CHRRELov | EIOREE TR AL E R )

Sl VE
ki RPN

1'-—:5-#
e |

I"( Oﬁ" Symmetrical or asymmetrical, strategies if they are to succeed must be
capable of winning public and Congressional support. Nixon and Kissin-
ger went abont this task in a strangely ambivalest wav. On the one hand,
they set forth the broad outlines of their strategy with a candor and clarity
unmatched by any other postwar administration. Thev coupled this,

though, with an equally unprecedented reliance on secrecy—at times
even outright deception—at the tactical level. The assumption seems to
have been that while the public and its representatives had a right to

know in what general direction the nation was heading, judgments as to
appropriate measures {or getting there were hest left to those at the top,
with minimal interference from below.”™ It was an approach better cal-
culated to facilitate innovation than widespread enthusiasm on the part of

those necessarily left in the dark as to how such accomplishments had
been brought about.
Kissinger had proposed, during the early days of the administration.

issuing in the President’s name an anntal report on foreign policy,

roughly comparable to the Defense Department “posture statements”

that McNamara had originated during the early 1960's. The report was to

serve, Kissinger recalled, “as a conceptual outline of the President’s for-

eign policy, as a status report, and as an agenda ffor action. It could si-

multaneously guide our bureﬁucracy and inform foreign governments

about our thinking.” % Drafted largely by Kissinger and his staff, the four

reports issued between 1970 and 1973—each ';_-"'artjund 200 pages in
length—constituted a sarious and frank effort to explain the basic geopo-

litical assumptions behind the administration’s apﬁmaéh to the world. The

first report set the tone by stating candidly that “ouir objective, in the first
“instance, is to support our interests over the Ibhg:{rﬁnlwith a sound foreign

policy.” There followed a detailed discussion, often at a philosophical

level, that set forward with surprising explicitness most of the fundamen- '?I'l _
tal elements of the Nixon strategy—the use of negotiations to integrate [
the Soviet Union into the existing international order, the idea of “link-

age.” the possibility of a new relationship with Peking. the Nixon Doe.
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trine—often hefore events had taken place that made possible their real-
ization.””

Kissinger later admitted that the annual foreign policy reports had
probably failed in getting across to the public the conceptual basis of the
~dministration’s strategy. The problem was the media, which “would
cover only the section on Vietnam, probing for hot news or credibility |
gaps. ignoring the remainder as not newsworthy. 7® After hecoming Sec-
retary of State in September 1973, he dropped the reports, relying in-
stead on a series of carefully crafted and, on the whole, no less candid
puhlic specches to convey a sense of his strategy—with not much better
results. as far as press coverage was concerned. Still, Kissinger must be
credited with having made a more sustained and more serious eflort than
anv of his predecessors to explain openly the general outlines of what the
administration of which he was a part was trying to do.

This candor emphatically did not extend, though. to the level of tacties.

The administration secretiv bombhed North Vietnamese sanctuaries in
Cambodia from March 1969, despite public assurances that it would re-
spect that country’s neutrality. Similar deception occurred with regard to
the Allende regime in Chile: "the government s legitimacy is not in ques-

tion,” Kissinger wrote in the second annual foreign policy report; "we will
not be the ones to upset traditional relations.”® Again, during the India-

Pakistan War, the administration followed a secret pro-Pakistani policy at
a time when public opinion was almost unanimously condemning that

government's atrocities in what was to become Bangladesh; in this case,
Nixon and Kissinger suffered the indignity of having their cover “blown
when columnist Jack Anderson published leaked versions of their internal
deliberations.8! Negotiations by the “backchannel” system were yet an-
other example of administration secrecy at the tactical level: on such is-
sues as Berlin, Vietnam, and China, potential adversaries often knew
more about what was going on than did American allies, or the American
public. |

Kissinger and Nixon justified this resort to secrecy on the grounds of
necessity: their considerable achievements, they argued, could never
have been carried out if subjected throughout to the full glare of public-
ity. One reason was inherent in the very nature of diplomacy itselt: “Any
successful negotiation must be based on a balance of mutual concessions,”
Kissinger noted. “The sequence in which concessions are made becomes
crucial: it can be aborted if each move has to be defended individually
rather than as part of a mosaic before the reciprocal move is clear.” Speed
could also be important at critical moments: to allow the process of bu-

reaucratic clearances to determine the pace of negotiations. could be ta
wreck them. Another problem involved allies: even the best intentioned
of them could torpedo delicate discussions by demanding to be con-

sulted—and reassured—ahead of time. “Secrecy unquestionably exacts a
high price in the form of a less free and creative interchange of ideas
within the governiment,” Nixon later admitted. "But 1 can say unequivo-
cally that without secrecy there would have heen no opening to China,
no SALT agreement with the Soviet Union, and no peace agreement end-
ing. the Vietnam war.” Kissinger put it more blunth: "To Iﬂﬂi]‘ltﬂiln our o - §4 22—
control over the presentation of the event was synonymous with Iﬂ.ﬂ_illtﬂiﬂ-

ing control over our policy and its consequences.” 82



At times when a system s being tormﬂd rather than ensuring
conformity, two particular areas of activity might be expected to
come under strain. When power is on the move from one kind ot
entity to another, and taking a century in the process, there will be
lack of clarity about who reallv possesses it and thus uncertainty
about the optimum structure for the policy-making mechanisms of
both old and new entities as well as what policy should actually be.
The second and perhaps most sensitive area 1s in the machiery by
which relations were being conducted, which will inevitably have
been formed to mect the needs of a different troupe of actors from
those now crowding onto the stage.

The cause of uncertainty about the locus of power lay in a
structural change induced by the emergence of independent, secular,
states. They related to each other in a fundamentally vertical way, as a
croup of free-standing upright blocks and exchanged opinions and
information, embarked on negotiations and, at times, came to blows
through a network of contacts linking the blocks. The most obvious
example of this shift had been the evolution of the resident
ambassador, a process just reaching its conclusion in the early 1600s.
Nothing could have more clearly confirmed the significance and
srofundity of the change than this development. The duties of a
resident could only be to further the interests of his principal. The
Italian city state system had generated the resident earlier and
produced a clear statement of what it meant: “The first duty of an
ambassador is exactly the same as that of any other servant of a
government, that is, to do, say, advise and think whatever may best
“serve the preservation and aggrandisement of his own state” and to
provide him with the best possible information about conditions,

particularly political C(‘udlrmm at his post. Echoes of earlier
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obligations could occasionally still be heard - such as to the general
obligation to seek peace, Or toO further the interests of Christian
Europe as a whole.” But the most important member of the diplomatic
achine was now committed to serving the needs of an individual
state and other parts of the system were being reconstructed — amidst
much turmoil = to accommodate the existence of residents.” At this
point, however, the new diplomatic figure was far from being the only
one. Increasingly, diplomatic traffic of all kinds was being entrusted o
the resident, but episodes of diplomacy conducted by spectal missions
— once the only kind - continued to happen, and highly ceremonial
missions, generally related to royal births, marriages and deaths, also
continued to have a separate life. Moreover, this paralleled the fact
that while states and their resident ambassadors had arrived, thev had
not vet squeezed out the structures and assumptions of the past. Two
extremely important ones survived: the notion that some duty was
owed to the idea of Christtan Europe, particularly when seen against
the active threat from an Ottoman Turkey not vet in decline. This led
to extremely uncomfortable paradoxes between appeals to restore
Christian unity and a general tendency of rulers to wriggle out of
abandoning the independent pursuit of their more immediate interests

which responding to the appeal would have implied. The second and
mMaore pﬁwerful surviver was the notlon of the continuing role of the

Holy Roman Empire as at least a pan-German institution, even though
the Reformation itself and the subsequent extensive and particularly
violent warfare which it had induced, had begun to destroy it. Tt s
clear that the French supposed that the Empire could not and would
not survive in the face of the fissiparous tendency which state making
emphasized, and sought to base their anti-Habsburg policy on
encouraging German princes to seize complete sovereignty; but,
interestingly, they refused to do so.* More shadowy was the universal
role which the counter-reformation papacy still claimed. The claim,
for example, led the Pope to declare the Westphalia settlement null
and void: but its shadowy nature allowed the parties to ignore the
Pope’s condemnation entirely. What all this meant was that there was
a thoroughly confusing mixture of older, declining, universalist
authorities, operating essentially horizontally across the system, and
newer, rising, vertical centres of power located in independent,
secular, states.

Sar—(
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There indeed the old propertyv tax _Z?.!u‘ufff???_‘ was nn longer Jevied
xlier 168 B except probablyv in the disiurbed vears that foliowed
Caesar s death. but it may be doubted 11 3t was ever for mali\' 2bolished,

and whether the immunity of Italian land was more than a fact of
actual experience. But the practical difference between the immunity
~f Ttalian land and the taxation of provincial fand evidentiy gave rise
.o Frontinus’ notion that the provincial propertv tax was a form of
rént. confusing sovereignty with some kind of ‘eminent domain’; this
was a mere inference from | the fact that Rome chose, where she had
the power, to raisc revenuc in particular ways, and not the true
~xplanation. nor the best defence of provincial taxation {w hich 1s that
given by Cicero etc.). No further consequences were deduced from the
notion; in reality it was possible to own private lands in the provinces
by a mle that differed only technically from dominizm in Italy. The
theories of Gaius and Frontinus do not make the true distinction
hetween domains of the people or emperor on which the tenants paid
rent and the lands, e.g. in the city territories, which were subject to
direct taxation, but which had all the other charactenstics of private
property. But even if we grant that Rome claimed ‘eminent domain’
over all provincial land, we still cannot believe that the so-called
‘public Jand™ of Egypt or the estates of the people in Numidia and
\Iauretama were vested 1n Caesar, e\cept for purpoqﬁs of administra-
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In 1892 Lord Sahsbury, commentung on a- set of social reforms
proposed by Joseph Chamberlain, told- Arthur Balfour, ‘these
social questions are destined to break up our party.’! Salisbury’s
remark was informed by his characteristic pessimism, but in many
respects his concern was both understandable and justifiable, for
‘the social question’ and the role of the state in addressing it were
issues which posed signtficant problems for the Conservative Party
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The Conservatives’ concern with the social question bzgan 1n
-nrnest in 1884 — there had been sporadic interest before but 1t was
‘e mid-1880s which witnessed the development of a more

cvstemaric level of debate. The electoral reforms of 1884-5

| pirovided the main impetus for this interest in social 1ssuzs. The
extension of the franchise in 1884 had added 1.70 mililon new
voters to the electorate, and it had ensured that, for the first ume,
working-class voters predominated in both town and counuy.
Conservative assumptions about the natre of this new mass
electorate shaped their .perception of the poliucal implicauons of
| the franchise extension. Writing 1n 1883 Salisbury had desciibed a
democracy as ‘consisting of men whra are ordmarily engrossed by
the daily necessities of self support’,* alluding to the cross-party
consensus that a mass electorate could but be an impoverishzad

srectorate. Seiisburys view that this poszd & parpcilardifficulsy o
the Conssovaimes btcmm:d 68798 hxs assumpton that matzrial
considsraltons would maéatier morz (¢ the poorer el=meznts of
5@;‘;5‘_}- thun &lfachment to established msutuuons, and thal an
improvement !n thewr standard of biving would be their main
prierity. In this respact Salisbury agreed with the Fabian Society
that the poliuczal enfranchisement of the masses would be followe
by a demand for their social and economic enfranchisement. What
Conservatives saw as threatening in this was that the poor masses
would seek 1o gain matertal tmprovement at the expense of the
better-off. The spectre haunung Salisbury and his party in the
carly 1880s was the radical demagogue exploiung the privations of
the poorer classes of elector and ‘impressing upon them that the
function of legislation is to transfer 1o them something . . . from
the pockets of their more fortunate countrymen’.? Hence,
somewhat ironically, Joseph Chamberlain appeared to symmbolize
the dangerous potential of the new politics when he fused his
behef that ‘the furure of politics are social politcs’ with his
demand to know what ‘ransom’ property would pay to preserve its
privileges.® From 1884 a central assumption of British politics,
which the Conservauve Party did not dispute, was that finding an
answer to the social question was bound to be an electoral
imperatve. In turn this meant that the Conscrvanves, like their
political opponents, had to define, or perhaps more accurately
redcﬁnc, the boundaries of the state.. * |
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The social gquestion posed WO distinct but related pracucal
problems for the Conservative Party. First, there was the queston
+F whether they could satisfy the desire of the mass elecrorate for
material berterment. Second, there was the 1ssue of whether they
~ould do this withour injuring other elements of society. But both
These issues necessarily raised the more abstract problem of the
role of the state. On a general level, securing material 1mprovs-
cent for the masses posed questions about the boundaries of state
ction — the proper function of the state, and its relationship 10
civil society and the ‘ndividual were major ethical issues in this
context. On a more specific level there was the problem of wiho
was 10 pay for any state acuon to improve the lot of the poorer
classes — the proper function of the state in securing soclal and
especially distributive justice. This last 1ssue was particularly
problematic given the fscal climate of the late nineteenth and
carly twenueth century. The scemingly effortless budgetary
surpluses enjoyed by mid-Victorian governments had given way 10
a crowing ‘fiscal crisis’ of the British state, with both central and

Jocal government budgets under increasing strain.” By the late

1880s it was evident that any new bold social policy initiauve
involving significant new expenditure by the state would require
new solirces of revenue — for the first ume since the 1840s the
namre and legiimacy of Britain’s rtax regime was being
<crutinized.® The Conservatves thus faced both ethical and
economic problems concerning the role of the state, and, what was
equally important, had to confront the relationship berween the
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The Germarn Empire after 1890: William 1 ..
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William ] died in 1888 and was succeeded by his son Frederick III who. incurabiv
ill of cancer. died some three months after his accession. Fraderick's son. William
II. the last King of Prussia and the last German Kaiser. begaf his reign (1888~
1918 as & voung man of twenty-nimne. full of startline ideas about his personal
power and privileges. He was uncomfortable in the presence of an elder statesman
who bad made the German Empire. who had been his grandfather’s aide and
adviser. and whom he regarded partlv with veneration and partly as an old fogy.

William soon gquarreled with Blsmarch over conunuation of the antisocialist Iau 3
and over matters of foreign affairs. When Bismarck forbade his MINISIETS 10 mes
with the emperor on policy matters unless he was present. William resolved tnaz
he. anc noi Bismarck. would rule the empire. and in 1890 he ordered Bismarck
to resign. “‘dropping the pilot.” in the celebrated phrase. Under the four
chancellors who succeeded Bismarck. it was William who donnnated policy.

After 1890 Germany embarked upon what was termed 2 *‘new course.’ 1In
fOI"‘IgI] arrairs this meant a more aggressive and ambitious colonial. naval. and
diplomatic policy. as will appear in the next rwo chapters. In domestic affairs it

cant a more conciliatory attitude toward the masses. The antisocialist laws were
dropped. and the svstem of social security legislation was enlarged and codified.
But no democratic adjusiment seemed possible. William I believed in the divineiv
ordained prerogatives of the house of Hohenzollern. anc the empire still rested
on tne power of the federated princes. on the Junkers. the army. and the new
industrial magnates. But the Social Democrats. the Progressive party. and other
democratic forces were growing in strength. They demanded. for Prussia. a reform
of the illiberal constutution of 1850." and for the Reich. real contro] over the
federal chancelior by the majority party 1n the Reichstag. In the election of 191
the Social Democrats reached a new high by polling four and = quarier million
votes. about one-third of the total. and by electing 110 members to the Reichstae.
mn which theyv now formed the larges: single party: vet they were exciuded from
the mghest posts of government. Even had war not come in 1914. 1t is clear that
tne mmpenal Germany created by Bismarck was moving toward a constitutional
crisis i which political democracy would be the issue.
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