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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, he 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 Europe 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 on intervention -- '
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 I 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
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the U.S.S.R. Yet the United States seet^ve
likely to resolve both questions in con^der
tation with its main adversary, Ru
rather than its main ally, Western Eurcon^ôf
while the East Europeans would me^f Reâli
be informed of any Russian decisronspli^) j
force levels. If, then, Dr. Kissinger's p(suppo r
tagonal balance provided a framewor){^ctéd
a stability based on a changing, ra^tate^ c
than static, international system, he apNATq,
ently envisaged only changes accept6nomi
to the superpowers. But could such aWestérr.
tern gain acceptance by the lesser po'iheles's

6alanCe
Condominium or balance? ^uld ^ac
Clearly the crucial question in eva6d eco
ing Dr. Kissinger's five-sided balanc^eptalile
power was the degree to which it ,vaWestérn
accurate description of both the e*3uch nn
balance of military, economic and poli^ it
power and of the likely threats to stab%ry
it would face in the 1970s. Despite ive^ l
defects to be expected of such an o Wei
simplification of a complex balance, ; coûn
pentagonal balance has proved to be an emerit
curate descriptive mechanism in the ^;^, idi
years since 1968. The world has rernai^}ateE a
militarily bipolar, if economically mGf Com:
polar. Thus Western Europe has continhiewpôir
to gain in economic importance whilerf th^ 1
maining militarily dependent, in the tere mi
resort, on the United States. Dr. Kissiranued g
has obeyed his own injunction, in ind JA p
Troubled Partnership, to refrain from;hinaI
tempting to solve the political probl^^ Sin
of the Atlantic alliance with rnrlihot thr,
hardware, as in the United States e,tte#eking's
to meet West German concerns over 6de t
United States guarantee with a m;rannent o
less offer of nuclear sharing, tha b61ance
tilateral Nuclear Force. As the prob^ould h
of the Atlantic alliance have juEt lâ the i
discussed here (Charles Pentland's Aem,
article in International Perspectives, Jence
tember-October 1973), suffice it to saytow im
Kissinger's Atlantic Charter speech ccpherei
be underestimated because overshrdoeJectio
by the Middle East crisis. vou^

iajor p

West Europe prime concern he e^s

Dr. Kissinger has always, rightly, .mr^ntion

sized that the area of prime con -erc; Dr.
the United States must be Western 3' as th
rope, because the two are so inte:-ded e&
dent, but that this very interdepend^ember
means that their joint problems ca:i nk he
be solved, only managed. Ideally, thisce of
would be furthered by European ti^g

^^or^but, like all Americans, Dr. KissingerC
eltended to assume that Europe will

^gstyatbehind, rather than against, the U^
States. The recent Western Europd the
disassociation from United States
sures in support of Israel should 14^,
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