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expansion, as did Russia’s implied threat
of direct intervention. But Dr. Kissinger’s
subsequent attempt to secure Russian
agreement with a peace settlement that
the superpowers could then impose on
their allies emphasized that, like Bis-
marck, bhe continued to see force as an
instrument of policy but that, like Metter-

~ nich, he would try to ensure that its use

would be tempered by a recognition of the
need to preserve the system of manage-
ment by the superpowers. The other major
powers — China, Western FEurope and
Japan — were excluded from this exercise
in harnessing force to the preservation of
the status quo, since China could only
threaten it with nuclear weapons, a self-
limiting threat, while being unable, like
Western Europe or Japan, to intervene
with conventional forces.

Limitations onintervemtion
The limitations on intervention crucial to
stability have been those on the super-
powers’ use of nuclear or conventional
force. Since neither America nor Russia
could use force to tilt the balance of
power in its favour, they could, in Dr.
Kissinger's view, best advance their in-
terests by agreeing that both would retain
their mutually-recognized spheres of in-
fluence in Western Europe, a process made
explicit by the West German acceptance
of East Germany’s borders in the Federal
Republic’s treaties with Russia and Poland
and in the multilateral CSCE talks, with
MFR between the superpowers underlin-
ing their acceptance of the postwar divi-
sion of Europe.

With the strategic arms race taken
out of the superpowers’ political relations
by a political decision, they could under-
line their interest in securing the balance
of nuclear deterrence against destabilizing
technical changes with agreements upgrad-
ing the “hot line” (October 1971) limit-
ing their offensive and defensive strategic
forces (the SALT 1 package of May 1972)
and signing a formal accord on the preven-
tion of nuclear war (June 1973).

The resulting sense of superpower
interdependence was emphasized by the
Nixon-Brezhnev meetings in Moscow in
1972 and Washington in 1973 and by their
bilateral discussion, in the SALT II nego-
tiations, of reductions in Forward Based
Systems (FBS) for delivering nuclear
weapons on the battlefield. Together with
the superpower use of MFR to facilitate
reductions they had agreed on in their
forces in Europe, FBS levels were seen by
the West Europeans as vital to their se-
curity, because they symbolized the U.S.
guarantee against political pressures from

the U.S.S.R. Yet the United States Seet’l;a. :
likely to resolve both questions in Comin(;: ;
tation with its main adversary, Ry

rather than its main ally, Western Eure‘tio;ﬂ o¥f |

while the East Europeans would mg Rebl
be informed of any Russian decisiong: lies)‘ :
force levels. If, then, Dr. Kissinger’s p |

tagonal balance provided a frameworg‘;(::gg%r
a stability based on a changing, Tigiate) ¢
than static, international system, he apN ATQ

ently envisaged only changes accept norr’xi
to the superpowers. But could such A Westerr
tem gain acceptance by the lesser p(’wgtheles's,
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Condominium or balance? Ei?gsec
Clearly the crucial question in evayng eco
ing Dr. Kissinger’s five-sided bala““éeptaﬁle
power was the degree to which it wagyestern
accurate description of both the exigjych §n
balance of military, economic and polit‘l It
power and of the likely threats to stabinary U
it would face in the 1970s. Despite g:eive ]
defects to be expected of such an tag beer
simplification of a complex balance, i cotin
pentagonal balance has proved to be anement

curate descriptive mechanism in the {alse, id
years since 1968. The world has remai'state a
militarily bipolar, if economically myf Com
polar. Thus Western Europe has continf-iewp&i;
to gain in economic importance while)f thd |
maining militarily dependent, in the E,ere mi
resort, on the United States. Dr. Kissitinued g
has obeyed his own injunction, in ind Jip:
Troubled Partnership, to refrain from;'hina}
tempting to solve the political probk; Sin
of the Atlantic alliance with militot thr
hardware, as in the United States e.tte?ekiné’
to meet West German concerns overf de ;t
United States guarantee with a moarnent o
less offer of nuclear sharing, tha bialanc'e
tilateral Nuclear Force. As the prohlgould h:
of the Atlantic alliance have just In theli

discussed here (Charles Pentland’s rehem, {
article in International Perspectives, lence
tember-October 1973), suffice it to sayiow LFI
Kissinger’s Atlantic Charter speeca aphereo
be underestimated because overshidejectio
by the Middle East crisis. vo

West Europe prime concern L
Dr. Kissinger has always, rightly, em;?
sized that the area of prime conzer T.
the United States must be Westernfyasfh
rope, because the two are so inte:dend eco
dent, but that this very interdepcndiember
means that their joint problems caa I heg
be solved, only managed. 1deally, this .ce.o‘f
would be furthered by European U sting
but, like all Americans, Dr. Kissinger;2J0T I
tended to assume that Europe will £8€
behind, rather than against, the Ufée sta‘t
States. The recent Western Eurofd the
disassociation from United States
sures in support of Israel should g l
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