the Thinking Vector scale is 0.85, while for the self-report 
questionnaires, as mentioned, hovers around 0.7. The magnitude and direction of each 
subject's thinking vector represents important diagnostic information about the person’s 
way of thinking. Contemporary self-report scales generally relate to mean group values 
of individualism and collectivism, and not to the thinking processes of a single subject. 
 The confusion  in the cross-cultural field is a consequence of working with low-
reliability self-report questionnaires that do not measure the genuine article—thinking 
processes. Some researchers have suggested a different number of dimensions with 
different headings in an attempt to map the cross-cultural field.16 Others are of the 
opinion that devising a reliable and valid questionnaire for measuring individualism 
and collectivism is an impossible task.17 There is also disagreement as to whether the 
two constructs of individualism and collectivism are orthogonal (r=0), representing two 
different world views,18 or one bipolar dimension  (r = –1). This argument is 
meaningless, because in addition to the self-report questionnaire's low reliability, it is 
unclear what it measures. Despite this, some researchers regard the low correlation in 
their factor analysis between individualism and collectivism as proof of their 
orthogonality.19 By comparison, the Thinking Vector measures logical structures 
directed outward or inward, with a precise external or internal locus of control for each 
item, as demonstrated in the Thinking Vector Questionnaire and the explanation of its 
different items. Each item can obtain a different score, indicating that a person may 
have individualistic tendencies in some areas, and collectivist tendencies in others. 
Some people are internally conflicted between their individualistic and collectivist 
attitudes.20  
 Certain paradoxes arise from the use of self-report questionnaires. For example, 
the authority figure in collectivist societies may report in a self-report questionnaire that 
he exercises considerable freedom in making decisions as a rather individualistic 
                                                 
14 A significant size effect is regarded as one greater than 0.7 (Oyserman et al., 2002, p. 11). 
15 Levine et al., 2003; Oyserman et al., 2002. 
16 Hofstede, 2001; Kagitcibasi, 2005; Singelis et al., 1995. 
17 Fiske, 2002. 
18 Kagitcibasi, 1987. 
19 Triandis, Bontempo, Villareal, Asai, & Lucca, 1988. 
20 Singelis, 1994.  
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person, while we know that this is an individual with a largely dependent personality 
(see Item 9). Another common mistake is to view the Israeli kibbutz as a collectivist 
(horizontal) society.21 The kibbutz is a collectivist society from a social perspective of 
equal sharing of resources, rights, and obligations. It is, however, a highly individualist 
society in terms of thinking processes, exemplified in family relations that support the 
individual's separateness and independence, particularly of women and children; and in 
the aspiration of kibbutz members toward self-realization in various areas and their 
support of individual rights. Kibbutzniks are actually among the most liberal and social-
democratic groups in  Israeli society. In measuring their thinking processes, the 
Thinking Vector diagnoses them correctly. 
 It can reasonably be assumed that more collectivist groups than Israeli Arabs will 
obtain values closer to +10, and more individualist groups than Israeli Jews will obtain 
values closer to –10. The Thinking-Vector's value changes with age as the regression 
equation shows. Children, naturally, are  more dependent than adults, and their thinking 
vector therefore tends to be outwardly directed and its values higher. Despite this, 
culture affects the thinking vector more than age. The thinking vector of women, 
particularly in collectivist societies, will probably obtain higher values than men in their 
society, because of women's greater dependence in these societies on their 
surroundings.  
 
New validity criterion for measuring individualism and collectivism 
In order to establish the Thinking Vector as the new valid criterion for measuring 
individualism and collectivism, it was validated against cultural belonging (Jews and 
Arabs) which is the best criterion we have at present. Throughout history people have 
tended to classify the personality of people from other cultures on the basis of their 
cultural belonging. Often they were correct because people from different cultures 
tended not to mix. In our new global village, however, culture is gradually losing its 
discriminatory power; people need to get used to thinking in more abstract terms about 
individualistic and collectivist thinking processes that are not necessarily culture 
correlated. This need for change is not easy and comes up against psychological 
barriers. The benefit, however, lies in eliminating prejudices and stereotypical thinking 
with regard to different characteristics of cultures. It is suggested that it is not the 
                                                 
21 Singelis et al., 1995. 
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thinking vector that has to be validated relative to culture, but the opposite—the culture 
has to be validated relative to the thinking vector, because it is the thinking vector that 
measures the genuine article, namely, thinking processes.  
 
Future improvements in the validity and reliability of the thinking vector 
Future research will have to validate the Thinking Vector against different measures of 
individualism and collectivism. The Thinking Vector Questionnaire is sensitive to 
translation because it deals with semantic nuances. This is a limitation that demands 
careful translation work. Clearly, this questionnaire needs to be examined among other 
individualistic and collectivist groups in order to arrive at the optimal group of items 
that will increase the reliability of the questionnaire. Certain items may need to be 
changed, but the rule to be maintained is that the items should reflect precise thinking 
processes, and not a general self-report about values, attitudes, and behaviors.  
 
Future research into the Thinking Vector could develop in the following 
directions:  
1. Because of the cross-cultural communication difficulties in our global village, the 
Thinking Vector suggests developing listening skills to the "music" of the thinking—
to individualistic and collectivist thinking processes—sometimes at the level of the 
individual word or phrase— in order to bridge the cultural gap. Social-science 
researchers are not proficient in listening at the individual level in the way clinical 
psychologists and psychoanalysts are. The Thinking Vector combines qualitative 
listening and quantitative analysis that measures it. Many examples are presented in the 
book, and future research is likely to focus on applying the use of Thinking Vector in 
improving cross-cultural communication.  

2. The Thinking Vector cracks the cultural code by uncovering thinking processes that 
are responsible for the development of modern thinking. Creativity, science and 
democracy are an outgrowth of an inwardly directed thinking vector (), and the four 
principles that are the foundation of this thinking vector (admiration, empathy, 
assertiveness, and critical thinking) promote these skills. When a child is approached 
by a parent or teacher whose thinking vector is inwardly directed, and encouraged to 
communicate in this way, this will increase his chances of succeeding in modern 
society. Future Thinking-Vector research could pursue this avenue.  
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Explanation of the items of the Thinking Vector Questionnaire 
1. When someone fails, people pity him, or, Understand that it is probably difficult 
for him? Pity is a feeling with an external locus of control that reflects identification 
with the other (). "It's difficult for him" is an empathic statement that reflects a 
separate and independent position (). 
2. Being a naughty child is very wrong, or, Not so serious? A naughty child is a 
rebellious child. Traditional-collectivist societies take naughty behavior seriously 
because it challenges authority in a society in which the thinking vector is attuned to 
authority. Modern-individualistic people are likely to accompany their criticism of the 
naughty child with understanding or even a smile, because naughtiness incorporates 
also the wish for independence, and is therefore . 
3. Parents usually say to their child: Bring me the newspaper, or, Please bring me 
the newspaper. Modern-individualistic parents often use the word "please" in dealing 
with their children. In saying "please" or "thank you" to a child, one is actually giving 
him the choice of whether to obey and the right to refuse. The use of the word "please" 
therefore turns the parent's thinking vector inward. Parents in traditional-collectivist 
societies tend to give orders to their children and not use the word "please." In this 
respect they direct their thinking vector outward and turn their child into an extension 
of themselves, as if they were one. 
4. When someone agrees, he says O.K., or, Yes? Saying "Yes" has a clear, logical 
meaning, as does its opposite "No." Expressing oneself in this way creates separateness, 
while the social significance of the word "okay" is that of acceptance. "Yes" tends to 
end the dialogue, as in a contract, while "okay" allows the dialogue to continue and is 
thus attuned to the other. 
5. People usually ask: What happened? Or, What did he do? "What happened?" is 
a more abstract formulation that gives the other party the freedom to describe what 
happened, and therefore assigns him a separate, independent position. "What did he 
do?", on the other hand, relates in a concrete manner to an observable action, and does 
not give the other party the same descriptive freedom, and therefore represents . 
6. The girl says: I'm exhausted, or I'm tired? "I'm exhausted" is a declaration with 
an internal locus of control, the solution to which needs to come from the girl herself. 
She knows how and what will restore her strength. "I'm tired" is directed to a concrete 
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action that will solve the problem, such as going to sleep or referring to external 
assistance to realize this option. societies tend to use the body to describe emotional 
situations (psychosomatic), because of the difficulty in these societies to speak about 
inner feelings. For people in traditional-collectivist society, the statement "I'm tired" is 
therefore likely, in many cases, to describe not physical tiredness, but rather the absence 
of energy and motivation.  
7. The mother says to her child: Do you want me to read you a story? Or, I want 
to read you a story. mothers tend to ask their children an open question that places 
the child in the center and gives him the right to choose, as opposed to mothers who 
tend to tell their child what he should do, without the option of choosing, and in this 
way makes the child part of them. 
8. The guests were asked: What will you drink? Or, Were served drinks without 
being asked. Traditional-collectivist societies often don't ask a guest, "What will you 
drink?" in order not to force him to say that he wants a drink, which may embarrass 
him. Generally, people in this society tend not to ask open questions that place the other 
in the center. They are attuned to the other and his wishes and try to fulfill them, often 
without asking anything, as opposed to people who place the other and his wishes 
in the center, and therefore ask, "What will you drink?" and are prepared also to accept 
an independent position of refusal. 
9. The father says to his son: I need your help, or, I want your help. people tend 
to say "I want your help," because the authority figure will find it difficult to admit that 
he needs help, as opposed to people who do not have difficulty, and in this respect 
create a more egalitarian relationship with their children. Concealing the need for help 
from the other focuses the thinking vector on the other, while admitting the need for 
help directs the thinking vector inward and makes the person more separate and 
independent.  
10. The father says: If you don't do what you have to, you'll be punished, or, If you 
behave stubbornly, you'll be punished. Modern-individualistic parents tend to punish 
their children because of their behavior and not their character. parents tend to 
punish their child in order to educate him to treat his parents with respect; therefore the 
child is forbidden to behave stubbornly towards his father. Because the child in 
traditional-collectivist societies is not perceived as someone with freedom of choice, 
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there is no separation between his behavior and his personality, and the parent tries to 
shape the child's personality from outside. In societies there is a clear distinction 
between the child's behavior and his personality, the implication being that the behavior 
is "bad," not the child. 
11. The child whose parents didn't buy him a bicycle, says: I don't need any favors; 
I'll manage by myself, or, Is there something wrong with me that you don't want 
to buy me a bicycle? people tend to educate their children toward independence; 
it is therefore reasonable to assume that the child's reaction will demonstrate this. 
people, on the other hand, tend to educate their children toward dependence, and 
the child is therefore likely to try, as in this case, to cause his parents to buy him a 
bicycle by arousing their pity and guilt towards him. 
12. The mother says: You're great, or, That's my son! The statement "You're great" 
is narcissistic reinforcement that places the child in the center and imparts to him the 
experience of admiration, as opposed to the statement "That's my son," which 
emphasizes the feeling of belongingness. 
13. The friend says: Do you want to go to the beach tomorrow? Or, "Why don't 
we go to the beach tomorrow?" People in modern-individualistic society tend to be 
impressed by and enthusiastic about ideas in a way that gives them narcissistic 
satisfaction, such as "Do you want to…?" People in traditional-collectivist society, on 
the other hand, tend to ask rhetorical questions that activate the other and are attuned to 
the "we": "Why don't we go…?" The first is an open question that places the other in 
the center with the experience of freedom of choice, while the second is closed and does 
not give the other the same freedom of choice. 
14. The mother asks the children to play more quietly, or, To calm down. A mother 
with an internal locus of control believes that her child has a choice of how to behave. 
She therefore asks him to play more quietly. A mother with an external locus of control 
does not have a sense of separateness between her and her child and that he has a choice 
of how to behave. She therefore tells him to change his emotional state—and calm 
down. 
15. The child says that if there is noise he won't be able to solve the problem, or, 
He won't be able to solve the problem in the way he should. people are attuned 
to the inner quality of the exercise, its truth—whether he will solve it correctly or not. 
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The form or the way of reaching the solution is less important. people are occupied 
to no little extent with the question of how the solution looks to others, and whether the 
authority figure (the teacher, for example) will approve this solution. There is a 
tendency in these societies to imitate the teacher's solution, and less to try to reach the 
correct solution independently. The form, therefore, is sometimes no less important 
than the correctness of the solution. 
16. A lot of laughter ends in crying, or, Is good. people are wary of exhibiting 
too much joy, because this is likely to arouse jealousy on the part of the surroundings 
toward them ("the evil eye"). They don't want to be different and exceptional. 
people, on the other hand, enjoy laughing openly and expressing joy, because they 
are attuned to themselves and their satisfaction, and are not afraid of standing out. 
17. Girls should remember that they are girls and behave accordingly, or, Should 
behave in the way they feel. In traditional-collectivist society girls are expected to 
behave according to the restrictions imposed on them. In this respect their thinking 
vector is outwardly attuned. Girls in modern-individualistic society are more likely to 
behave in the way they feel, and in this respect their thinking vector is inwardly attuned. 
18. The person told his friend the truth, even though he knew it would lead to an 
argument, or, Lied to his friend so as to avoid an argument. In societies people 
devote considerable energy to maintaining harmony in the group. In this context it is 
acceptable to often tell people what they want to hear in order to maintain good 
relationships. In societies people tend to be loyal to their own truth, even at the price 
of friction with the surroundings. 
19. When a child asks his mother an embarrassing question, she tells him that it 
embarrasses her, or, She avoids the question by giving him candy. A parent in a 
society with an external locus of control will generally not admit her weakness to her 
child in order to protect her honor. She is likely to make use of social skills to evade 
the difficulty. A parent in a society with an internal locus of control is likely to think 
that it is important to admit what she really feels, and will share her embarrassment 
with her child despite the difficulty. 
20. People in your community who have different opinions can't be friends, or, 
Can  be friends. Modern-individualistic society is based on accepting differences, and 
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each person having the right to his own opinions. In traditional-collectivist societies 
individuals try not to be exceptional, and adapt themselves to the surroundings. 
21. A child is allowed to say No! to his parents, or, Is forbidden to say No! to his 
parents. Modern-individualistic society supports the child's progress from a young age 
toward separateness and independent thinking. It is thus permitted for the child to say 
No! to his parents. Traditional-collectivist societies do not encourage separateness and 
independence in their child, and therefore the child finds other ways to express his 
wishes, usually by means of social skills. He thus avoids saying No! explicitly and 
openly so as not to challenge the authority figure.  
22. Usually, people know what they really want, or, Others know what they really 
want. people believe that they know better than others what they really want, 
because of their internal locus of control and their independent thinking, as opposed to 
people who often believe that the individual's reference group is likely to know 
what the individual really wants, what's good for him, and what is most suitable for 
him. 
23. Bad dreams: It's not good to talk about them, or, It's good to talk about them. 
people often avoid talking about their bad dreams, because doing so necessitates an 
inner examination of their painful thoughts and feelings. people, on the other hand 
tend to explore their dreams because of their tendency toward introspection and their 
ability to contain these painful feelings as part of their understanding that these are 
unconscious contents and that there is value in understanding them. 
24. The father asks: What's the solution? Or, What do you think the solution is? 
The first option is action directed: "What's the solution?" while the second entails 
reflection on the thinking action. For people, the second option is liable to be 
confusing, even if they know the answer to the problem, because it invites reflection. 
people will tend also to use the words "What do you think?" because there may be 
different solutions based on the individual's particular inclination. 
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APPENDIX 2 
FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS 

 
A. Questions about reading the book 
1.  For whom is the book intended? 
For anyone who wishes to understand how people from different cultures think. 
2.  Must one read all the examples in every chapter? 
Definitely not. You can read a few examples in each chapter. If you feel the need, or 
wish to examine an issue in depth, you can look at additional examples. The examples 
in each chapter are arranged randomly, but it is sometimes possible to identify different 
clusters of problems dealing with a specific issue. 
3.  Is it necessary to read both parts of the book, or is it sufficient to read the part 
that explains how to communicate with people whose thinking paradigm is 
different from mine? 
It is recommended to read both parts of the book, because it is important not only to 
know how to communicate with your counterpart, but also to understand his difficulty 
in communicating with you. Anyone who reads only the part explaining how to 
communicate with those who are different from themselves, unconsciously views 
himself as being the center of the world. The understanding of how you are perceived 
by the other, and what his difficulties are in communicating with you, will probably 
benefit you no less than understanding your difficulties in communicating with him. 
B. Questions connected to understanding the thinking vector and the thinking 
paradigm. 
4.  Why did you choose to use the symbols  and? 
First, I chose the concept of "thinking vector" because I imagined that thinking is like 
an arrow that has direction and magnitude. Furthermore, I wanted a measurable concept 
from the scientific world, in this case physics. It is difficult to measure concepts such 
as individualism and collectivism, as explained in the section, "How is the thinking 
vector constructed?" I tried to stay as close as possible to the thinking processes 
themselves, and not specifically to their individualistic and collectivist consequences, 
and I therefore wanted to distance myself from these concepts. Using the two symbols 
and was also designed to shorten the concepts "outwardly directed thinking 
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vector," and "inwardly directed thinking vector." Then too, the symbol creates a visual 
feeling of the thinking direction, bearing in mind that a picture is worth a thousand 
words. 
5.  Is not the description of the two thinking paradigms—the Eastern and the 
Western—too dichotomous? 
The dichotomous description is intended for didactic purposes in order to clarify the 
principles. Obviously there is continuity between these extremities, all the intermediate 
situations being possible as the Thinking Vector Questionnaire shows. Naturally the 
examples chosen for the book emphasize the gaps between the two thinking modes, but 
reality is more complex and these gaps will not be clear-cut at all times, even in 
encounters between people with opposite thinking vectors. 
6.  Is it possible that a Canadian will be more than an African? 
Certainly, because each person obtains an individual score. As can be seen in the 
section,  "How is the thinking vector constructed?" there is variance between the Arab 
group and the Jewish group that were tested, as well as intragroup variance. There are, 
however, areas of overlap, namely, Arabs with more negative thinking-vector scores 
than Jews, and Jews with more positive thinking-vector scores than Arabs. 
7.  In what way is the Thinking Vector Questionnaire unique? 
The Thinking Vector Questionnaire measures the genuine article—the way of thinking, 
which is what makes the questionnaire scores particularly reliable and valid. The 
questionnaire operates at the level of the individual word and the structure of the 
sentence in order to determine the direction and magnitude of the subject's thinking 
vector (see the questionnaire and the explanation of its construction). Questionnaires 
that examine cultural tendencies of individualism and collectivism tend to ask more 
general questions touching on behavioral characteristics and subjects' preferences, 
rather than listening to the "music of the thinking," e.g. "Do you prefer playing alone 
or with friends?" as opposed to "A person who agrees says 'okay' or 'yes'"? In general, 
the many examples in the book encourage the reader to listen to the "music of the 
thinking," which is different for people and people. 
8.  Can my thinking vector be inwardly directed at times, and at other times 
outwardly directed? 
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Absolutely. We all have the two tendencies, which are differentiated from each other 
by their extent and their magnitude. Sometimes a person is aware of external stimuli 
and takes them into consideration, and at other times he is attuned to himself. 
Sometimes the two are intertwined and it is difficult to differentiate between them. The 
thinking vector can be seen as being in constant motion as we think and speak. 
Statistically the thinking vector will be more inwardly inclined among people, and 
more outwardly among people. 
9.  Does the book treat the two thinking paradigms equally? 
Definitely. The book is designed for people of both thinking paradigms, and teaches 
each thinking-paradigm person how to communicate better with other-thinking-
paradigm people. The first part of the book discusses improving communication with 
Eastern-thinking-paradigm people, and the second improving communication with 
Western-thinking-paradigm people. 
10. What is the significance of a thinking vector with a value around zero? 
This subject does not have an unequivocally directed thinking vector. He is likely to 
sense those whose thinking vector is particularly positive or negative as different from 
himself. In some areas he may act according to one thinking paradigm, and in other 
areas, a different thinking paradigm. 
11. Is it possible that the thinking-vector score I obtained does not reflect my 
thinking? 
Definitely possible. There are several possible reasons for an error of this kind: All 
research takes into account the possibility of a small statistical error (usually less than 
5%); the questionnaire was not completed properly; the culture in which the 
questionnaire is presented has not been researched, and certain items in the 
questionnaire may not be appropriate; alternatively, the subject may have a self-image 
that does not match the reality reflected in the questionnaire.  
12. Do women and men, and people of different ages have different thinking-vector 
scores?  
In societies in which women are more dependent on their surroundings, it can 
reasonably be assumed that their thinking vector will be significantly more outwardly 
inclined than the thinking vector of men in their society. The older the person, the more 
inwardly inclined the thinking vector (see "How is the thinking vector constructed?"). 
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This finding is consistent with the understanding that children, by nature, are more 
dependent on their surroundings, and become more independent as they grow older.  
13. At what age does the thinking vector develop and consolidate itself? 
Parents transmit the characteristics of their thinking vector to the child from birth. Thus, 
for example, one finds an insistent child of parents with a Western thinking paradigm 
confidently saying No! to them already at age two, something that is far less common 
among two-year-olds growing up in a society with an Eastern thinking paradigm 
(Grosbard, 2007). 
14. Which thinking vector is preferable? 
Each direction and magnitude of the thinking vector has its special thinking qualities. 
The scores of the thinking vector are not grades determining which is better, but rather 
numbers that indicate the thinking modes. The aim of the book in general is not to give 
grades, but rather an attempt to understand—a big difference. 
15. Is there no overlap between the four different principles of the thinking 
paradigm? 
Generally there is an overlap. The reader may gain the impression that sometimes two 
or even more of the principles of that thinking paradigm are appropriate for the 
message. Thus, for example, the message may be empathic, assertive, and embody 
critical thinking. Social skills may be transmitted by identification or authoritativeness, 
etc. Generally, it is easier to clearly identify the direction of the thinking vector than to 
decide with confidence on which principle it is based. One has to learn to accept the 
fact that in the main the principles of each thinking paradigm are intertwined and not 
mutually exclusive.  
16. Is it always easy to differentiate between an inwardly and an outwardly 
directed thinking vector? 
In the examples presented in the book it is generally easy to distinguish the direction of 
the thinking vector. In reality, in listening to a person it is not always easy to identify 
the direction of his thinking vector. Sometimes it is necessary to wait a while, because, 
as we have mentioned, our thinking vectors are not static but dynamic, and change their 
direction from time to time. We may also be engaging with a person whose thinking 
vector does not have a clear direction. The more we get to know a person, the easier it 
is to identify the direction of his thinking vector, which tends to remain constant over 
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time. The person's cultural characteristics may also help us to identify his thinking 
vector, but then too, they may sometimes mislead us. Correct diagnosis of our 
counterpart's thinking vector is an asset, because henceforth we will be able to 
communicate better with him. 
 Sometimes the speech tone and the body language accompanying the message 
can show the direction of the thinking vector no less accurately than the revealed 
content. Thus, as we saw in the examples, an authoritative tone may direct the thinking 
vector outward, even if the message opens with an "I" ("I forbid you"), and admiration 
can direct the thinking vector inward, even if the message opens with a "you" ("You're 
great"). In other instances the thinking vector may change direction in the course of 
transmitting the message, i.e., the thinking vector at the beginning is directed in a 
certain direction, and at the end in a different direction (e.g., a message comprising two 
sentences, each with a differently directed thinking vector). 
17. Does the book teach me "to speak" in a different thinking paradigm? 
The book enables us to understand the nature of the thinking of a person with a different 
thinking paradigm. This in itself is of great value and may help to avoid many 
difficulties. Sometimes we can also direct our thinking vector in the direction of our 
counterpart's thinking vector, and react as if we share the same thinking paradigm. This, 
however, demands higher skills, and it is not always possible to free ourselves from 
ingrained thinking patterns. Like a husband and wife who are very different, it is 
sufficient to understand each other, but without thinking in the same way. 
Understanding the difference is a not-insignificant achievement that enables a forgiving 
smile when our counterpart behaves in a way that we find surprising. We recall 
immediately that he is not me, and we respect the difference, sometimes even enjoy it 
and the richness concealed therein. Without doubt this familiarity enables us, if we so 
choose, to participate in the dialogue in a limited manner in another thinking paradigm, 
as we saw in the examples. 
18. Are the thinking paradigms based on other principles that could be chosen? 
Possibly. The four principles chosen for each thinking paradigm are familiar from 
research as the principles that reflect that thinking paradigm. Respect, for example, is 
the cornerstone of the Eastern-thinking paradigm, and critical thinking the cornerstone 
of the Western-thinking paradigm. Because each thinking paradigm has many 
characteristics, it would, however, have been possible to choose other principles and a 
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different number of principles for each thinking paradigm. The writer is of the opinion, 
in addition to his experience in this area, that these principles constitute a firm basis for 
each thinking paradigm; they are useful and complement each other in the structure of 
the four pairs as described. Other options certainly exist. 
C. Questions connected to broader aspects of the thinking vector 
19. How are different cultures located on the thinking-vector continuum? 
Cultural research generally indicates the following individualistic-collectivist 
continuum: Western countries are the most individualistic, and within them Democrats 
tend to be more individualistic than Republicans, and secular people more 
individualistic than religious people. Republicans tend to be more nationalistic and are 
thus attuned to the group, and religious people also tend to see themselves as a group 
with an external locus of control that grants the authority to God. Northern Europe is 
most probably more individualistic than Eastern and Southern Europe. The Chinese, 
Japanese and Indians have relatively moderate collectivist tendencies. The Muslim 
world has a clear collectivist tendency, and religious groups in the Muslim world most 
probably have strong collectivist tendencies. It can be assumed that the Thinking Vector 
Questionnaire will reflect these findings. For the moment, however, it has been tested 
only on a group of Jews and Arabs in Israel. Vast research opportunities therefore exist. 
20. Do any languages by their very nature tend to create an outwardly or inwardly 
directed thinking vector? 
The answer is yes. English is the only language in which the word "I" is written with a 
capital letter. Arabic has a proverb that asks God to protect people from the arrogance 
coupled with the use of the word "I." In East-Asian languages such as Chinese and 
Japanese it is acceptable to omit the word "I" and to allow the listener to understand on 
his own who is being referred to. In ancient Biblical Hebrew, as well as in Arabic, the 
verb precedes the subject: "Va'yomer Avraham" and not "Avraham Amar [Abraham 
said]." The language thus gives pride of place to the dramatic action at the expense of 
the centrality of the individual. The statement is not translatable into English in such a 
dramatic way. The way in which the speaker relates to himself—as a separate 
personality or as part of a group—is thus embedded deep in the characteristics of the 
language. 
21. How do open communications and global migration affect the thinking vector? 
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Open communications and global migration necessitate the creation of the thinking-
vector concept. In the global village in which we all live it is difficult today to find 
homogenous groups, and cultural belongingness is not as significant as it was in the 
past. Thus, with the passing years, the fact of being a Chinese or English person has 
progressively less impact on the nature of the person's thinking. The Thinking Vector 
Questionnaire avoids generalization by testing the nature of the subject's thinking and 
giving him an individual score. Henceforth we will not say that all the English or all 
the Chinese are this or that; rather, we will use the subject's thinking-vector score.  
22. Seeing that the examples in the book were taken from world of politics, how 
relevant is the thinking paradigm for education, employment, health etc.? 
The thinking paradigm and the thinking vector are relevant concepts for any cross-
cultural encounter, because these encounters operate on the same universal thinking 
principles. The Thinking Vector Questionnaire is not connected to politics but rather to 
thinking processes. Cross-cultural encounters can occur in the workplace, in 
relationships between teachers and students, doctors and patients, etc. The same 
principles apply to all these. 
23. What is the connection between the thinking vector and other measures of 
personality? 
Not every gap between two people is a cultural gap connected to internal and external 
locus of control. Substantial differences are likely between people in the same culture—
in personality, cognition, etc. It can reasonably be assumed that differences between 
people with a similar thinking-vector score will not be a function of the thinking vector. 
The greater the gap in the thinking-vector score between two people, the more likely 
the differences between them can be explained by the thinking vector. It can also 
reasonably be assumed that the thinking vector will correlate better with other 
characteristics that require a matching locus of control. People with an outwardly 
attuned thinking vector are thus likely to be good at marketing because of their social 
skills, and devoted healthcare providers because of their ability to identify with others. 
People with an inwardly attuned thinking vector, on the other hand, are likely to be 
good in areas that require logical, critical thinking, as in the sciences. This, however, is 
only a correlation, and many exceptions are possible.  
24. Would familiarity with the other thinking paradigm be likely to help in solving 
the Middle East crisis? 



 
 

383 
 

As can be seen in the many examples presented in the book, the Middle East crisis is 
also a "conflict of thinking." Understanding the nature of the other's thinking, therefore, 
could help. To what extent could it help? This is by no means clear, because beyond 
the communications difficulties there are longstanding disagreements on principle 
issues in this multidimensional and complex conflict. Without doubt, however, deeper 
understanding of the other side's thinking could make a difference. The book, however, 
does not promise success in negotiations, but does promise that if we fail we will know 
why, and even know that we did the best we could have done.  
D. The process of developing the thinking vector 
25. How did your approach develop? 
My thinking in vector terms and the wish to construct a closed and organized system of 
thinking is probably connected to being a graduate of the Faculty of Computer 
Engineering of the Technion in Haifa. Later I moved to psychology and completed my 
training as a clinical psychologist. Because I have always been interested in politics, 
the integration of the various disciplines seemed to be a natural development. The 
nature of the place in which we live provides a unique glimpse into the significant 
thinking gap between people with two thinking paradigms—Jews and Arabs. The book 
Israel on the Couch was a preliminary attempt at unifying the political and the 
psychological fields, and the novel The Arab Within tried to deal with the problem from 
a literary perspective. Also, Menachem Begin, Portrait of a Leader, a biography, was 
part of that approach. On completion of my doctorate studies in the School for Conflict 
Analysis and Resolution at George Mason University in Virginia, I chose to pursue the 
cross-cultural aspect. I taught and supervised students in the area of cross-cultural 
psychology; the students I worked with represented both thinking paradigms. I learned 
much from them and thank them deeply for this. The series The Cultural Code that I 
wrote dealt directly with this subject. 
26. What is your basic approach? 
The book is a multidisciplinary endeavor that combines a psychoanalytic understanding 
of thinking styles with research, on the basis of which I developed the four principles 
chosen for each thinking paradigm, as well as the Thinking Vector Questionnaire. The 
book also draws on the rich experience of negotiations in the Middle East between Arab 
countries and the West, as documented in the literature. The final product is therefore 
a combination of theory, research, and practice. 
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27. To what extent did the author's own thinking paradigm affect the writing? 
In matters of culture no one is objective, and, naturally, everyone feels closer to his own 
culture, which underscores the difficulty of creating a bridge between the two thinking 
paradigms. It was easier for me to write the first part of the book, because it required 
me, a person with a Western thinking paradigm, to take a look I was used to at someone 
with an Eastern thinking paradigm. The opposite view, of a person with an Eastern 
thinking paradigm looking at someone with a Western thinking paradigm was less 
natural,  because it required me to understand how I look in the eyes of the other, and 
not how I see the other. It was, however, easier for me to teach Eastern-thinking-
paradigm people how to "speak" to Western-thinking-paradigm people, than the 
opposite, just as it is easier for a translator to translate into his mother tongue than into 
a foreign language.  
28. Are there any similar or competing approaches to yours? 
To the best of my knowledge there are no approaches that view the two major thinking 
styles, the individualistic and the collectivist, as "languages" that need to be learned, 
understood, and spoken. A large body of research delineates various differences 
between these two groups. However, all these elements do not coalesce into a complete 
picture describing a thinking paradigm that obeys defined and known laws, and can 
thus be learned. 
29. What is the major innovation of the book? 
The direction of the thinking vector is responsible for a collection of behaviors and 
thoughts that are known and determined in advance and can be predicted. Thus, for 
example, an outwardly directed thinking vector creates the Eastern thinking paradigm, 
which is a closed group of thoughts, feelings, and behaviors that reinforce each other 
and can be predicted. Similarly for the inwardly directed thinking vector. On a more 
general level, we all advocate accepting people from other cultures, yet, because people 
from a particular culture know only their own way of thinking, we also all maintain the 
incorrect assumption that the other thinks as we do. How can we accept the other and 
the different if we don't know how the person thinks? We therefore need to move from 
the mindset of acceptance to the mindset of learning, otherwise acceptance remains an 
empty slogan. Every child needs to be taught the two thinking paradigms in school in 
order to make it easier for him to communicate with the world. Without learning, 
prejudice, superstitions, and particularly defensive and hypocritical "politically correct" 
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behavior will abound. Learning will transform the threat posed by the other into a 
challenging and enriching encounter. The main innovation of the book, therefore, is 
that of systematically teaching how people from another culture think, which enables 
cross-cultural understanding. Henceforth it will also be possible to measure the 
characteristics of cultural thinking and discuss them openly and non-judgmentally.  
30. What is your cross-cultural vision? 
Scientific and precise cross-cultural understanding that shatters politically correct 
conventions, and that facilitates speaking without fear or embarrassment about cross-
cultural gaps. We are talking about firm knowledge that for some reason is hidden. In 
our Tower of Babel every citizen should have the basic cross-cultural skills to be able 
to understand and communicate with societies and cultures that are different from his 
own, because in our global village there are no longer homogenous societies, and 
everyone encounters multiculturalism in families, in studies, at work, or between 
friends and neighbors.  
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