Kissinger stress
on ‘dynamic’ idea
of stability

peated appeals for support for his ideas of
stability as being in the common interests
of the superpowers, which they generally
are, and as being in the interests of the
lesser powers, which they generally are
not, except so far as all states share an
interest in the avoidance of strategic nu-
clear war by the superpowers. But, where-
as Metternich confused stability with an
ultimately futile attempt to preserve a
static status quo in a changing intema-
tional system, Dr. Kissinger has stressed
the need for a dynamic conception of
stability. Only those changes whose na-
ture or extent could threaten stability are
to be prevented, or managed so as to pre-
clude any disruption of the system, thus
avoiding Metternich’s adoption of a con-
servatism so rigid that it became as much
of an ideological threat to stability as
revolution. -

This extremely pragmatic conserva-
tism adopted by Dr. Kissinger was prac-
tised by Bismarck, the “white revolution-
ary”, who accepted the revolutionary
notion of German unification to further
his conservative goal of preserving the
Prussian monarchy. Hence Bismarck’s
willingness, in the Kissinger view, to use
Realpolitik and force, first to secure the
unification of Germany and then to man-
age the resultant balance of power domi-
nated by Germany. Dr. Kissinger clearly
admired Bismarck’s realism while defend-
ing his use of force as justified in an inter-
national system where force remains, as
Clausewitz described it, the conduct of
diplomacy by other means.

Yet Dr. Kissinger recognized that
Bismarck, like Metternich, fell victim to
the irony that each was the only man who
could manage the subtle and complex
balances that they had created, providing
temporary solutions to ultimately fatal
flaws. Critics have argued that the Kis-
singer system has remained similarly
dependent on his personal diplomacy, his
temporary successes obscuring his failure
to obtain anything more than a sterile
stability maintained by the U.S. military
machine. But, although following Metter-
nich in his insistence on stability as the
basis for any lasting international system
and echoing Bismarck’s willingness to
adopt radical measures to obtain his con-
servative goals, Dr. Kissinger has also
insisted that his conception of an inter-
national system has been one reflecting
the changing relations of its members and
hence of America’s vital interests. The
real difference between Dr. Kissinger’s
definitions of stability and those of Met-
ternich and Bismarck has thus been that
he has attempted to identify the under-
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