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			Prologue

			
				Men become myths not by what they know, or even by what they achieve, but by the tasks they set for themselves.

				—Henry Kissinger, A World Restored

			

			Saturday, October 6, 1973, New York. The annual gathering of world leaders known as the UN General Assembly was convening in New York, snarling traffic and generating a seemingly endless ritual of speeches, speed dates, and receptions involving pooh-bahs and potentates from all corners of the earth.

			For Henry Kissinger, it was an exciting moment. Two weeks earlier, in the ornate East Room of the White House, he had been sworn in as secretary of state by Chief Justice Warren Burger. His mother, Paula, had held a copy of the Old Testament; his father, Louis, his two children, Elizabeth and David, and Nancy Maginnes, his “occasional companion” (as The New York Times put it), had looked on with pride. The audience of some 250 friends and colleagues, including the actor Kirk Douglas, had given Kissinger a prolonged standing ovation. President Richard Nixon had introduced his new chief diplomat by noting that he was the first naturalized American to become secretary of state, and the first who didn’t part his hair. That was Nixon’s way of alluding to the fact that Kissinger was also the first Jewish secretary of state in the nation’s history.

			That particular Saturday also happened to be Yom Kippur, the Day of Atonement, the holiest day on the Jewish calendar, which Jews spend fasting and praying in penance for their sins. Kissinger had been raised in an Orthodox home, had been bar mitzvahed and married in Orthodox synagogues, and identified as a Jew.*1 However, he had experienced the horrors of the Holocaust as a teenager fleeing the Nazis and upon his return to Germany as a soldier in the U.S. Army. He no longer believed in the concept of atonement to a just and forgiving God. As he became more distant from his German Jewish past, the practice of his religion would fall away completely.
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					Henry Kissinger being sworn in as secretary of state by Chief Justice of the Supreme Court Warren Burger on September 22, 1973, in the East Room of the White House. His mother, Paula Kissinger, holds the family Bible. President Richard Nixon bears witness. The audience included Kirk Douglas and Kissinger’s “occasional companion” Nancy Maginnes. Nixon noted that Kissinger was the first American secretary of state who didn’t part his hair.

				
			
			One could forgive the new secretary for sleeping in on that first Saturday morning in October. Friday had been unreasonably frenetic: he had met with President Mobutu Sese Seko of Zaire, delivered a luncheon speech to Latin American foreign ministers, and met, individually, with twelve other foreign ministers. Among them were Israel’s Abba Eban and Egypt’s Mohammed el-Zayyat, both of whom he agreed to meet again in November to engage in a deeper dialogue about ameliorating the Arab-Israeli conflict.

			That is why he was sleeping when, at 6:15 a.m., Joe Sisco, the assistant secretary of state for Near Eastern and South Asian affairs, barged into the baroque suite on the thirty-fifth floor of the Waldorf Astoria reserved for American secretaries of state. Sisco, the son of Italian immigrants, was an officer in the Foreign Service who had the unusual distinction of rising to its top ranks without ever having served abroad. They had started out as adversaries during Nixon’s first term when Sisco reported to Kissinger’s nemesis, Secretary of State William Rogers. Kissinger had nevertheless come to appreciate this lanky diplomat’s tactical finesse, his indefatigability, his ebullience, and his Bugs Bunny smile.

			
			Sisco wasn’t smiling that morning. He brought alarming news from Kenneth Keating, the U.S. ambassador to Israel. Prime Minister Golda Meir had convoked an urgent meeting with Keating to warn the United States that coordinated Egyptian and Syrian offensives were expected to be launched against Israel in a matter of hours. Meir feared that there was some misunderstanding and wanted Kissinger to convey immediately to Moscow, Cairo, and Damascus that Israel had no intention of attacking its Arab neighbors. She also wanted him to know that she had decided not to preempt the expected Arab attack.

			At 6:40 a.m., Kissinger called Soviet ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin, followed by the Israeli chargé d’affaires in Washington, the Egyptian foreign minister, and the Israeli foreign minister. At 8:29 a.m., he received a call from the Israeli chargé to inform him that, twenty minutes earlier, in coordinated attacks, Egyptian and Syrian forces had launched aerial bombardments of Israeli forces on the east bank of the Suez Canal and the Golan Heights.

			At 8:35 a.m., Kissinger called General Alexander Haig, Nixon’s chief of staff. In his deep, gravelly, German-accented voice, he asked Haig to convey to Nixon that “we may have a Middle East war going on today.”

			

			—

			Thirteen days later, on October 19, 1973, with the war still raging and Israeli forces threatening both Damascus and Cairo, Kissinger embarked on a mission to Moscow and Tel Aviv to negotiate the cease-fire that would end that war and launch a new role for the United States as the broker of Arab-Israeli peace. It was a high-wire act. Richard Nixon was besieged by Watergate troubles and barely functioning. During the previous two weeks, Kissinger had managed to compartmentalize his crisis diplomacy, preventing the Watergate contagion from infecting and undermining his efforts. But as Nixon’s troubles mounted, the danger grew. It culminated in superpower brinkmanship, in which Kissinger and Nixon’s other advisers ordered a DEFCON 3 alert while the president was sleeping.

			In this crisis, Kissinger skillfully maneuvered to secure four ambitious and somewhat contradictory objectives simultaneously: to ensure the victory of America’s ally Israel over the Soviet-backed Egyptian and Syrian forces; to prevent a humiliating defeat of the Egyptian army so that its leader, President Anwar Sadat, would be able to enter peace negotiations with Israel with his dignity intact; to prove to the Arabs that only the United States could deliver results for them at the negotiating table; and to maintain the “détente” with Moscow, even as he worked to undermine the Soviet position of influence in the Middle East.

			
			It was a virtuoso, though occasionally makeshift, performance that opened the way for Kissinger’s diplomatic pirouette on the Middle Eastern stage. Over the next four years, that exertion—dubbed “shuttle diplomacy” because of the seemingly endless flights Kissinger made between Cairo, Jerusalem, Damascus, and other Arab capitals—produced three more agreements: two in the Sinai between Israel and Egypt, and a Golan Heights disengagement agreement between Israel and Syria. In all three cases, Israel ceded territory in return for stable, interim borders. In the process, Kissinger succeeded in laying the foundations for an American-led effort to resolve the Arab-Israeli conflict. It would lead two years later to the Israeli-Egyptian peace treaty, negotiated by President Carter, and eventually to the Israeli-Palestinian Oslo Accords and the Israeli-Jordanian peace treaty consummated under President Clinton.

			Kissinger’s performance was impressive for the vision, strategy, and deftness of America’s chief diplomat. Time and again during those four years, Kissinger would combine his knowledge of history, his intuitive psychological skills, his sophisticated understanding of the complex balance of power in the Middle East, his willingness to take risks and improvise, and his Machiavellian ability to deploy the levers of influence bestowed upon him by immense American power to maneuver and manipulate the leaders of that troubled region toward peace. It was by no means a flawless performance, as we shall see. At times, he became blinkered by his pursuit of order and stability, missing both warning signs of war and openings for peace. At other times his success was at least as much the product of the ingenuity or risk-taking of his interlocutors than of his own brilliance. Nevertheless, if diplomacy is the art of moving political leaders to places they are reluctant to go, then Kissinger was the master of the game.
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					Israeli prime minister Benjamin Netanyahu shakes hands with Palestinian Authority president Yasir Arafat after signing the Wye River Memorandum on October 23, 1998, in the East Room of the White House. President Bill Clinton and King Hussein of Jordan bear witness. It would be the last Israeli-Palestinian peace agreement signed at the White House. King Hussein died of cancer a few months later.

				
			
			

			—

			
			Friday, October 23, 1998, Washington, DC. Twenty-five years later, the negotiators and invited guests were filing into the same East Room of the White House where Henry Kissinger had been sworn in as the fifty-sixth secretary of state. They were there to witness the signing of the Wye River Memorandum by Israeli prime minister Benjamin Netanyahu and Palestine Liberation Organization chairman Yasir Arafat, presided over by an exasperated President Bill Clinton and a wan King Hussein of Jordan (he would die of cancer less than four months later).

			The statesmen and diplomats in their dark suits were dwarfed by the grandeur of the room, with its cream-colored walls, oak parquet floors, and dramatic yellow silk curtains and valances, illuminated by three brilliant Bohemian crystal chandeliers. For this ceremonial signing, the riser with the podium and its presidential seal had been placed between the room’s twin fireplaces with their Italian marble mantelpieces topped by massive gold-framed mirrors. On either side of the mirrors, full-length portraits of George and Martha Washington looked down at the audience. America’s first president extended his right hand in welcome, but his left hand was firmly placed on his sword.

			Abraham Lincoln, Franklin D. Roosevelt, and John F. Kennedy—presidents who had died in office—had lain in repose here. In this room, Lyndon B. Johnson had signed the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and Richard Nixon had given his farewell address to his staff. And here, twenty years earlier, building on Kissinger’s handiwork, Anwar Sadat, Menachem Begin, and Jimmy Carter had signed the Camp David Accords (the framework for peace between Israel and Egypt) and then engaged in an iconic three-way handshake.

			As the guests took their assigned seats to await the arrival of Clinton, Arafat, and Netanyahu, the scene was reminiscent of earlier occasions for Israeli-Palestinian signing ceremonies at the White House during Clinton’s presidency. The first was for the Oslo Accords in September 1993, when Yitzhak Rabin shook Yasir Arafat’s hand on the South Lawn while Bill Clinton stood between them, arms outstretched before the world to symbolize the American embrace of the peacemakers. The second, two years later, was in this same East Room, when the two leaders returned to sign the Oslo II Accord, which provided for Arafat to take control of some 27 percent of the West Bank.
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					PLO chairman Yasir Arafat and Israeli prime minister Yitzhak Rabin shake hands after the signing of the Oslo Accords on the White House lawn on September 13, 1993. President Clinton’s outstretched arms were meant to symbolize the American embrace of this historic moment of reconciliation between Israelis and Palestinians. Clinton chose a tie with a trumpet pattern to symbolize the biblical trumpets that were blown by the Israelites to bring the walls of Jericho down.

				
			
			I participated in the first event as Clinton’s Middle East adviser at the National Security Council, and in the second as his ambassador to Israel. I was present at this third White House event, three years later, as Madeleine Albright’s assistant secretary of state for Near Eastern affairs.

			Arafat and Netanyahu were, at this point, unlikely peacemakers. The peace process had survived the assassination of Yitzhak Rabin and the electoral defeat of Shimon Peres, his diplomatic wingman, but this ceremony disguised the serious jeopardy it was now in; just how serious would emerge two years later, when the second Palestinian intifada erupted in Gaza and the West Bank. It raged for five years, killing and maiming thousands on both sides and in the process destroying the edifice of Israeli-Palestinian peace we had so painstakingly constructed.

			
			The signs were there already in the exhaustion that President Clinton’s peace team felt at that moment. It wasn’t just the nine days and nights of tortuous negotiations at the Wye River plantation on the Eastern Shore of Maryland; it was also the eighteen months of laborious preparatory talks that it took just to get to this point. Finally, we had produced an agreement: Israel would yield 13 percent of its West Bank territory to the Palestinians in fulfillment of the redeployment requirements of the Oslo Accords. Yet because Netanyahu had agreed to concede that meager amount of territory, his coalition government would collapse soon after.

			Little did we know that day that the Wye River Memorandum would turn out to be the last U.S.-brokered Israeli-Palestinian peace agreement.*2 More than twenty years have passed since then, and the chances for a resolution of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict seem, at best, to have receded far into the future, notwithstanding the efforts of the three presidents who succeeded Clinton.

			Meanwhile, Iran’s success in exploiting sectarian divisions in the Middle Eastern heartland, together with the terrorist operations of al-Qaeda and ISIS affiliates, helped cement relations between Israel and the Sunni Arab states, rendering the Palestinian issue all but irrelevant to their larger strategic concerns. The signing of the Abraham Accords in September 2020 gave expression to this new dynamic in the form of normalization of relations between Israel, the United Arab Emirates, and Bahrain. Sudan and Morocco would soon follow. Those accords broke the linkage between resolution of the Palestinian issue and normalization of relations with Arab states not directly involved in the conflict with Israel. They also aided in preventing Israel’s annexation of significant parts of the West Bank, at least for a time, thereby helping to preserve the possibility of an independent Palestinian state. But beyond that, the accords did little to advance a resolution of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.

			The Trump administration actually made matters worse by proposing a peace deal that would have left the Palestinian entity as a heavily circumscribed enclave within Israeli territory. And the Abraham Accords enabled Netanyahu to argue that Israel could have peace with the Arab world without conceding anything to the Palestinians.

			Meanwhile, the Palestinian polity has become so divided, politically between Fatah and Hamas, and geographically between the West Bank and Gaza, that its leaders find it impossible to negotiate meaningfully. In any case, few Palestinians believe that Israel will ever agree to an independent Palestinian state, and most Israelis, in turn, no longer believe they have a Palestinian partner for peace negotiations. For West Bank Palestinians, Israeli expansion of existing settlements and legalization of outposts has already created a one-state reality under Israeli rule. And Donald Trump’s recognition of Jerusalem as Israel’s capital, his unwillingness to acknowledge Palestinian aspirations to a capital of their own in Arab East Jerusalem, and his plan’s support for Israel’s annexation of 30 percent of the West Bank and the 131 Israeli settlements embedded there, without Palestinian consent, only tarnished America’s reputation as an honest broker.

			

			—

			
			Have the political challenges confronting Israeli and Arab leaders and the regional circumstances changed so dramatically that a resolution of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict is no longer important to them? Has the United States’ influence in the region so waned that it lacks the leverage to practice effectively the kinds of diplomatic manipulations that generated earlier Arab-Israeli peace agreements? Has the United States lost the art of peacemaking in the Middle East?

			If the answers were already emerging in 1998, they would become impossible to deny sixteen years later, when Secretary of State John Kerry made the last serious attempt to achieve a framework for a final Israeli-Palestinian peace agreement. I was involved in that endeavor as Kerry’s special envoy for the negotiations. In meeting after meeting with Netanyahu and, separately, Palestinian president Mahmoud Abbas (Abu Mazen), both repeatedly ignored or rejected American entreaties. Regardless of our guile and determination, the United States seemed no longer capable of moving the two sides to peace.

			The denouement came on March 16, 2014, when President Abbas arrived in Washington at President Barack Obama’s invitation. For nine months, we had conferred with both sides and listened attentively as they articulated their requirements on the five core issues involved in ending the conflict: borders, security, refugees, Jerusalem, and mutual recognition. We had also used a secret back-channel negotiation between Yitzhak Molho, Netanyahu’s counselor, Hussein Agha, a Lebanese academic based in London who was a close associate of Abu Mazen, and Dennis Ross, who had been the Middle East coordinator at the National Security Council (NSC) during Obama’s first term. Dubbed the “London channel,” it had been established several years before Kerry relaunched the front-channel negotiations, but its work dovetailed with our efforts to draft a framework agreement on final-status issues.

			We had tried relentlessly to cajole the two sides into shifting their positions to bring them closer to each other. Now Obama had decided, on the urging of Netanyahu, to put forward detailed American “bridging” ideas that could help the parties move toward an agreement. The key challenge was to persuade Abu Mazen to respond to those ideas. If he did, we could go back to Netanyahu and encourage him to reciprocate, moving them into the zone of a possible agreement.

			
			To incentivize Abu Mazen to move toward Netanyahu on the issues critical to him—security, refugees, and recognition of Israel as a Jewish state—Obama decided to shift U.S. policy on Jerusalem. In May 2011, the president had already declared that the basis for defining the border between the Israeli and Palestinian states should be the pre-1967 Six-Day War lines (with mutually agreed-upon territorial adjustments). In preparation for Abu Mazen’s visit, Obama decided to go one step further and define East Jerusalem as the place where the Palestinian state should have its capital. This change in policy was part of a balanced package of proposals that would also address all of Israel’s needs, including recognition of Israel as a Jewish state and Jewish Jerusalem as Israel’s capital.*3

			The evening before the Obama–Abu Mazen meeting, Kerry hosted the Palestinian president and his delegation at his Georgetown town house for an informal Chinese meal. Afterward, Kerry took Abu Mazen and Saeb Erekat, his chief negotiator, upstairs to his elegant sitting room to preview the detailed ideas that Obama would present to the Palestinian president in the Oval Office the next day. As Kerry emphasized the words “the borders should be based on the 1967 lines,” a reiteration of Obama’s commitment that the Palestinians had long insisted upon, jet lag caught up with Abu Mazen and he dozed off. Kerry paused, Erekat shuffled his papers and cleared his throat, and Abu Mazen awoke. Kerry then read the language on Jerusalem, with exaggerated emphasis: “East Jerusalem should be the capital of the Palestinian state.” Abu Mazen responded with a harrumph.

			The president fared no better the next morning in the Oval Office. When Obama explained his willingness to support the Palestinian claim to have Arab East Jerusalem as the capital of their state, Abu Mazen’s only response was to ask for a few days to consult with his advisers. Obama left office more than two years later without ever receiving a response.

			Three years later, when President Donald Trump recognized Jerusalem as the capital of Israel, he made no mention of Palestinian aspirations. And in his plan, all of Arab East Jerusalem, including the Old City and its holy sites, would come under Israeli sovereignty, leaving only two outlying Arab villages for a Palestinian capital.

			

			—

			
			As president of the Palestinian Authority, Abu Mazen had nominal control over only 2.5 million West Bank Palestinians and a mere nine hundred square miles of land. He possessed no army and no natural resources. And yet he had no trouble refusing to respond to President Obama’s offer of a significant shift in U.S. policy in the Palestinian direction on the signature issue of Jerusalem. Why? After nine months of negotiations, Abu Mazen had concluded that, whatever Obama might promise on East Jerusalem, the American ability to deliver on that, or any other commitment, was highly doubtful. He had good reason to feel that way. During the negotiations, the United States had stood by while Netanyahu humiliated him by repeatedly announcing new Israeli settlement building in the West Bank and East Jerusalem.

			Presiding only nominally over a divided polity and facing a Palestinian public that no longer believed negotiations were a viable route to statehood, Abu Mazen was not willing to risk his tenuous hold on power by relying on American promises. That was especially so because, in accepting them as a basis for continuing the negotiations, his compromises would have been exposed and he feared that would trigger denunciation of him as a traitor by Palestinian critics. Instead of responding to the president, therefore, Abu Mazen exercised the ultimate power of the weak—he simply shut down.

			Donald Trump fared no better. His Jerusalem decision drove the Palestinians to decry the United States as no longer a fair mediator. For the rest of his term, they refused to speak to any Trump administration officials. When he responded by cutting off all their aid, Abu Mazen simply dug in his heels.

			The abiding lesson seemed clear: American willpower, ingenuity, and leverage were no longer sufficient to generate the necessary compromises between leaders on both sides who deeply distrusted each other and lacked the courage to make peace. Their people still preferred the two-state solution, but after decades of Palestinian terrorist attacks and Israeli settlement building, they no longer believed in the other side’s desire to reconcile. Consequently, they no longer pressed their leaders to make peace.

			Yet blaming both sides was far from a sufficient explanation. Something else was going on. It was manifest not only in the way Abu Mazen felt he could ignore Obama’s offer or resist Trump’s campaign of “maximum pressure,” but also in the way Netanyahu, in front of a joint session of the U.S. Congress a year later, denounced the Iran nuclear deal that Obama and Kerry had negotiated. It seemed that the American superpower could be defied with impunity, even by its own partners in peacemaking.

			It wasn’t just Obama and Trump. Bill Clinton and George W. Bush, each in his own way, tried to resolve the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, and they too came up short. There was something about the practice of American peacemaking diplomacy in the Middle East that seemed fundamentally flawed, even if other factors contributed to the lack of success.

			

			—

			
			In seeking a better understanding of what has gone wrong, I found myself harking back to Kissinger’s successful efforts to advance the peace process. By coincidence or fortuna, I had been present at the creation, more than forty years before, as an Australian graduate student living in Jerusalem when the October 1973 Yom Kippur War broke out. I would lie awake at night on a kibbutz near Gaza where I had volunteered my labor, heartsick at the casualties of a war I was convinced was unnecessary, fearing for Israel’s ability to survive. I imagined I could hear the drone of the engines of the massive USAF C-5A Galaxies as they delivered a daily airlift of military supplies to a nearby air base, helping Israel turn the tide of battle. Later, I would listen to the BBC and Voice of America broadcasts that chronicled the efforts of Secretary of State Kissinger, already famous for his consummate diplomacy, as he flew to Moscow, Jerusalem, and Cairo to broker a cease-fire and then launch the negotiations that heralded the application of American diplomatic skills and influence to the task of ameliorating the Arab-Israeli conflict.

			Living through the Yom Kippur War, and observing Kissinger’s role in ending it, generated in me the unshakable conviction that the United States held the keys to peace in the Middle East. Understanding America’s pivotal diplomatic role became essential to what then became my life’s mission of helping to make peace. For more than forty years I have studied, written about, and participated in that effort. After my last attempt, as President Obama’s envoy for the Israeli-Palestinian negotiations, I decided that if I was to come to terms with the experience, I needed to go back to when it first began and recount the story of Henry Kissinger’s Middle East diplomacy. Perhaps there I would find some answers to the problems of Middle East peacemaking.

			

			—

			As Kissinger observed at the time, “The Middle East is an area of remarkable personalities, the last bastion where great men [and a woman] can come out of the desert and do unbelievable things.” The characters in this story appear larger-than-life: Anwar Sadat, Golda Meir, Hafez al-Assad, King Hussein, King Faisal, Moshe Dayan, Shimon Peres, and Yitzhak Rabin have all become legends. Like other statesmen and women, they had their share of vanities, insecurities, and tragic flaws. But, as Kissinger recognized, “Men become myths not…by what they achieve, but by the tasks they set for themselves.” All of them in their own ways had the courage to attempt to move their people toward peace. Sadat and Rabin gave their lives to the cause. In that respect, Henry Kissinger was fortunate to have capable partners who were willing to join his noble endeavor. No doubt their interactions with him elevated them on the world stage. But they, in turn, elevated Henry Kissinger and enabled his achievements.

			
			To be sure, as the documents reveal, Kissinger made errors along the way, some with high human cost and others with strategic consequences that continue to impact peacemaking to this day. Had he taken Sadat seriously at the outset, he might have averted the Yom Kippur War. And had he enabled King Hussein of Jordan to regain a foothold in the West Bank when he had the opportunity to do so, the outcome of the most intractable dimension of the conflict—the Palestinian issue—might well have been dramatically different.

			Unlike Kissinger’s diplomacy in other regions of the world—such as his forlorn effort to back diplomacy with the application of force to end the war in Vietnam, his controversial covert undertaking to overthrow Salvador Allende in Chile, and his historic opening to China—his dealings in the Arab-Israeli arena had a uniquely personal dimension. As a Jewish survivor of the Holocaust who fled with his family from Nazi persecution in Germany to the freedom of the United States a year before the outbreak of World War II, his relationship with the Jewish state and its leaders was fraught and complicated.

			Like Israeli prime minister Golda Meir, Kissinger was haunted by the Holocaust. By his own count, thirteen of his close family members and most of his classmates were killed by the Nazis.*4 In 2018, at the age of ninety-five, he was still referring to the shock of watching German soldiers enforcing a curfew in his hometown. “It was a traumatic experience that has never left me,” he told Ed Luce of the Financial Times. The chaos of that era bred in him a profound insecurity that was compensated for only by his remarkable intellect and disguised by his self-deprecatory sense of humor. Although he rejected the idea that the Holocaust informed his political development, he readily volunteered that it gave him an emotional affinity with the fate of Israel.

			Kissinger served a president who harbored anti-Semitic prejudices and taunted Kissinger about his Jewish identity—a humiliation that Kissinger did his best to abide. Once Kissinger became the Arab-Israeli peacemaker, however, his Jewishness became important to him in a different way. It gave him an opportunity to shape the Middle Eastern order he was creating in ways that would help preserve the Jewish state. He also discovered that his Jewishness was quite useful to this project. The Israeli leaders were mostly willing to treat him as a trusted member of their tribe, while Arab leaders believed he would be more capable of delivering Israeli concessions. He was happy to exploit both perceptions to maximum effect. Nevertheless, he remained suspect in the eyes of some Arabs. He was also branded an “appeaser” and a “swindler” by some in Israel and the American Jewish community when he pressed Israel to concede territory to the Arabs. And yet, at critical junctures in his time at the pinnacle of U.S. power, Kissinger acted in little-recognized and unacknowledged ways to protect and help Israel—acts that had a profound and lasting impact, for better and for worse, on the Jewish state’s future.

			
			Unlike his successors, Kissinger did not have to deal with right-wing Israeli governments that were unwilling or unable to countenance ceding territory, especially in the West Bank. But the test of wills over peacemaking nevertheless brought confrontation in 1975 over the second Israeli-Egyptian agreement. There is much to learn about how the United States can succeed in persuading Israel to take calculated risks for peace from the way Kissinger handled that profound crisis in the relationship.

			

			—

			In researching and recounting Kissinger’s Middle East negotiations, I have been aided by the fact that, as a member of President Clinton’s peace team, I had the opportunity to engage intensively with three of the key actors involved—Yitzhak Rabin, King Hussein, and Syria’s Hafez al-Assad. I walked in Kissinger’s footsteps, participating in National Security Council meetings in the White House Situation Room where he convened the Washington Special Action Group (WSAG), and Oval Office appointments with Israeli and Arab leaders. I spent time in the palaces and prime ministers’ offices that had once been Kissinger’s hunting grounds. As special envoy for the Israeli-Palestinian negotiations, I even assumed a similar role, operating out of the same King David Hotel suite in Jerusalem. Though I would never compare my role to that which Kissinger played, I believe I came to understand what it was like for him.

			During those sojourns at the King David Hotel, I was often accompanied by my wife, Gahl Hodges Burt, much as Nancy Kissinger would sojourn there with her husband during his shuttles. In an amazing twist of fate, four decades earlier, when Kissinger was pursuing his diplomatic derring-do and I was observing him as a student in Jerusalem, Gahl was his young secretary, traveling with him, making sure his eggs were cooked to his liking, bringing him his football scores, running interference with his celebrity girlfriends, ducking his tantrums, and transcribing many of the telephone conversations referred to in this story. In various ways, we have both been living with Henry Kissinger in our lives and minds ever since.

			
			I have also had the opportunity to discuss these diplomatic case studies with Kissinger himself, in many long interviews and less formal conversations in his Park Avenue office and at his homes on the East River and in Kent, Connecticut. Even in his nineties, he had not forgotten many of the interactions that occurred four decades ago and the strategic calculations and geopolitical context that informed his decisions.

			At an early stage in these conversations, I was appointed Obama’s special envoy. When the news reached Kissinger, he called and asked in his baritone voice, “Is this just an excuse to avoid writing the book?” Taken aback, I responded that, on the contrary, I would be grateful if he would mentor me on the many challenges of my new appointment, drawing on his own experiences. In that way, I suggested, he would also help me write the book. “Are you free for lunch tomorrow?” he asked.

			Much of this story has been told by Kissinger himself in his voluminous memoirs. Other players in this drama have also given their versions, some of them unpublished and accessed for the first time. Memoirs necessarily provide subjective accounts of what happened, but fortunately, almost all the American documents from that time are now accessible. And because Kissinger was himself a student of history, he made sure that, with only a few exceptions, his conversations were transcribed: National Security Council meetings, negotiations with foreign leaders, and telephone calls with the president and other officials. These provide a detailed historical record of Kissinger’s Middle Eastern engagements. Although the Arab archives that exist remain closed to the public, the Israeli archives for that period are now open, providing fascinating insights into how Kissinger and his Israeli interlocutors managed to finagle each other.

			Through those documents, my interviews with Kissinger, and the recounting of some of my own experiences, I have tried to take the reader into the rooms where he conducted his diplomacy to provide as accurate and vivid an account as possible of what transpired there as Arab and Israeli leaders, with Kissinger’s help, struggled to find a way to move their nations from war to peace.

			In one respect, this is a book of deep history about a period when the Middle East seemed set to move into a new era of accommodation. But it is also a story about the beginning of the American-led Middle East peace process told from my perspective as someone who was directly involved in what looks now to have been its denouement. I have tried to tell that story both as a historian poring over the records that preserve the memory of what happened, and as an actor in a master class, seeking to derive and apply the skills and lessons of Middle East peacemaking from the consummate diplomat. Along the way, I have tried to illuminate Kissinger’s experiences with my own. These tangents are designed to provide a contemporary perspective on the historical events to help deepen the reader’s understanding of the art of the Middle East deal as performed by one of its most skilled practitioners.

			

			—

			
			This is also a story about the rise of American influence in a region of once-vital interests. Kissinger’s diplomacy ushered in the era of Pax Americana in the Middle East. It was a time when détente between the superpowers was taking hold and America’s opening to China was stabilizing the international order, in no small measure because of Kissinger’s foresight and endeavors. But it was also a time of retrenchment for the United States as a result of its defeat in Vietnam, when America’s post–World War II dominance was ebbing and the consequences of overreach were being felt at home and abroad. And it was a time of leadership crisis, as Nixon became the first president to resign amid scandal. And yet, Kissinger was able to play a weak hand with such skill that the United States emerged dominant in the Middle East by dint of its peacemaking diplomacy rather than its deployment of war-making force.

			At least that is the way it appeared to me as I embarked on this journey back to the origins of the American-led peace process. What I discovered along the way was that Kissinger’s efforts were not just, or even primarily, about making peace between the Arabs and Israel. Rather, the gradual, step-by-step peace process that he developed became his primary mechanism for creating a new regional order in the Middle East that sidelined the Soviet Union in the midst of the Cold War and stabilized a turbulent region.

			For Kissinger, promoting peace and creating order were symbiotic enterprises, two sides of the same coin. Most of the time his pursuit of peace disguised his preference for order. But there was no confusion in his mind. What might look on the face of it like diplomatic daring was informed by an innate conservatism. His experience fleeing the Holocaust had generated in him a relentless quest for order in his own life and in international affairs, and that in turn spawned his design for an American-led order in the Middle East. For him, peacemaking was a process designed to ameliorate conflicts between competing powers, not to end them. As we shall see, he would prove mightily resistant to more ambitious efforts to resolve the Arab-Israeli conflict because he feared that pursuing peace as an idealistic end state would jeopardize the stability that his order was designed to generate. Peace for Kissinger was a problem, not a solution. The desire for it needed to be manipulated to produce something more reliable, a stable order in a highly volatile part of the world. That Kissingerian Middle Eastern order would last for almost thirty years.

			In this regard, he modeled his strategy and tactics after the European statesmen—Metternich, Castlereagh, and later Bismarck—who shaped and maintained the order in Europe for a century after the Napoleonic Wars until it came crashing down in 1914. Like the European leaders who came after Bismarck, most of the American policymakers who came after Kissinger knew neither Metternich nor the basic precepts of Kissinger’s Middle Eastern order and would therefore often ignore them in favor of quixotic and grandiose efforts to end the region’s conflicts, promote democracy, or overthrow regimes. As a consequence, Kissinger’s order unraveled, causing immense human suffering and diminishing America’s ability to influence events there.

			
			It began with the failure of Clinton’s striving for a final peace deal at Camp David in 2000, and the subsequent outbreak of the second Palestinian intifada at the end of his presidential term. Then, after 9/11, in an attempt to remake the Middle East in America’s image, George W. Bush toppled Saddam Hussein and bogged the United States down in Iraq and Afghanistan in the longest wars in American history. In the process, he opened the gates of Babylon to an Iranian competitor for regional dominance while significantly reducing U.S. influence in the Arab-Israeli arena and exhausting the American people’s appetite for foreign entanglements.

			Obama’s desire to be on the right side of history led him to support revolution in Egypt and regime change in Libya and Syria, compounding the turmoil. Syria’s disintegration into a bitter civil war facilitated the return of Russia’s military to the region, increasing its influence. Turkey too sought to fill the vacuum. At the same time, the withdrawal of U.S. forces from Iraq and Afghanistan, after the disastrous decade-long engagement in Iraq, further undermined America’s once-dominant position and reduced its influence on Middle Eastern affairs in general, including on the Palestinian issue.

			And then along came Donald Trump with his determination to accelerate America’s military withdrawal from the Middle East, abrogating U.S. commitments in word and deed. Nevertheless, Trump too aspired to be the Middle East peacemaker. But his vanity project could not have been more different from Kissinger’s purpose of creating a stable Middle Eastern order.

			As the Middle East descends into a pre-Westphalian mode of failing states, religious wars, and ungoverned areas, the death knell is sounding for the American-led order in the Middle East that Kissinger created with his assiduous diplomacy. Little wonder that now, as the elder statesman of American foreign policy, he has harked back nostalgically to that earlier time:

			
				Once again, doctrines of violent intimidation challenge the hopes for world order. But when they are thwarted—and nothing less will do—there may come a moment similar to what led to the breakthroughs recounted here, when vision overcame reality.

			

			
			I believe that moment will come again, although perhaps not in Kissinger’s or my lifetime, when leaders in the mold of Sadat, Hussein, Meir, Rabin, and Begin will again pursue the vision of peace that, with American support, will enable them to build a new, more stable, and peaceful Middle Eastern reality. When that moment does come, it will be important to know what Henry Kissinger would have done with it.

		

		
			Skip Notes

			
				*1 As Kissinger told one of his biographers: “You cannot be part of a society that has suffered what the Jewish people have suffered for millennia without a strong sense of identification with it and sense of obligation to it [the Jewish faith].” See Niall Ferguson, Kissinger, 1923–1968: The Idealist (New York: Penguin, 2015), 202.

			

			
				*2 In November 2005, Israel and the Palestinian Authority reached an Agreement on Movement and Access to facilitate the movement of goods and people into and out of Gaza, but that did not involve any Israeli withdrawal from Arab territory nor any Arab commitment to peace with Israel.

			

			
				*3 “Jewish Jerusalem” would include West Jerusalem and all the Jewish suburbs of East Jerusalem. In return, all the Arab suburbs of East Jerusalem would come under Palestinian sovereignty, as originally proposed in the Clinton Parameters of December 2000. Special arrangements would need to be agreed on for the Old City and the holy sites.

			

			
				*4 The Kissinger biographer Niall Ferguson estimates that as many as thirty of Kissinger’s relatives were killed by the Nazis. Kissinger estimates that 70 percent of his classmates were killed.

			

		

	
		
		
			
			PART i

			 

			Preparations

		

	
		
		
			
			1

			 

			The Strategy

			
				Policy may be based on knowledge but…its conduct is an art.

				—Henry Kissinger, A World Restored

			

			Monday, January 20, 1969, Washington, DC. Henry Kissinger entered the White House as national security adviser on President Nixon’s first day in office. At the time, he was seen by most observers as the obvious choice. Although at forty-five he seemed young and inexperienced with the ways of governing for such a weighty job, over the previous two decades he had established himself as a brilliant, incisive, and creative public intellectual with few peers in the realm of foreign policy expertise.

			Three years after graduating with a PhD from Harvard, he had written a provocative policy study of U.S. nuclear strategy for the Council on Foreign Relations. In Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy, Kissinger argued that the United States needed to adopt a doctrine of “flexible response” to the threat of a Soviet nuclear strike, requiring the will and capability to fight limited nuclear wars. The idea of waging a limited nuclear war might seem crazy today, though at the time it was given serious consideration by policymakers. By unpacking the cruel dilemmas of the nuclear age and generating a grand strategy that wedded America’s nuclear arsenal to its diplomatic purposes, Kissinger was catapulted into that elite club of nuclear strategists—Thomas Schelling, Herman Kahn, and Albert Wohlstetter among them—whose expertise was at a premium among Washington policymakers grappling with the challenges of the Cold War.*1

			
			The publication of that book, which became a best seller and the most widely read text on American strategy at the time, also launched Kissinger’s career as a public policy intellectual. The Council on Foreign Relations study group where he generated and tested these ideas provided Kissinger with his first entrée into the American foreign policy elite.*2 But his preparation to be the highest foreign policy adviser in the land predated that experience.

			

			—

			Serving in Germany as an intelligence officer in the G-2 section of the 84th Infantry Division of the U.S. Army during and immediately after World War II, Kissinger gained valuable experience working in the vast bureaucracy of an army of occupation. As a bridge between the Germany of his birth and the America of his new life, that experience also did much to shape his personality. His personification of the trans-Atlantic relationship between the United States and postwar Germany gave him keen insight into the European pillar of the new world order that the United States was constructing after the vast destruction and disruption of the war. And his exposure, while still a graduate student, to what the Eisenhower administration labeled “psychological warfare” through his studies for the U.S. Army Operations Research Office also provided him with an understanding of the importance to policymaking of “discern[ing] the essence of a people’s state of mind.”

			At that early stage in his career, he was already traveling to East Asia and gaining important exposure to the states of mind of the Japanese and Koreans. As a twenty-eight-year-old Harvard graduate student, he also set about assiduously building his own personal global network through the International Seminar, a two-month annual summer course for some forty promising young leaders from around the world, carefully selected and tutored by Kissinger.*3

			Similarly, he founded and edited a quarterly journal, Confluence, for which he invited European and American intellectuals to write on international affairs. This afforded him an opportunity to build a peer-group network of serious thinkers on foreign policy, some of them important American policymakers. That effort was enhanced when, a few years later, as a tenured professor at Harvard, he directed the Defense Studies Program, a graduate course to which he would invite Washington policymakers as guest lecturers. He spent his summers traveling overseas, meeting and exchanging ideas with senior government officials, businessmen, and intellectuals in Europe and Asia. Those contacts enabled him to play a role in policymaking even before he joined Nixon’s administration.

			
			
				
					[image: ]
				

				
					Henry Kissinger at Harvard University, where he wrote his PhD thesis on the nineteenth-century European order that emerged after the Napoleonic Wars and kept the peace on the Continent for almost one hundred years. It became his first book, A World Restored: Castlereagh, Metternich and the Problems of Peace, 1812–1822, published in 1957.

				
			
			By far his most important connection in this regard was Nelson Rockefeller, whom he met in 1955, when Rockefeller was an assistant to President Eisenhower for foreign affairs. Rockefeller was so impressed that he appointed Kissinger the director of his privately funded policy initiative, the Special Studies Project, whose purpose was to explore the critical challenges the United States faced in the world. Kissinger oversaw a staff of some one hundred, conducted several expert advisory panels, and authored the project’s report on international security. That is where he first met Nancy Maginnes, the woman he would eventually marry. After that stint, Rockefeller retained Kissinger as a part-time consultant.

			Advising one of the wealthiest scions of the white Protestant establishment provided Kissinger with schooling for high office and his entrée into the political realm via a powerful patrician patron. In the process, he learned how to cultivate the rich and mighty and the importance of flattery in achieving that purpose. In 1964, he had his first direct experience with the political fray, and his first exposure to American right-wing populism, when he joined Rockefeller’s campaign against Barry Goldwater for the Republican presidential nomination.

			
			Notwithstanding that critical Republican connection, Kissinger’s first taste of policymaking came in the Democratic administration of John F. Kennedy, when he was hired as a part-time consultant by the president’s national security adviser, McGeorge Bundy. It was the era of “the best and the brightest,” when the new Bostonian president drew on his friends and their colleagues at Harvard to infuse his administration with intellectual heft. That provided a natural opening to the policymaking process for a young Harvard professor who had already found a place of distinction in the foreign policy elite.

			Bundy, as the dean of the faculty at Harvard, had secured Kissinger his tenured position there, but he was wary of his protégé’s brilliance and did his best to keep him at arm’s length from the policy process. It was Kissinger’s first exposure to White House bureaucratic politics, where a potentially influential player found himself co-opted but cut out. In 1979, he reflected on the frustrating experience on The Dick Cavett Show, noting that policymakers ask a consultant for his opinion for a variety of motives, “the least of which is that he wants to do what you are telling him.”

			In fact, much to Bundy’s chagrin, Kissinger found another way to advise Kennedy, via his Harvard colleague and friend Arthur Schlesinger Jr. The Pulitzer Prize–winning historian had arranged Kissinger’s appointment at the Council on Foreign Relations seven years earlier. Now operating as part of Kennedy’s inner circle, Schlesinger would occasionally bring Kissinger into the Oval Office to brief the president, thereby providing a conduit to Kennedy for Kissinger’s ideas about “flexible response,” which Kennedy adopted during his confrontation over Berlin with Soviet premier Nikita Khrushchev. Kissinger was now directly impacting U.S. foreign policy. However, Kennedy’s muted response to the building of the Berlin Wall proved to be too soft for Kissinger and this, together with Bundy’s determination to thwart his influence, led him to part company with the Kennedy White House.

			Kissinger subsequently became involved with the Johnson administration over the war in Vietnam. His first of three visits to the war-torn country took place in October 1965, at the invitation of Ambassador Henry Cabot Lodge (a Republican who had been Nixon’s running mate against Kennedy in 1960). Kissinger quickly became convinced that a negotiated end to the war was the only way to extricate the United States from a futile commitment to a corrupt and feckless South Vietnamese regime. In 1967, using his international contacts, Kissinger tried his hand at Track II, unofficial back-channel diplomacy to help produce a negotiated outcome. The effort collapsed over Hanoi’s insistence on an unconditional bombing halt prior to its entering negotiations, but not before Kissinger had been exposed to an intense policy debate in the White House with President Johnson, who reluctantly green-lighted Kissinger’s mission. At the end of the meeting, in his inimitable style, LBJ leaned across the table and threatened Kissinger with castration if his recommended approach failed.

			
			That experience seemed to feed Kissinger’s appetite for policymaking. In 1968, he signed up again with Rockefeller’s primary campaign for the Republican presidential nomination as his foreign policy adviser and speechwriter. When Nixon won the nomination, he resisted an invitation to join his foreign policy advisory board for the presidential campaign, preferring to keep his distance from his patron’s rival, even as he promised to help “behind the scenes.” He did just that.

			By Nixon’s account, Kissinger cautioned the Republican candidate to avoid offering new ideas or proposals that might be undercut by developments in the Vietnam negotiations Ambassador Averell Harriman was conducting in Paris on behalf of the Johnson administration. A few days later, according to Nixon, Kissinger told the campaign “that there is a better than even chance that Johnson will order a bombing halt at approximately mid-October.”

			Kissinger’s information was based on briefings he had received on a trip to Paris in September 1968 from John Negroponte and Daniel Davidson, then junior staffers on Harriman’s delegation. Both treated him as an insider because of the role he had played in the LBJ-sanctioned Track II negotiations.*4

			But in a demonstration of his political artistry, Kissinger was also providing briefings to the campaign of Hubert Humphrey. The Democratic presidential candidate later averred that, had he been elected, he too would have appointed Kissinger his national security adviser. It was a testament to the openness of the American policymaking process that a Jewish refugee from the Holocaust could so quickly rise to such prominence in foreign policy circles, where he found himself welcomed by both parties’ presidential candidates for the brilliance of his ideas regardless of their delivery in heavily German-accented English.

			

			—

			As Kissinger observes in the opening to his three-volume account of his time as national security adviser and then secretary of state, “High office teaches decision making, not substance. It consumes intellectual capital; it does not create it.”

			
			Kissinger certainly entered Nixon’s White House with a trunk load of intellectual capital. This included a deep appreciation for the importance of the historical context of international politics, and the mindsets of the leaders involved. But it did not encompass any particular knowledge of the complex history of the Middle East or the deep psychological traumas of its peoples. As a historian, he had not written anything about the region, notwithstanding its geopolitical importance as the crossroads to empire and as a locus of superpower competition. Amazingly, Kissinger’s study of European history had not touched on the Ottoman Empire, and his peripatetic nature had not led him to visit any Arab capital, out of his concern that an American Jew might not be welcome there. Eisenhower’s handling of the 1956 Suez crisis did gain his attention; he came away convinced that it was bad policy to weaken friends and help Soviet clients, and that State Department bureaucrats were to blame for that approach.

			Ideologically, Kissinger shared the misgivings articulated by some American Jews of German origin about the Zionist project, though he did not take an active position on the issue. He was more like those German Jews who sought to assimilate into American society, much as they had tried to do in Germany. In his youth in Germany, he had been influenced by the attitudes of the Agudath Israel Orthodox Jewish organization that he joined along with his father. Agudath viewed the establishment of a Jewish state as heresy; according to their rabbis, that could occur only when the Messiah appeared. That attitude kept Kissinger from joining any Zionist youth movement. Intellectually, he also questioned whether a tiny Jewish state could possibly survive in such a hostile world of Arab states bent on its destruction. None of this amounted to an animus toward Israel; rather a concern, which Kissinger harbors to this day, that the survival of the small Jewish state, with its unique vulnerability to casualties, in a region hostile to its existence, could never be assured.

			During his time at Harvard, he tutored at least two Arab students, one from Lebanon and the other from Saudi Arabia. With such limited exposure to the Arab world, he had developed a stereotypical perception of Arab leaders, believing that “the besetting difficulty is to determine at what point reality stops and intoxication with their own grandiloquent statements sets in, and at what point they are describing a strategy and at what point they are describing a dream.”*5

			
			By contrast, Kissinger made five trips to Israel, the first in 1962, at the invitation of Yigal Allon, then a rising Labor Party politician and hero of Israel’s War of Independence, whom he had befriended when Allon was a student in his International Seminar at Harvard in 1957. He remembers meeting Israel’s already legendary prime minister, David Ben-Gurion, and Shimon Peres, who was then deputy defense minister. He was impressed by the precariousness of Israel’s existence, with a population at that time of only 2.3 million situated on a “splinter” of territory surrounded by much larger, hostile Arab states.

			He returned a year later to deliver a lecture to the Israeli foreign ministry, where he caused some controversy by expressing the opinion that Soviet arms shipments to Arab countries were provocative—an early clue to what would subsequently become a fixation. A third trip took place in January 1965, when he met with Prime Minister Levi Eshkol and Peres, who was still deputy defense minister. He received extensive military briefings and came away very impressed by Yitzhak Rabin, who was then chief of staff of the Israel Defense Forces (IDF). He reported to the State Department that he believed Israel was already building nuclear weapons and that only an ironclad U.S. security guarantee could forestall this. His fourth visit was in the spring of 1967, a few months before the outbreak of the Six-Day War, when he met with Foreign Minister Abba Eban and discussed the need for a peace initiative. The fifth took place in January 1968, when he met Rabin again. The hero of the Six-Day War, Rabin was at the time preparing to assume his role as Israel’s ambassador in Washington. Rabin remembers Kissinger warning that growing isolationism would reduce America’s commitment to the fate of smaller Western nations like Israel.

			Kissinger came away from those visits with the understanding that “peace in the Middle East was not only a physical necessity but a spiritual fulfillment.” Nevertheless, it never occurred to him that someday he “might join the struggle for it.” However, several ideas that he had developed in his research and writings would prove to be important for his subsequent approach to the Middle East in terms of both the ways in which he would successfully shape events and the misjudgments he would make along the way.

			As a youth, his traumatic experience of Nazi chaos and arbitrary violence led him naturally to seek order in his own life. Maintaining order in the international system became the animating force in his writings; after entering office it would become the foundation stone of his strategy as a policymaker.

			To preserve international order in his view required the maintenance of a stable balance of power. In his doctoral dissertation, which was subsequently published as A World Restored in 1957, Kissinger demonstrated how the post-Napoleonic nineteenth-century European order was maintained by an artful tending of the balance of power and the skillful manipulation of the antagonisms of competing forces to contain those who sought to disrupt it. That order, generated by the Congress of Vienna in 1814, produced one hundred years of relative stability without a continental war or a successful revolution. And that was what Kissinger sought to replicate in the Middle East when he had the opportunity.

			
			From his studies, Kissinger understood that for the order to be sustainable it also had to be legitimate, meaning that all the major powers within the system had to be willing to adhere to a commonly accepted set of rules. Those rules would only be respected if they provided a sufficient sense of justice to a sufficient number of states. It did not require the satisfaction of all grievances, he wrote, “just an absence of the grievances that would motivate an effort to overthrow the order.” As he observed in his seminal article on Bismarck, written in 1968:

			
				The stability of any international system depends on at least two factors: the degree to which its components feel secure and the extent to which they agree on the “justice” and “fairness” of existing arrangements…. Equilibrium is needed for stability; moral consensus is essential for spontaneity.*6

			

			Kissinger recognized that not every state in the system would be satisfied by a modicum of justice, which is why an equilibrium in the balance of power was the essential partner to a moral consensus that generated legitimacy. If the consensus was challenged by one or more of the states in the system, the balance of power needed to be there to enforce restraint so that the order could be preserved. A legitimate order, Kissinger argued, did not eliminate conflict, but it did limit its scope.

			By the 1960s, Egypt’s Gamal Abdel Nasser had emerged as a revolutionary leader seeking to disrupt the existing Middle Eastern order in much the way that Napoleon had posed a challenge to the European order of the eighteenth century. To contain Nasser and the Arab leaders who were influenced by him, Kissinger would seek to promote a balance of power tipped in favor of the regional defenders of the status quo: Israel in the Middle East heartland, and Saudi Arabia and Iran in the Persian Gulf. That balance would be bolstered by the détente he had in mind to develop with the Soviet Union, which would involve a joint superpower commitment to maintain stability in this volatile region.

			Kissinger would come to recognize that the legitimacy of this Middle Eastern order was threatened as long as there was no credible effort to achieve a modicum of justice for the Arab states that had lost vital territory to Israel in the 1967 Six-Day War. Nevertheless, as long as the equilibrium in the balance of power was maintained by the superpowers, he assumed that justice could be delayed.

			
			As we shall see, he badly miscalculated, but when the Yom Kippur War broke out, he would spring into action with the confidence his study of the nineteenth-century European order provided. His objective would be to adjust the prewar arrangements in a way that would be accepted as more just and equitable by the Middle East’s major players and would leave the United States in a better position to play the role of the predominant manipulator of the competing forces there. His mechanism for achieving this more legitimate equilibrium would be a process of Israeli withdrawal from Arab territory. That mechanism would become known as “the peace process,” and its legitimizing principle would be found in UN Security Council (UNSC) Resolution 242, which provided for an exchange of territory for peace.*7

			In Kissinger’s mind, however, the objective of the process would be to establish a more sustainable order rather than peace itself, because he did not believe in peace as an achievable or even desirable objective. In his own life, he had experienced the impact of Wilsonian idealism that sought a peace to end all wars but only succeeded in generating the appeasement that led to the rise of Nazism and Hitler’s conquering of Europe. As he notes in his memoirs, “for most people in most periods of history, peace had been a precarious state and not the millennial disappearance of all tension.” As we shall see, he would consistently shy away from aiming for peace treaties, instead seeking agreements that would give all sides a stake in preserving the existing order. As he told me decades later, “I never thought there could be a moment of universal reconciliation.”

			Kissinger’s skepticism first found expression in the subtitle he chose for A World Restored. It was Metternich, Castlereagh and the Problems of Peace. The fact that after years of deep research and contemplation he concluded that peace was problematic would have a formative influence on his approach to peacemaking in the Middle East. On the first page of the introduction to A World Restored, Kissinger explains why. “[T]he attainment of peace,” he writes, “is not as easy as the desire for it.” He asserts that eras like the period he had studied turned out, paradoxically, to be most peaceful because the statesmen involved were least in search of peace. In his analysis, peace was abstract and reversible. What mattered more was an absence of war, produced by the combination of “legitimacy” and “equilibrium.” Clemens von Metternich, the foreign minister of the Austrian emperor Francis I, was one of his role models in this respect. While Metternich’s emperor believed that “peace, lasting peace, is the most desirable goal of any decent man,” what he sought was stability, not the realization of theoretical ideals.*8 And that is what Kissinger would seek too when he had the opportunity.

			

			—

			
			Kissinger also came into office with a keen appreciation for Immanuel Kant, the renowned German philosopher from the eighteenth-century Age of Enlightenment, who believed that peace was inevitable. But what Kissinger took away from Kant’s essay “Perpetual Peace” was that conflict between states would lead over time to the exhaustion of their powers. Eventually, they would prefer peace to the misery of war. In other words, peacemaking was a gradual process that could not be rushed. Kant understood, as Kissinger noted, that “the root dilemma of our time is that if the quest for peace turns into the sole objective of policy, the fear of war becomes a weapon in the hands of the most ruthless; it produces moral disarmament.” For Kissinger then, when it came to making peace, he would pursue it with caution, skepticism, and a process designed to buy enough time for exhaustion to set in. Equilibrium and legitimacy in the pursuit of order, and gradualism in the pursuit of peace, were the basic concepts of Kissinger’s strategic approach to world affairs that he brought with him to the White House and eventually to the Middle East.

			As we shall see, implementing the strategy would be harder than conceiving it. Indeed, had Kissinger been more sensitive to the shortfall in legitimacy that his design for a stable regional order was generating he just might have forestalled the 1973 Yom Kippur War with its devastating human toll.

			

			—

			By Nixon’s account, his decision to appoint Kissinger as his closest foreign policy aide was an “uncharacteristically impulsive” one. He did not know the Harvard academic; indeed, he had met Kissinger only once before, and that was at a social gathering hosted by Clare Boothe Luce, wife of Henry Luce, the publisher of Time magazine. She had served as a congresswoman from Connecticut and as Eisenhower’s ambassador to Italy. Nixon’s social awkwardness had precluded a serious conversation with Kissinger on that occasion. Nixon, however, had taken note of his seminal work on nuclear policy, for he took the trouble to write Kissinger a letter praising it (to which Kissinger did not respond). However, he was also aware that Kissinger had bad-mouthed him during the primary campaign when Kissinger had worked for Nelson Rockefeller, his political adversary.*9 And of course, Kissinger was Jewish, which on the face of it would seem to have been a problem for Nixon given his anti-Semitic stereotyping of Jews as conspiratorial and treacherous.

			
			But in a perverse way, hiring someone with such a clear Jewish identity and Ivy League pedigree may have been part of the attraction, to demonstrate that now that Nixon had attained the highest office in the land he could co-opt and command the elites rather than just resent them. After one perfunctory interview, he offered Kissinger the job on December 27, 1968, in a meeting that took place in his transition offices in the swanky Pierre hotel in midtown Manhattan.

			Nixon’s version of his decision is straightforward and logical: he wanted to direct foreign policy from the White House; he knew Kissinger shared his outlook and his belief in “isolating and influencing the factors affecting worldwide balances of power.” They agreed that policy needed to be “strong to be credible” and “credible to be successful.” In particular, Vietnam policy needed to be rethought and put in its proper perspective as a short-term problem, NATO needed to be revitalized, and policy toward China needed to be reevaluated.

			According to Nixon, Kissinger expressed delight with this agenda but noted that the president would need a national security apparatus capable not only of coordinating policy but also of developing policy options. That was exactly what Nixon had in mind: he would be the decision maker; the brilliant Kissinger would be the court Jew who developed the options for him. Nixon admitted that the combination of a grocer’s son from Whittier, California, and a refugee from Hitler’s Germany was “unlikely,” but it was precisely their differences that in his view would make the partnership work.

			Kissinger’s account of his appointment also emphasizes their differences. He notes that he came from the other camp, whether that of Harvard academics, who viewed Nixon with disdain, or Nelson Rockefeller, who considered him an opportunist who lacked “the vision and idealism needed to shape the destiny of our nation.” Nevertheless, Nixon was offering him the opportunity of a lifetime. Had he stayed in Germany, he would likely have followed in his father’s footsteps and become a teacher at a gymnasium (high school), one of the more prestigious careers a Jew could aspire to in Germany. Instead, the president of the United States was offering him the chance to reshape world politics according to the vision he had so assiduously developed in his years as a scholar and teacher at Harvard. Notwithstanding the reservations he may have had about Nixon’s personality, he could not refuse.

			
			Kissinger also recounts that he and Nixon had a meeting of minds when it came to a common aversion to State Department bureaucrats with their preference for the status quo.*10 They agreed that foreign policy would be run out of the White House, and that Kissinger would develop a systematic approach in which policy would be related to the national interest and strategy would guide tactics rather than the reverse.

			The two men also had a common set of personality traits
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