SSeey ave been regarded as a healthy sign of
1 Cone dependence, while Dr. Kissinger could
Rmhardl complain at the European adop-
LEurLtxon of a position based on considerations
1 me ¢ Realpolitik (the need to secure oil sup-
siong plies)} rather than traditional sentiments
ersp(support for Washington). Instead, he
Wotkioacted like any other U.S. Secretary of
> raState,’ denouncing discord in an alliance,
1€ apNATO whose only common interests were
“cept‘economlc co-operation and the defence of
ch aWestern Europe against Russia. Never-
' PO%heless, the conception of a pentagonal
i)alance implied that, if Western Europe
could chieve a common policy on military
evalynd economic matters, this would be ac-
lanteptable to the United States. Whether
t wvasWeste‘m Europe would be able to achieve
- exissych umty seems doubtful.
| polit I; Western Europe, the area of pri-
’Stablnary :U.S. interest, has only recently re-
spite %exve Dr. Kissinger’s full interest, this
an o been because he first had to disentagle
ANCe, A country from what he saw as an invol-
be an ement in Southeast Asia based on a
. the {zllse, ideological, perception of the United
maiStated as being threatened by the spread
ly mﬂ)f Commumsm in that area. From the
“Ol‘tmnewpomt of Realpolitik, the real interests
whilf thd United States in Southeast Asia
1 the Lere minimal, necessitating only its con-
KISSII:mued guarantee of Taiwan, South Korea
, in ind Japan against an unlikely attack from
| from" i
probls Since China’s military power could
niltot threaten the United States, while
S atte?ehngs acquisition of nuclear weapons
overf de jt essential to secure China’s agree-
moarnent on the importance of stabilizing the
tha I\falance of deterrence, the United States
problvould have to accept the resultant changes
just in thelinternational system, while shaping
&’s rehem, {where possible, to its own ends.
ives, dence! the withdrawal from Indochina,
0 say oW implicitly recognized as a Chinese
ech cfphere' of influence, to reinforce the Chinese
rShidOE]eCtlon of revolutionary ideology in
3vo of positions more suitable to a
1ajor |power with a substantial stake in
gle emstmg balance of nuclear and con-
v, ,,mrentlonal power.
on:er Dr Kissinger had thus defined stabil-
wstem ﬁy as the existence of a balance of military
ate: de}nd economxc power in which no single
epmdjember of the pentagonal balance could
can n!ek hegemony and where the preponder-
v, thlsg_g of power would usually support the
ean O tmg balance of influence between the
sing aerfa]or members. This influence was defined
will drgely}in terms of their ability to disturb
he Unie status quo. Because the United States
Ehrofld the U.S.S.R. could destroy the exist-

ates K
d l)gll

ing international system, their rules for
management of crises would have to dom-
inate the system to ensure their continued
interest in its preservation, an interest
symbolized by SALT 1.

Both would have to eschew the claims
of ideology in favour of those of Real-
politik, as would China, at least in its role
as an emerging participant in the nuclear
balance of deterrence. China’s status here,
and as a regional great power, had been
recognized by President Nixon’s visit to
Peking in 1972. Western Europe’s nuclear
and conventional forces, or rather, those
of its members, supported the most stable
military balance in the world, that between
NATO and the Warsaw Pact powers, a
balance whose stability was being formal-
ized in the MBFR/CSCE negotiations.
Similarly, the economic interdependence
of the enlarged European Economic Com-
munity, the United States and Japan was
being recognized in the multilateral nego-
tiations on international trade and mon-
etary policy. Dr. Kissinger’s pentagonal
balance was very much a balance of power,
but a stable balance nonetheless. It fa-
voured the two superpowers because they
retained an overwhelming preponderance
of military, especially nuclear, power and
were the only states with global interests.
They were balanced, at the nuclear level,
by China and in the economic sphere by
Western  Europe and Japan. The Third
World was conspicuous by its absence
from Dr. Kissinger’s balance, being re-
garded as irrelevant to, because unable to
threaten, stability within the developed
world.

Yet, whatever its defects, Dr. Kissin-
ger’s conservative conception of an inter-
national system whose stability and order
could be maintained by force at the ex-
pense of justice seemed likely to endure.
Like Metternich and Bismarck, Henry Kis-
singer has ensured that this image of how
the international system should be ordered
will become the basis on which the system
will be organized because he has under-
stood how it has been evolving. Unlike
Metternich or Bismarck, his is not a sterile
conservatism, seeking to maintain an im-
possibly static political system, but a con-
structive conservatism, building on the
existing foundations of stability to con-
struct a system capable of absorbing any
foreseeable changes. The Metternich sys-
tem lasted from 1815 to 1848 and that of
Bismarck from 1870 to 1914, giving the
world nearly a century of stability still
envied today; may not the Kissinger sys-
tem last as long?

Military balance
between NATO,
Warsaw powers
being formalized
in negotiations
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