THE AG.DIR CRISI3
Systemic Environvent

The systeric environment of the 'gadir crisis was certainly
multinolar. Bight states--Great Britsin, France, Germany, Russia,
Austris-Hungary, Italy, Japan, and the United States--might 21l be
considered major actors in the system 2lthough the focus for the
generstion of internstional political issues seeted to be concentrated
anong the first five of these »nd the Ag~dir crisis involved, almost
exclusively, the first three.

The distribution of conventional armarents during this veriod
might be approximated as follows. Great Britain was the undisnut>d
~aster of the seas. British naval forces came close to ecualing thosie
of all otheor powers combined. The United States, Gerrmany, ~nd France
all had smaller but reasonably »owerful navies., In terms of lon- forces,
however, Britain was clearly less adeou~tely ar ed than France ond
Gernany which were the leaders in land armamentse. Neither Russi= nor
hustria-Hungary was a militsry power on land or sea comparable to the
first three states. Italy ranked =still lower on the pecking order with
only the Turkish state to stand as its whinping boy. The Japanese l-nd
and naval forces were probably as good or better then those maintained
by any other power in the F=r East, But Jap-n did not becove embroiled
in conflicts not involving the Pacific arza. So too the United States,
with a reasonable navy but almost no army, tended to remain aloof from
the quarrels of Burope. There were no formal int:rn:tiomal organizations

of any immortance to couplenent these n-tional actors excent for



peculiar ones crezated intermittently to denl with p-rticul:r problens,
None were created for Agadir although the Algeciras conference, as will
be set out below, did play a role in Jeveloping the political sitratinn
which exploded ~t Agadir. Informally there rem-~ined so:ething of an
interlocking directorate “n terms of the royal houses of Europe. Yet
by 1911 the impact of royality on the foreign vilicy of the three actors
most closely involved in Agadir was not very remarkable.

The formal alliance arrangerents in this international system
were quite complex. Basically the Triple Alliance of Germany, Austria-
Hungary, and Italy was matched against the Triple Entente of Great
Britain, France, =nd Russia. However, these groupings were rather
flexible, and in -ddition a dispute between sne--ember of each group
did not always draw in all six parties. Also, there were 2 nuber of
touchy arcas around the globe which offered potential conflicts within
the groupings. For instance, Great Britain and Russia were 2t odds
with one another all nlong Russia's southern border, p-rticularly in
Iran and China. From India east Japan wss allied with Great Britain,
and presumably the only adversary this alliance could have would be
Russia, Britain's furo-can =1lly. Great Britain and France had long
struggled for control of the eastern end of the Mediterranean, but this
conflict had essentislly been resolved in favor of the British at Fashoda
in 1898, So in the Trinle Entente only France and Russia had not been
at one another's throat in the recent past.

The Triple Alliance h2:d n somewhat firmer foundation. Germm ny
seemed always to face the nossibilitv of 2 two front war on the

continent, Relations with Fronce had not been easy since the annexation



of Alsace-Lorraine in 1371. Now with Russia as France's ally Austria-
Hungary provided needed heln with respect to the eastern front. Austria-
Hungary's traditional battleground was with Russia in the Balkan nenin-
sula, and Germany provided a needed ally with respect to this ever-
simmering conflict. Italy, the weak third vartner in the alliance,
provided essentially safety from attack on the third exnosed front
although there was some hostility between Austria and Italy in the area
of their co'mon border.

The United St=tes was little invnlved in European nolitical
struggles in 1911. It had been mildly interssted =nd active in China
since the Sranish-American war, but in general the United States was
not included in the calculations of Huropean foreign -olicy. The sa-e
was true for Japan except when the Far East was involved. The Turkish
state which arose from the Ottomen Fmpire in 1908 was not particularly
involved in greater European disputes until 1912, Soain, wvhich is
relevant to the Ag.dir crisis, was essentially allied with Great
Britain.

The variety in the noture and firmness of the cormitnents involved
in these various groupings almost defies description, and many of these
cormitments have only very linited relevance to the A :2dir crisis. The
comitinents important in this crisis will be discussed later.

The int rnatisnal system could not be considered ideologically
hoirogeneous. Yet, in torms of cross-national ideologies, the hetero-
geneity of the systen did not seen to have | re-arkable i-pact.
Republic'n Fronce and Britain were nllicd with Tzarist Hussia -nd

dritain, in »addition, with Impori-1l Japan. The Triple Allinnce w=s



perhaps somewhat more ideologically sound, but in the shifting alliances
of the preceding thirty years or so the nature of “omestic government
seems to have been a rath-1 mmoweni consi- eration, Disputes of left-
right choracter tended to occur largely within r-athor than among notions,
Liberal-conservative--and, less pro-—inantly, labour--disputes character-
ized British politics, but in 1¥11 these disputes were not remaTably
influential in foreign affairs. Germany and, more clearly, Trance had
nore extreme left-right conflict do estically. However, onlyv in France
does this conflict seem to have had impact on foreign policy. Doctrines
of nationalist and colonial exnansion seem to be generally nredoaninant
in the foreign nolicies of these states.

The forn then of ideology which was more i ortant to tie
international politics of this eriod nanifested itself in a variety of
forms of nati-nalism. Diesing (1970) indicates that even in the
contemporsry intern tional system liberalism and socialsin serve only
as ideal or long-range goals, and nation-lism is the short-range goal
which serves as 2 tool by which these long-range goals may be achieved.
Thus Brezhnev maintains thot world socizlisn reguires the limited
sovere.gnty of all stotes axcept the Sovi-t Union until the illennivm.
And, United States support of the 3psnish 2nd South V.etn-mose regines
is necessary .n order tu reach a Ju.fferent millenniun, L originally
supoosed that the perspectives of various parties in the Agadir system
would show less incongruence than those in thre highly heterogeneous
systen of the Cuban crisis. I have had to altsr my views ouite
considerably as the nerspectives of the various p=rties in the Agadir

crisis were quite dissiiiilar, In part this 1ay be due to the Jistrust



and uncertainty inherent in a decentrnlized system simil r to Rousseau's
stag hunt (Waltz, 1959). But an aditional factor here was that each
actor had a millemnium of national grandeur, These nationalistic
"ideologies" were transn~tion=1 only in the sense of national colonial
empires, but they seem to operate in a fashion sinil-r to, ~lthough
perhaps somewhat milder than, the contemporary transnationsl liberal

and socialist ideologies. The difference then, if any, between the imnact
of ideolology on varsnectives in the igadir crisis an: that which Diesing
describes in the Berlin case would be that the i’'eologies nrominant ‘n

the crisis plac= nationalism sovewhat closer to the "ends" end of the

means-ends continuum in 1211,

Bargaining Setting

Although the ocutcome of the Agadir crisis had a rather direct
impact on a number of actors, major and ninor, only three--France,
Germmany, and Great Britain--were generally and continually involved
in the activity of the crisis. The Agadir crisis was one of a seriss
of crises concerning the fate of Morocco, and some historical back-
ground will make the activities of these three states more comprehend-
ible.

France coveted lorocco as the final increment in its subjugation
of northwest Africa. 1In addition the mountainons area of Morocco along
the Horoccan-Algerian frontisr provided a nerfect biss of operations for
bandits and raiders. Thus the secruity of western Algesria would he
enhanced by French control of orocco an' endangered in the event that

Morocco fell into the hands of another Euronean -ower.



Geriiany ha” been absent from the earlier colonial coipetition
among the seafaring states of westzrn Europe. i/hen Gemany finally
Jjoined the fray late in the nineteenth century there was not a great
deal of notentially colonial territory left fro- which to tuild an
empire. HMorocco was one of the few roising locations which re:ained.
The nrourise of lMorocco was largely of mineral wealth--this promise
proved to be greatly exaggerated--and good, stratesic harbors located
on both the Atlantic and Mediterranesn coasts. But, as the Gernan
struggle for Morocco stretched out over the years national restige
becarie another and perhaps the preeminent element of the issue. It
became more and more difficult for the Gerans to accent defe=t on the
Moroccan issue. Settleient of German emands in the Moroccan question
becae more and more central to Germany's prestige as a great nower
and to its strategic position in Buropean politicse

Britain's prinary concern with resvect to Morocco itss1lf was that
the coastline--pirticularly the lMediterranean one--remzin unfortified
and in friendly hands. If these conditions were not et, Brit-in's
communications with its colonies in the ifiddle East and southern Asia
would be endangereds This in turn would have a drsmatic impact upon
the security of the entire British empire. But Britain's -resence in
the Agadir crisis cannot be attributed to its interest in Morocco per
se. Rather Britain's interest was in maintaining its alliance with
France as will be examined more corpletely below,

HMorocco itself eristed in a state of semni-independence.
Nominally, Morocco was ruled by its sultan. There we » conditions on

this rule, however, which tende? to create its norin-l character. First,



even without Buropsan intervention the grasp of the sultan upon his
subjects in iforocco was r=ther temuous. DMoroccan territory was
populated by a large nunmber of distinct tribes, an® the authority of
the sultan was always pretty low ~mong some of these. The sultan's
power was often cuestioned as well, and civil war was not uncommon.
Second, the Euronean sowers in general zdonted nolicies with respect
to their nationals in Morocco which reduced the nower and authority
of the sultan even further. Moroccan "mublic services" starting *rith
harbor suthoriti~s =nd customs »7ficials and gradually working ur to
the police, military, and financial authorities were under Duronean
guidance or more correctly control. In addition the various foreign
legations and colonies were able to take lloroccan nationals in under
their wing, so to speak, 2s protégés. These nationals were thon pro=-
tected in various ways such as being exempt from Moroccan taxationm.
Thus the gener-l encroachment of the ™ironean powers on Morocco tended
to reduce further the nower and authority of the indigeneous regime.
The irmediate background of the Agadir crisis begins I sup-ose
with the initiztives of Uelcassé; the French minister of foreign
affairs, in 1901, Delcass€ was an ardent proponent of the idea that
France should add HMorocco to its colonial empire. Delcasse began laying
the ground work “or this ©olicy in 1901. He nade his first Aeal with
the Italians. The ~rinciple of this understanding was that, if the
Italians would gront the French a free hand with respect to lorocco,
the French would grant the Italians a fr~e h-nd with respect to the

Ottoman nrotectorate of Tripoli. The ¥rench promice was mare conditional



upon France gaining Morocco before allowing the Itslians freedom of
action with respect to Tripoli.

Delcassé then turned his attention toward 3pain. TFrance apoarently
never hoped to get 3pain to give up its coloninl as-irations in Morocco
entirely. Delcasse attemptad to gain agree-ent on the nature of a
future partition of torocco between France and Spaine. The general
idea was that S»sin would get the ilediterranean coast and 2 bit more
and that France would zet the rest. The is-ue was the depth of thre
Spanish ovortion. France was not merely being genero:s in -onsidering
Spain in this motter. Although Spain itself was rather uni portant
in the councils of Furo-e, 3pain was an ally of Brit»in. The British
were interested in seeing the Mediterrs-nean coast rewzin in the hands
of an ally and nreferably a relativelv poierless one. Neither was
Britain particularly anxious to see the northern stretches of liorocco's
Atlantic coast f£-11 into the hands of » powerful or adversary state.
Hence the Spznish h=d an 211y to fall b=ck upon in their discussions
with the French over the contemplated p-rtition of Iorocco. Thus,
although agreerent wss avoided only through = chanze of ministers in
Spain, the talks broke down in 1903 because the S-anish thought Britain's
support might help them to gain consicderably more sometive in the
future than the French were then offering,

From these talks Delcasse moved on to Grest Britain itself.
There had been considerably rivalry in the recent pnst between Britain
eand France. Control of northeast Africa h-d been the is-ue five years
vefore. This h2d been settled in favor of the British during thel

Fashods crisis of 1898. HNow tire Lwo Lessn to move closer torother



again. The result of this novement was the Ainglo-French fntente Cordiale
of 190Lh. With respect to Africa, this agreement ~llowed ‘ritish freedom
of action with resnect to Egypt and it environs in return for French
freedom of action with respect to Morocco in the case tiiat the sultan's
authority should disaprear with the stimul-tion th=t Spain be allocated
a territorial frinze in the north along the Mediterranean littoral and
the northern section of the ‘tlantic coast.

Now Uelcassé'returned to discussions with 3pain, and, fortified
by the Anglo-French accord, he was able to drive = harder bargain than
he :ad attemnted two years sarlier, Thus the denth of the notential
Spanish nrotectorate in lorocco was reduced somewh-t.

The state o:itted from all this Jinlo~acy was Imperial Germany.
During Delcassé's discussions with various other powers Germ:ny indicated
an interest in sections of southern Horocco, narticualrly the Sous
valley, if ths status of torocco as =n indepensent state were to be
altered. But, the Trench proceeded in their penetration of lMorocco with
little regard for German inter:sts. The German Chancelor, von Buelow,
was concerned partially because of German interests--economic and
political-~in lorocco itself and n~artially bescause e felt ti-ot the
Moroccan case would set a vr:cedent. If Morocco were divided a.ong the
Burovean colonial porers through a process in which Germany h'd no voice,
it would be even rore difficult for Ger any to gain a say in other and
perhaps even more important wtters. OCormany's prestize s a ower then
in von Buelow'!s eyes was contingent upon gaining =»n input into the

Morocean cuestion.
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Thus Gerrany created wha2t is !mown as the first Moroccan or
Algeciras crisis in 1905 when the K-iser's visit to Tngier essentially
denied the continusnce of the French nolicy of not consulting Ger =ny
on Moroccan affzirs, This visit brought on the removsl of Delcassé
from office and the Algeciras conference on Moroscco.

The %lgeciras conference on European affsirs in liorocco involwed
primarily France, Germany, Great Brit~in, Austria-Hung-ry, Italy, $ain,
Russia, anc the United States. Although llorocco and some smaller Euronean
states hac delegates =zt the conference, they had a negligible irmpact.
Germany, somewhst to its surorise, stood nractically alone at the
conference. Austria-Hungary, Itnly, and the Tnited Stotes ressined
largely neutral while Britain, Spain, anc Rfussia suprorted France.

The essentizl issues of the conference were the security an'!
finaneial arrange-ents---articularly the ~olice and the Moroccan state
bank (Anderson, 1930). The police issue was decided such that France
and Spain were charged with the organization of a Horoccan police force
approximately within their rotential rrotectorate zones although, as
these zones were mown only to France, Britain, and Snzin, the other
powers did not realize that this had securred. A bank with an
international directorate in which France nlayed a »ro-inant if not
predominant role was set up cswell., Noninally, t e iAct of Algeciras
maintained the intesrity of the Moroccan state and an economic palicy
of open door for all Buropean powers. Practically, the act contributed
to the dissolution of toroccan sovereignty ani indenendence and also

to French and 3panish predominsnce in the area.
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The Algeciras conference then was something of n defeat for the
Germanse Not only were Ger-an colonial desires in Illorocco frustrated,
but discouraging battle lines had been drawn. rance had been supvorted
strongly by Britein and ildly by Russia. Germany's allies--iustria-
Hungary an< Italy--had provided almost no help at all. The French cry
of isolation comnon nround 1900 had now faded, and in its nlace arose
a similer German fe r of encirclement.

In Morocco meanwhile French ~enetration was perhaps slowed mut
certainly not stopped. A Vﬁriety of conditions possibly including t e
sultan's obvious subservience to the French gave rise to civil war in
1908. And, although the issue was in doubt for some while, the pretender
eventually gained the throne., This, in turn, 1=d to = new Iuro-ecan
hassle over Morocco, The French wished to withhold recognition from
the new sultan until he agreed to abi’e by certain "riles of the
game" imposed Dy the buropean powers. They also felt that, s ince their
vrominance in Morocco hnd been recognized in 1905, the other powers
should follow their lead., The Germans, anxious both to secure soie
succulent concessions from the new sultan and to defy this Franch notion
of preerinence recognized the new sultan on their own initiative.
Although hackles in France, Gerrany, and Great Britain rose moventarily,
the affair died down when Mulay Hafid, the new sultan, agreed to the
rules imposed by the French--the rules were largely those of the
Algeciras conference nlus reparations for da age to Buropean nroperty
incurred during the civil war.

Again in Nove 'ber, 1908 conflict arose between France and

Germany over Morocco. A German diplomat was caught by French military
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officers trying to sneak six deserters from the French foreign legion
aboard a German vessel. One of the officers threatened the dinlonmat
with a revolver, and a relstively minor crisis ensued., Three of the
deserters were Germsn nationals, and the German govern-ent demanded
their return. The ratter was eventually consiznzd to an internmational
arbiter.

The continual conflict to which the HMoroccan question gave rise--
the two examples above being only a particularly orominant pair--seeed
to stir some int-rest on the nart of both the French and the Germans to
lend an aura of finality to the disoute. 3ut other international
developments impeded progress on this issue. Following the Anglo-
Russian entente of 1907 the Trinle Entente was rathur tacitly developed.
Then in late 1908 the Bosnian crisis broke out. Austria-Hingary
annexed Bosnia and Herzegovina. The Serbian government wss irate and
was backed by Russia. Austria received pretty strong support from
Gerrany while Frence and Britain seemed anxious to hold Russia back.

In 1909 after the Bosnizn crisis attention was returned to
Morocco. Discussions started between the ¥rench and the Germans, and
in February an accord w-=s reached. The substance of this accord was
that Germany admitted to having no pilitical a+bitions in lNorocco, and
France in return for essentially beins granted political »redoinance
guaranteed Germany economic ecality. It see's rath r a waste of tire
to square this 1909 Franco-German accord with tve dct of Algecirss.
Regardless of how congruent the two are theoretically, neit: r state ent

seeed to have mich i pact vpon the actions of the French or the Germanse.
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The enternrizes in which the Germans were interested--pri- arily
mines, public works such as harbors and railroads, and to z lesser
degree loans--had broad enough olitical iwplications in the colonial
developnent of Morocco to be gizrded cazrefully b the rrench. The
French clained the sole right to build certain rail lines as military
roads under their peace keeping prerogative. In ad ition, the French
were adarant that the Act of Algecirss as well as the accord of 1909
forbade German participation in the opsration of any facilities such
as railroads or harbor installations built br them. Finally, even
when agreenent between the French and German foreign offices was reached,
French functionaries on the scene in Morocco as well as their German
counterparts see: to hove been less thsn anxious to safegu~rrd the econovic
rights of German entrepreneurs and the political dominance o6f the
French respectively., Negotiations on railroads and min2s were continued
through th2 early deys of the crisis before being broken off.

Perhaps b fore moving on to anoth:r asnect of the bargaining
setting one other issue in the recent relations amonz the »-arties
ought to be discussed, Germany and Great Britain had been involved in
a naval arms roce for about a decade by 1911. On several occasions
negotiations had been attemn»ted to slow down the competition, and
Tirpitz' arms bills always raised a storm of opposition in the
Reichstag. But these efforts were to no avail--the naval armas race
continued essenti-~lly 'n=bated.

There exists now enough background to attemnt to define the
issue of the Aradir crisis. iidesoreat civil istirbences broke out in

lMorocco ‘uring Janmuary of 1911. These grew in frecuency and severity
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until a condition of civil war was an-roached. In Avril the French sent
an exceditionary forcs to Fez, the canitsl, in order to protec: the
Buropean legations and colonies.

It is somewhat difficult to laovel this ¥French move as eithor a
deliberate act or an an uncontrollable event. The French certainly
wade a deliberate decision to send the expeditionary force to Fez.
Also, the French had certainly been active--along with other Luropean
powers-~in destroying the sovereignty, nower, and =uthority of the
iloroccan state. 350, the march to Fez was both =an action congruent with
the genersl objectives of France in Morocco--broadening control--and
also an exvected consecuence of the nolicy which he European nowers
had been pursuing in lorocco for many yesrs. However, by the niddle
of April, 1911 there was an o»ninion comon to more thon the Frenche-
the Germans being salient excentions--th:t something necded to ce <one
to crotect the Buropean nationals in the interior of Morcco. The
French were the "natural" ones to be called upon to extend this "service",
and in this sense the msrch to Fez 1ight have occurred even if it had
not fitted into the se!fish interests of France's foreign policy. Grey,
the British secretary of st:.te for forecign affairs, for one was in favor
of asking the irench to nrotect the foreign colonies in Fez. Thus the
narch to Fez might h=ve occurred as a more or less inadvertant response
to uncontrollable events. As things wsre, this would be » rath r naive
interpretation. But regsrdless of the manner in which Frince arched to
Fez initially, a protectorate was the French policy by. June.

Although the French claimed that they would leave when order was

restored, the Germans realized that the sultan's authority and power had
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been so eroded both by dormestic incorpetancy and by foreizn penetrotion
that a French protectorate was inevitable. The Germans, having no
incentive to struggle with the inevitable, si-nly accented the notion

of a French protectorate over at leasc part »f Morocco. 'het they
demanded was that Germany should receive some form of couvensatizn

since France had finally succeeded in adding at least part of liorocco

to its colonial emvire., Partially this derand for co-—ensation came
from the econonic losses in lMorocco which would accrue to Ger-any and

to individual Geriians as » result of the French protectorate there. But,
far more immortantly G mmany demanded co mensation because certain .embers
of its decision unit felt thot compensation was necessary to maintain
German prestige and t'us to assure Germany's seat of honor in the
councils of Europe.

The issue for the French then was essentially control of iorocco,
an” the issve for the Cermans was one of strategic position 'nd ‘restige
ranifested in a demand for compensation. The crisis was kept =2live by
the compensation recuested and b the tactics ol the reruests. For the
Sritish, as with the Germans, the main issves lay outside of lorocco
itself. The German de &nds for compensation never touched on Britain's
own interests in lorocco or elsewhere dirsctly but acted instear through
their ipact pon France. The Anglo-Russian entente was a preity shaky
affair. The British had long fe:'red and the Uermans had occasionally
seemed interested in a continental lesgre organized against Britain.

Now Britain had a powerful continental ally in France, and British
decision-makers feared that, if Britain ~id not suswort France strongly,

France would be driven into the arms of Germany--on the Moroccan
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question and on other issues as well. The British concern then was the
maintenance of the Entente Cordi-le,

The valuation of the stakes, as in the Cuban crisis, is difficult
to judge. Some things are clear. France vealued control over MHorocco
more highly than either Germany or Britain. But these latter states had
other values which they held dearly, so to spealk. Nationzl restire was
felt to be on the line for the Gerrans, an~ the British e phasized
another suverzaie asnect--the aintenance of an slliance.

The French went into the crisis the s -wewh=t stronger »:rty. They
had the supuort of 3ritain throughout the crisis, and Cer.any could hardly
hope to maintzin an overseas nosition zgainst British omnosition, With
respect to Morocco itself, the French surely held the acvantage since
they were already in physical control of 'uch of its territory. Thus
even the general unmwillingness to go to war favorad the French since
they already had what they vanted., The balance of nilit rv capanilities
would huve depended upon who was drawn in on each sicde. ritain would
probably have suvsorted France all the way. Russia and Austria-Fongary
were very reluctant to engage themselves with their respective »llies in
a struggle ovar Morocco although it is not clear that Rlussia and Austria
would have rem=inad aloof from 2 war aong Germany, Britain, and France.
Their reluctance in rnart was to restrain these states from acting in a
fashion such that wor would break out, and had one started, their
attitude may well have been different. Italy flatly st=ated no interest
in the matter wh-tsoever, ~nd in this resnect also Delcassé's diplo acy
naid off. That the Tmited States wouls be -rawm into the conflict was

srobably not in the contingency scenarios of any of tle three narties,
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At a general level there =re two important sirnilarities between
the inages and nerceptions of the Agadir crisis and their Cuban
countervarts. The perspectives of the various actors in ench case were
so m-rkedly different that it is difficult to i:agine that the various
parties are addressing the:rselves to a cowon situation. Also, there
seem to have been similar distributions of nutional -ersnectives cormon
to all the decision units in the two crises. The tails of this
distribution in the Cuban crisis were czlled hard line and soft line
vositions, and the sane terms seenm applicable for the Agadir crisis.
There general similarities manifest themselves sonewhat differently
in each national actor, however.

The dominant feeling arong French decision-makers was thot no
general settlement of disvutes with Germany was nossible as long as
Germany held Alsace-Lorraine. But, so:e French lezders were more
willing to work toward rapproache:-ent b settli-g lesser issues than
others, Caillaux and Cambon were a'iong those so inclined. It is
somewhat unclezr whether any real differences of ends existed between
these indivicduals snd men such as de Selves, Poincaré; or Clemenceau
or whether these loti2r individuals were only less con:erned with the
neans by which these goals were to be achieved.s In any case the ieans
»rescribed by the respective groups in the Agadir crisis differed
considerably. All were agreed that Morocco would beco-e Irench; their
disagreenents then were over the tactics of achieving this goal inclnding
the 'rice which was to be pazid.

There differences seem in p2rt to include v rying imazes of

Gernany. Poincare, for instance, saw Germany as = nefarious aggressor
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which never missed sn o prrtunity to insidiously wreak havoc upon

France!s interests. Caillaux and Cambon were far less inflexible in

their rercepntions and were cap=ble of differentiating so~e Ger-an acts

from the havoc wre-king variety and also capable of seeing some legitinacy--
or at least of seeing that the Gerians saw some basis for legiti acy--
underlying Gernan actse

In general there see s to have been little overt hostility among
the French with resnect to the British. There was considerable uncer-
tainty as to how strong Britain's support would be, and the information
which the British got was edited somewhat to give the British the
imoression thst their inter=sts were endangered.

The Ger-isn » rspectives with resnect to the French were disnersed
along 2 siril-r continuun as those of the French with resvect to the
Germans. There were Ge¢ wans--Class, the leader of the Pan-Germans, and
other conserv-tives a2nd colonialists--itho poreeived Irench activity in
general to have the mrnose of humniliating Ger-any and :cking Ger any's
path to "its pnlace in the sun" as dirficult as »nnssible, There szen
to have been no -en of this wmind in prominant vositions during the
Agadir crisis. The prominant hard liners were Kiderlen-liaechtor, the
minister for foreign affairs, and some of his colleazues in the foreign
office-~Zirmer-ann and Langwasrth von 3imiern varticularly. There men
had in general been agysr vated by France's continual isolation of
Germany with resnect to loroscco just as nany of the French 'izre angered
by contimual ‘‘er "n interference in an a’f ir which, so they felt, did
not concern the e mans. These individnals wera h:rd line in their

nercention of the situation and in the tactics which they prescribed and
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used. But they were not consistent Francovhobes. They were rerely
apolying their general h-rd line characteristics to 2 conflict situation
which, to their minds, '"rance had -rovokasd.

A number of others, Willia» TII, Bethmann-Heollweg--the Chancellor,
and Schoen, the Ger:an ambassador in Taris, disagreed with Kiderlen on
either zoals or tactics throughout the \zadir crisis. The Kaiser, for
in-tonce, was interested in better rel-tions with France =nd Grrat
Britain and doubted that Morocco w-s imnortant enouszh to gain Ger on
involverent. Schoen thought tit toctics w:re noorly chosen on
occasione. Kiderlen ssermed to have tre endous ‘orestic influence:; however,
and the Agadir crisis from the Ger:an porsvective was handled pretiy
:much the way he chose,

The Gerran npershectives om Great Zritain were am-rantly mite
vague. Kiderlen, tlirough some logic, see s to have discounted the
British interest in and vossible i woct upon the crisis. The ¥aiser
who had recently visitad Lon‘ion secered to feel that relations with the
British were rel-tively harmonious and would be little ruffled bv the
Horoccan cuestion. BKEven lietternich, the German ambassador in London,
was rath-r nonchalant about British interest sand the nossible impact
of Britain uvon Gernany'!s stance on the Moroccan question.

The British themselves were split into several different groups.
"7ithin the foreign office itself there were two basic oersnectives
(Wicolson, 1930, pre 2L0-L1)s One was held by lHicolson and Crowe.
According to t is viyw “ritain was Jorev:r imoeriled by the vossibility
of a continental l=apue united agrinst her. The entente with Russia

orovided little relief from this thraat both hecause of its shaokiness
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and because of “ussia's weakness. The entente with France w2s the ey
to Britain's safety in this regard, and every move Germany ade uas
interoreted as an attempt to break the Intente Cor-iiale,

Grey, tne secretary of state for foreign affairs, handed the
other school of thought within the foreign office. He had reasonable
relations with Bethmann-Hollweg, and he fniled to disvwair of —eaceful
relations with Germany. He was somewhat less willing to let France have
a blank check of supnort as he feared that t is would lead 3ritain into
conflict for volues which were r-ther exclusively French.

Outside the foreign o7fice =nd to the left of Grey were the
socialists who felt that whot Grev feared had alre~dy occurred (Horel,
1911)s That is, the Entente Cordiale was essentially a French ruse to
bring the British navy into the ~rocess of building the French em‘:ire.
These groups looked upon Germany's clai~s, particularly in the Morocecan
crisis with considerable sympathy. Generally, Lloyd George fit in at
the right extreqe of this group and wound up tlerefore sorewnst to the
left of Grey. On the other side of Nicolson and Crowe were :en such as
Churchill who saw, not vague threats to Britzin's strategic nosition
arising from German activity, but who anparently exvected to see the
German army marching around the English co'ntryside at any mo-ent.

In addition Churchill seemed a:tu-1lly =ager for the confrontation and
the gane of war.

One result of these resvective n-tional i ages and their vorious
subdivisions was that a climnte of Jdistrust and susuicion developed. As

Barlow says, "This mutu»l sus»nicion . . . transposed every move into an
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act of chicanery or trickery; and this in the eyes of the victinm justified
acts of reprisal" (Barlow, 1940, pe 145). This is, in essence, the story

of the Agadir crisis,

Bargaining Process
CHALLENGE
The ilarch to Fez

A rebellion broke out in Morocco in Jamary, 1911, and throughout
the early months of the year it grew in proportion until in April the
Morocczn capital, Fez, was threatened. The French Toreign office under
Crupoi started laying the diplowatic groundwork for the contingency of
the dispatch of an exoeditionary force to Fez. The motivation behind
this move remains somewhat cloudy to this day. Cruoni gave the imnression
that the force was fo rescue beseiged Furoneans at Fez and to return
rather directly upon the restoration of order--this latter wes not
anticipated to be = tine consu ing task.

In general the scenarios developed by others were somswhat less
honorable or ootimistic than Crupvi's own. Grey see~s to have felt thot
there were Buroveans in Fez who were endangered. And, it appears that
he viewed the :=rch to Fez as n necessity. Grey was far less opti istic,
however, about the ease with which long-tera order i:ight be restored,
and he also feared that Ger any might react to this move as an infringe-
ment of the Act of Algeciras. 0Orey himself felt that the French had

violated ths act snd th:t they would [ind it necessary to do 50 continually
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until some new understanding involving compensati-n for Ger any could be
reached.

The Ger-ans too viewed the situation somewhnat ~ifrerently than
Cruppi. Cecil's (1927) comment that, "The French, in the rocess of
assimilating African natives to Furopesn uses, had found it desirable
to despatch a ilitary expedition to Fez! (pe 330), st have
annroximated the German private persnective. Jules Cembun, the French
ambassador in Berlin, had a series of meetings with Kiderlen and
Bethmann-Hollweg in April to discuss ioroccan developments. Early in
April Cambon net with Kiderlen to discuss recent occu:'rences and to
sound out the German govern—ent on any nossible police actions on the
part of the French. Kiderlen originally urged that the French proceed
with gre~t czution so that certain Geran ubliecs wouvld not become
aroused. Kiderlen also indicated thot soe of the Franch contingency
plans squared poorly with the Act »f Algeciras, On the following
day--Anril 6--Kiderlen was somewhat more intransigsnt. The nroposed
occupation of Rabnat and the nossibly ensuing march to Fez violated the
agreement made at Algsciras. But Kiderlen suspested that the hbasis for
the Act of Algecir=s--the sovereignty of the lMoroccan state--was in any
case a myth and that France could gain a free hoand in tiorocco by
compensating CGer any.

Kiderlen ended this session by eiphasizing th-t he was certain
thzt 1 temporary occunation of Morocco was impossible and by urging
Canbon to be sincere. Combon ranorted to his govern ent that Ger :an
consent for the French Moroccan program coule probably be obtain:zd at

a price which he in'icated would apparently be nart of -outhern
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liorocco. Later Canbon was to say that Widerlen asked for the nart of
Mogador on April 6 although Kiderlen 2lways deniad this, =m< there is
nothing in the German napers to indicate that Ca~bon's contention is
accurate (Cf, T bouis, 1938, p. 197; and Jaeckh, 192L, p. 1L6).

Later in the month C mbon broached the sae subject with Zethianne
Hollweg. The Chancellor's response: "I do not say no to you, hecause
I ¢o not wish to take the responsibility for your compatriots; but I
repeat it, I do not encourage you . . ." (Barlow, 1940, pe. 187)--see's
to have had little impact. Less than a week later the Franch govern ent
informed the other capitals of burone that the French exneditisnary force
was to move into position for a march to Fez. Zirrer ann at the German
foreign office responded that, although he did not question the sincerety
of French motives, he thonght that an occupation of considerable duration
worl? leave the Act of Algeciras reaningless. Three days later on April
28 the march for Fez began, and Kiderlen's response was th-t a Moroccan
order maintained by the force of French ar s would leave the Geraans
free to act as they wished with respect to Morocco.

Even Caillaux, the French Prime Minister after June 23, 1911, felt
that the rench -urpose in lMorocco in the &gadir crisis was to -ake up
for time lost through the “rotector te-hindering “lgeciras co:ference
(Fay, 1930, pe 2%0)s So, it aprears th 't the motives given by Crupni
-2y have been something of a public r-lations front. In anv case tie
expeditionary force was on the way to Fez, and attomtion sh'ted to
dealing with the sitnation ns it was rath.r than avoiding the contingency

in the first place.
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Cambon felt that the actions of French troops in and around Fez
would probably nrecivitate some Germsn rssponse along the lin=zs of
finding an =ltern-tive to the Act of Algeciras as the basis for
agreement over Morocco, The British were cuite afraid that France
would not be able to disengage itself so conveniently =s Crupni thought
and were urging c-ution. But the initiative had really shifted to
Germany. The statenonts of Kiderlen, Bethmann-Hollweg, anZ Zimmermann
mentioned earli-r have been generally inter~reted as warnings to the
French (Sehmitt, 1916, pp. 313; and Sontag, 1933. p. 154). The notion
here is that before France finally zained its »nrize in liorocco, Germany
would have to be comnensated just as Italy, Brit:in, and -:ain had
been. Thiz is rathcr clearly the gist of Kiderlen's statements. France
night get away with a -onentary carch to Fez, but, if this rove were
escalated--and Kiderlen was certain that it would, German consent would
have to be purch-sed. Grey understood this clearly (3arlow, 1940, pe. 2C1).
But the French, p rticularly Crup»i, seened to hope that things would
work themselves out.

Early in May Cruonpi impressed upon Schoen again that Frence wounld
uphold its obligations under the Algeciras confarence. Schoen wrote
Bethmann-Hollweg th-t, while Crunni might well be sincere, it would be
difficult for him to control the situation. The French move nmight cause
the smoldering civil conflict in Morocco to erupt into holy war against
the Europeans. Or the French gov rn ent night simnly be un=zble to
withstand the more =militant donwestic opposition. As it t:rned out these
hazards were not the crucisl ones. The French force was able to control

the Moroccans in its imediate vicinity and was actnally removed from
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the area around Fez about the nmiddle of June. Part of the problem w-s
exnressed by Schoen about the same ti e--the anthority of the sultan
had been destroyed snd the French force was abmt the only efiective
order maintzining unit in Morocco., Thus Schoen felt thit the sultan
was devendent, not only militarilswr, but nolitically as well upon the
French.

Spain too demonstrated France'!s lack of conirol ovsr the situntion.
Late in May Svain bezan to occupy certain areas 2long the northern coast.
Yrance and Britain trizd to forestall this move which broadcsst even
more blatantly the violation of Algeciras. But the Spanish were too
concerned that thev might lose their nortion o7 lMorocco if they did not
actually have it in their possession.

Thus the late snring of 1911 found France in 2 sorewhat difficult
nosition with resrect to the Moroccan question. The french dresnm of
gaining a Moroccan rrotectorate was close at hand, but the consent of
Germany--which was looning ever nore necessary--to this chanze in the
status cvo had not yet been achieved. The German hints th-t a free hand
for France in lMorocco could be stayed through ~roper corrensaiion had
been to date ignored, and the !rench were =till clinging to the facade,
so to speak, that Morocco was a sovereign state and that no violation
of Algeciras on tre nart of the French had t-ken place. This line was
greeted with genernl skepticism even in 3ritain, and the Cermans had

not bought it at 211,

the French were, it seeis clear that by early June the French were

pursuing a orotectorate and had begun to interest themselves in placating
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the Germans. It is conceivable th-t this inter=sst in the Ger—an de-ands
arose from a changze in Irench intentions--a shift from rescuing Eurooeans
to establishing a orotectorate. It is even possible that this shift in
intentions develoned through the slow realiration on the nart of the
French that near snarchy would reign in iforocco in the absence of their
expeditionary force. The Gerirans would call this an incredibly naive
internretation, and so it may be. An alternative hyoot esis would be
thz=t the French finally realized that a free hand in Horocco would reouire
pay-ent to the Germans--perhans Kiderlen's hints began finally to sink

in.
In any case the French intsrest in gaining an agree ent with the
Germans did develop. One way of examin ng this decision is to say that
the French noticed thai Geran preferences here were arranged in a
Prisoners' Dilemma structure. That is, Gerwany considered the French
nove in Morocco to be a default move. <This default coul:' be corrected
without being withdrawn only if compensation for Germany were addeds. If
there was to be no cowmpensation then, Germany would “efault 2s well.
Germany preferred a double default to cooperating in the face of a
compensationless ¥rench coup in Morocco. The degree to which this
defaulting activity could bhe incremented or exwanded from a »e-ce-war
dichotomy was probably souewhat v gue. The escalation ladder of this
period was far more precipitous than that in the Cuban crisis., Yet, I
imagine the ¥rench did not expect a general German -obilization to be
the next German move. Nevertheless, the French seemed to want to ~reerpt

this move--whotever it was--with conciliation on their parte.
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The French vreferences =t this tire seem to h~ve been worked
out as followse. A French ovrotector:te over Morocco was inevitable, but
this protectorate should be procured as ranidly as possible. A return
to the Act of Algeciras then was not desirable even if it was possible.
The achievement of = lMoroccan nrotectorate in the irmediate future seemed
to entail compensating Gerany in sone fashion or another. ‘his was
acceptable in princivle. In nractice the co“pensation acceptable would
have to be limited. DMorocco itself, for instance, co'ld not be further
partitioned. Even if this contingency were satisfactory to the French,

he British would object, and the French would lose thzir support.
Other colonial compensations might be possible, but it might be possible
to avoid territorinl compensations ~ltogether, -nd this would be preferable,
In general the notion of getting the Germans to state their demands
rather than initi~«ting offers seems to have been the ~redorin-ont feeling
among the French, Preferences then were left sorewhat vague with the
orinciole of compensation and the unavailability of lMorocco as cornensa-
tion material being the areas of clearness.

Following this pzth then Combon hegan in Juns to query the Ger ans
as to their oreferences. Early in June Cambon visited Bethmann-Hollweg.
The Chancellor, upon being informed that the French expeditionary force
was preparing to leave Fez, renlied to the effect that, if the force left,
it would have to return sooner or later--probably soonere. C mbon renlied
thaot the absorption of ‘“orocco into the French colomial e -ire was
inevitable. Cambon then suggested that o settlement of oristinding
Franco-German dif ‘erences which would allow the Germans to accept a

French protectorate in “orocco rmight be discussed. Bethmann-Hollweg
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suggested that the man to see about matters of this o2ture was Kiderlen.
A conversation with Zimmermamnn confirmed th2t Kiderlen was the man to
see.

Ca:bon revorted these conversations to his government along with
the words of the German crown prince with whom he had spoken at a social
gathering. The crince had indicated th-t he was convinced that France,
having such an excellent opnortunity to form a protectorate over
Morocco, would not relinguish its position. He further indicated that
this would be satisfactory to the Germans as long 2s they received a
shares Cambon reported that this opinion se=ied to be generally held
among the governing circles in Germanye. It was his inpression that French
freedom of action in Morocco or the overthrow oi the Act of Algecrias
would hrve to be purchased. Cambon was further convinced that France
could not afford to —ay a »rice involving !orocc=n territory, and he
was equally sure that this was the price that the Germans were thinking
in terms of. The further »artition of Morocco would, firstly, negate
the purpose of a decade of french ioroccan diplo-acy. 3econdly, it would
be a severe blow to the entente with ‘ritain and woul: thus leave France
more vulnerable to Germen blackmail in the future.

Catbon journeyved rother leisurelv to see the an who was
apparently in charge of German affairs in the iloroccan ousstion.
Kiderlen and ’-mbon discussad the iHoroccan situstion for two days--

June 21 and 22--at Kissingen. The {irst day's mrk was rather .ini al
due to Kiderlen's taiturn sttitude. But on the following dzy C-mbon
was able to engapge Kiderlen more successfully. ~After some diplo ztic

fencing Cambon asserted a williigness to discuss a1l ocutstln ding issues
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which lay between Fronce and Gerrany. Kiderlen ag-eed that it would be
futile to 1limit the discussions to Morocco alone. C= bon then stated
clearly that, if Germany had s desire for liorocco, it would be better
left unstated. France would not give any wart of Morocco in compensation.
Catbon added carefully, however, that Ger:any conld seek compensation
elsewvhere.

Cambon seems to have been sincere in these :tatementse. Caillaux,
Cambon, and Poincare all agree that France would not zive up 2 bit of
lMorocco to Gernany. This sees to have been a “ir- constraint for th
French throughout the crisis. W-r would bz undert-ken bhefore Ger: -ny
gained a foothold in Morocco although Caribon was careful to exclude any
mention of war from the conversations with Kiderlen. It also seems that
Cambon was sincere in offering commensation elsew'ere. There were a
series of domestic crises in France, and inde:d the governient fell the
following day, so there is little evidence to s5ggest wh~t France was,
at this tise, willing to offer Yermany in compensation. It seems in
fact that specific notions were rzl-tively absent on this noint, but the
orinciple was sound=-otherwise Crmbon woild surely hove bcen fr iore
careful in his choice of words.

The French then probably had no clear idea of co pensstimn =t
this time. They mny have wondered what the Gernians nad in ind.

Canbon was surely hesitant to susgest an offer =nd probed Kiderlen for
a suggestion. Kiderlen, apparently similarly rotivated, was coually
hesitznt and respondsd to C:~bon's state ent that it was, of course,
nossible to look elsewhere but thet France shovld exrlain what it had

in mind., Cambon avoided this ploy by saying that he was not wurepared



30

to be more specific because of the innovative character of the ideas
being discussed. The discussion then drifted onto other matters, but
as the conversation closed Xiderlen suggested th-t Cambon bring the
Germans "sorething"--presumably a co pensation offer--upon his return
from Paris whence he was bound.

Both Barlow (1940, ppe 212-13) and Sontag (1933, p. 157) stress
that Cambon and Kiderlen were each concerned that the other rresent the
first specific offer or de-and. Neither author is very coherent in his
explanztion as to why the actors felt this complusion although it seemns
clear enough from the co'versations between Cambon and Kiderlen in late
June and early July that both men were so constr-ined. I am unable to
answer this point with any great satisfaction or sophistication now.
And, I shall delay a discussion of the advantage: accruing to the party
which receives =n offer or “Jemand until the instance actvally arises
belowe

After his conversations with Kiderlen in Kissingen, Caibon
traveled to Paris. “vhen he attemrted to present his renort to Cruppi
at the foreign office on the morning of June 24, he found that the
Monis governent had fallen the nrevious evening and that Crup i was no
longer foreign minister. Caillaux, the new :rime “inister, did not
complete the form2tion of his ministry for several days, and douestic
oroblems continued to nlague the regine. In ar'dition, there was soe
particular difficulty in filling the - osition of foreign minister.

De Selves, the thirc nan to whom the nost was o7fered, finally =ccepted
on June 29. The result of this smovern-ental upheaval was that no action

was taken with resnect to the lorocecan issue betiwecen the Kiderlen-Ca~bon
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neeting on June 22 and the end of that -onth., Gernan renorts indicate
that Cambon returned to Berlin and thst the Germans ere ciscouraged by
the absence of "something" as Ca:bon initiated no discrssions over
Morocco during this time., It appears that Ca~bon did not in fact return
to Berlin until early in July, mt, even if German statements are
accurate, it is difficult to iragine th~t Canbon co:ld have received
instructions from his government before June 29. Tn the meentie the

Germans had taken the initiative and were to announce it on July 1.
DENIAL
The Panther

The major mystery which remains, and is likely to conintue to do
50, about the Agadir crisis involves the intentions of the German
decision unit--particularly Kiderlen. The generzl Germsn inter~st in
liorocco was exanined earlier, and there is no reason to belizve that
these elements changed in any important fashion fro: 1905 to 1911.

With respect to the Agadir crisis itself the import-nt Ger an nolicy
papers for the early period of the crisis are those »f Kiderlen of ilay 3
and of Zimmermsnn on June 12 (Lepsius, 1925, pp. 10108, 142=L%).

In his llay ! memorancu: Kiderlen set out his thoughts as clearly
as they apnear anywhere. First, he gave his notion of the sittation in
Morocco., The basis for the Act of Algeciras--th-t Morocco was an
independent, sovereign state--was a figrent of the imagination. Morocco
stood upon French bayonets. The French might be able to withdraw
omentarily, but they would have to return. This then weant that lioroceco

was effectively a French nrtectorate. Kiderlen then discussed whot
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the German resnonse to these develovments should be. Germany should
allow France to nlace troops in Fez. After - hit a politz cruery sho:ld
be made of the French govarnment as to how long the French troops woi:ld
remaine. The irenci would name a tire “eriod, and they would 1l:ter be
unable to stick to this schedule. At this moment Gerriany should declare
that the Act of Alceciras was obviously no longer »pnlicsonle, It

should not protest the french troops in Fez then but stress the fresdonm
of all the signatories to the Act of Algeciras to now act as tiey wished
with resnect to Morocco, ©Svecifically, rather than protesting French
gains the Germans should procure compensation commensurate with French
gains., If the French could nrotect their nationals in Fez, then the
Germans could nrotect theirs as well. Germany, Kiderlen went on, had
great firms in both Mogador and ‘gadir. Ships conid be sent to these
ports to protect these fir:s and to assure that the ports would not be
taken by other vowers. In a draft version Kiderlen stated that these
harbors woul: be secired as a pledge which would ensure cornensation.

Kiderlen thought th~t the two ha:rbors he had in mind were too
far south from the Mediterranean coast to provide any thr-:at to the
Britishe Once anchored in these harbors then Germany could leisurely
wait to see what Fronce was willing to offer for their return.

A month or so later, after the 3 -anish landing in the north,
Zimmermann wrote a similar memorancu=-. The French seemed intent upon
bringing Morocco into their ermmire, and the Spanish appeared to be doing
the same thing in the north. Although compensation for Germanv had
been discussed unofficially with Caillaux--then minister for finance,

it was difficult to imagine that the French were going to spontaneously
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offer compensation to Gerany on an official basis. Ger :any then should
acquire some security in southern lorocco which would ensure compensation.
Gernany snould declare that the French and Spanish actions had over-
thrown the Act of Algeciras and claim the freedom of action for all the
signatory powers in Morocco. To protect Geran interzsts warships shonld
be sent to Mogador and Agadir--two ships for each port. Zismernann
thought that Britain would remain aloof if it becane mown that the
Germans were interested in talking zbout compensation in the French

Congo.

There is little to indicate that Kiderlen ever deviated very wch
from this original program although he filled in any points which were
probably purposely left vague in May.

Kiderlen claimed to have recsived the ap roval of the Kaiser for
his »rogran early in May. Throughout May and until late in June then
Kiderlen adopted a policy of watchful waiting. Although a discussion of
the time period for which the French we-e to remain at Fez did occur
between the French and the Gerrans, it was a r-zthir low-key affair in
comparison to the one described in the lMay 3 memorandum, and the French
were in fact withdrawing from the area around Fez in the latter half of
June. 3But the French intentions with respect to Morocco were clearer
than ever, and Kiderlen seems to have stuck to his general plan. Fven
the talks with Cambon at Kissingen sze" not to have impressed hin very
muches There appear to be two reasons for this.

One is set out in Kiderlen's reply to Zirmer ann's :enorandum of
June 12, Kiderlen thought that reliance upon possible French generosity

and good will was an insufficient safepuard for German compensation.
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In this respect his sttitude was similar to that of the Spanish, and
the idea exnressed in the memoranduw: was valid regardless, avparently,
of French actions. This notion was that Mogador and aigadir would be
"taken", so to speak, as hostages to ensure French good beh=vior with
resnect to German comnensation. Thus this first consideration was one
of a precaution of independent insurance regardless of the French .
attitude. Gerian wanted to have some direct control.

The second reason seems to have been paramount and more widely
held among German decision-makers. This was thot the Frencn would have
considerable difficulty making a compensation offer unless they received
sone encouragerent from the Gerans. There were two sorts of difficulties.
The rrench ministry night be unwilling to even offer comnensation,
although they ight t=lk about it, soontaneously. They might h=ve to be
convinced that such an offer was requisite to the success of a French
protectorate. In addition, the ninistry night find it difficult to
support a compensation offer cgainst domestic opponents unless there was
some obvious sign of its necessity.

Zimnermann and Lengwerth particularly seem to have felt th-ot
placing warships in lloroccan harbors woul:! ease the compensation
decision for the French cabinet from the domestic angle. Kiderlen
seems to have stressed the oth:r consideration--that the French would
not com-ensate, regardless of their words, unless forced to give some=-
thing (Pick, 137, »n. 326, 328).

Following his conversations with Cambon at Kissi:igen Kiderlen
seems to have traveled to meet the Kaiser who was then out of Berlin

to reobtain ap.rov:l of his warship nlan. This approval was received,
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and the orders to the Panther were sent before de Selves accepted his
post at the foreign office. According to Barlow (1940, p. 219) the
Panther was ordered to Aradir before Cambon ever retnrned to Berlin.
But, regardless of the exact chronology with respect to Combon, it
appears that Kiderlen did not really give the French a chance. Whether
he would have been reward.d .or his patience had he -onec so is, of
course, open to auestion, but it appears that the Kissengen interviews
did nothing to change Kidérlen‘s narspective th-t the French would offer
comnensation only under oressure. The Panther then was ordered to anchor
in the fine natural harbor at Agadir.

In all three ships were involved in Miroccan waters during the

crisis--the gunboats Panther and iber ond the cruiser Berlin (Gooch

Tererley, 1932, vpe 8L6-8LT). The movements of these ships were rela-
tively unknown to the French and British at the ti e, and were verhaps
relatively unimportant since it was the symbolic value of their presence
which formed the im ortant signal rather tl:an the tactics of the shins.
The choice of the Panther in this regard, however, may have been rarticu-
larly unfortunate since it had cuite a re ut-tion as soething of a
nrovocateur (Vagts, 1976, p. 236).

On July 1, 1911 Schoen delivered a message to the ¥rench foreign
office which read to the effect that in resvonse to the remests of
German firws located in southern Morocco a warshin--the Panther--had
been disnatched to Agadir to ssure the safety of “ier-an lives and
property. After he finished this o~ficial statement Schoen introduced
again the notion that the Act of ‘dgeciras was a dead letter and that

a new agrecuent with ros-ect to Moroceco would have to be worked out,
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De Selves indicated that he pretty much understood this, but that the
German “ove to Agadir was hardly going to make negotiations easier.

On the sa e day Metternich, the German ambassador in London,
delivered a similar message to the British foreign office. Grey was
away from London at the time, and lMetternich was received by Nicolson
who expressed some incredulity th-t Germany should need to send a ship
to a closed port where there were sunposedly no Gernans. Kiderlen's
references to great Gernan fir.s =t Iogador and Agadir does seem something
of an exaggeration although nerhans it was not one for Kiderlen. There
were a faw renresentatives of great Gerran firms in these two localities
but no great nhysical presence. letternich added in fashion r: ther
similar to that of Schoen in Paris that the Act of Algeciras was
inoverable. He imnlied that the Gorman move was to signal the Gerran
desire to negotiate a new basis for agreement in Morocco.

The Gerrman intentions with res-ect to France ha” been arparently
to facilitate compensation both by showing the French cabinet that this
was a necessity ant by giving them a strong case agzinst the more
rmilitant elements of their domestic opposition. The immediate intentions
with respect to Britain were only vaguely expraessed, but aprarently no
reaction from Britain was =x‘ected as long as German :oves did not
threaten the lediterranean cosst.

Both the French and the British were greatly surnrised and soe-
what dunfounded by the German ove, and the ch-racter of their reaction
was not evident or even known immediately (’hincaré, 1922, ppe TT=T70)
De Selves wanted to sent a French shin to either lozador or Agadir.

Caillaux thought this unwise, and in cabinet sessions he was generally
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suoported--even by Delcassé; back in the ministry as ninister of marine
since early in 1911, who thought that sending a ship to Mogador would
be cowardly and that sending one to igadir would mean war. Issentially
the French cnbinet decided to consult its allies--Britain and iussia--
before doing much of anything. Although de Selves, on his own initiative
and without Caillaux's knowledge, asked Paul Cambon, the 'rench ambassador
in London and brother of Jules Cambon in Barlin, to sound o:t the
British on the sending of a ship or ships, the -rench le-cershin nade
no intentional move as vet.

The Hussian resuonse for the rost of the crisis can be taken
care of briefly here. Rus:ia had sove empathy with Gernany's claims,
was discouraged by the —oor French and Britsih supnort it h-d received
in the Bosnian crisis, and was not interssted in becoming embroiled in
a conflict over northwest Africa.

The British response w=s somewhat :rore enco'raging to Caillaux.
There were so:e initial mixuns over the Caillaux-de Zelves split about
the a’visability of sending ships. But, this was =2csentially cleared
up on July L when Caillaux received Grey's messare that the 3ritish
cabinet thought this inadvisable. The British government was not
willing to show its hand very clearly. Grey feared that the French
might repartition Morocco so as to include Germ-ny but not Sritain. .ind,
even Nicolson thought of this possibility and sug ested that Brit-in lay
down some gnidelines or “iinimal constraints which wouls hsve to be met
before any new agree ent would be acce-table to her. There was also a
suggestion th -t Britain and even Spain siiould enter into the negotiations.

it =

Caillaux thoight that Franco-Gerwan ~iscussions would be more successful,
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vut he did try to cuell British ferrs of a re-artition of Illoroecco oy
assuring Britain that Germany's compensation would not 2 in liorocco.

Germany, in sounding out its allies, had even less luck than
Fronce. Austria-Hungary gave Ger—any about the saze recs.tion that
fussia gave France, and Italy was even col er to G:rany's aroroache
At this staze then the crisis aineared to be a largely Franco-German one
rmuch as Kiderlen h' @ anticinnted. If anothar narty was ant to join the
fray, Great Britain apeared to be the most likely »rosnect.

Britain was about as rcluctant at this stage to state a fim
position vis-a-vis Germany as it was to stote one with res ect to France.
“hen Grey returned to London on July 3 he et with Metternich. At th's
ti e he indicated only that any freedom of action with rescect to Morocco
which had been recently acquired by Germany could be exercised by Britain
as well. Metternich inferred, rather correctly, that Grey feared a new
loroccan partition, and he forwarded this infor-ation to his goverment.
The following day--July L--Grey met with Metternich again. Greyls
statements now were to the cffect that Britain was not - disinterested
party in lMoroccan affairs. Brit=ain's treaty obligrtions with France
were mentioned as well as independent Britich inter=sts, and Grey
enchasized again that any change in the Moroccan situation woulcd have
to occur with the consent of the 3ritish.

The French nosition was evolving toward the notion thet Germany,
after having signal=d . he necessity for co nensation so dramatically,
should say what sort of co pensation it had in mind. That is, the
Frenc!: had no plannad strategy at this “oint other than letting Germany

complote the initi~tive it had begun -t 2gadir by naming its nrice.
3 g i



32

The threatening cihmracter of the Panther's spring caie at a renarkably
moor juncture in this regard. Even Schoen remarks that Caillaux was
verhaps the French politician most favorably inclined toward Franco-
Ger:+an repproachenent, and ~rior to gaining the office of -rime liinister
Caillaux had been involved in sore informal conversztions about nossible
compensation for Ger any. Poincaré also mentions that com:ensation for
Germany was not the issue--that issue nad been settled in Germany's
favor; the issue was the costlines: of the com-ensation. Cambon and
Caillaux were thus = rticularly ‘iscourazzd b the Prnther's move in
that they both internreted it as a signal that Canbon's nosition of no
compensation in Morocco was unsatisfactory to tre Garians. The French
were thus quite wary, and the im =ct of the Psnther's s»ring had
wrecisely the opposite effect of that intended.

The Germans, it seems, were still waiting to hear about the
"sonething" which Cambon was to bring back fro- aris. So, for several
days there was little activity between the Gernans and the French.

On July 6 Cawbon and Schoen met in Paris. Ca bon ex ressed both the
negative impact of the Panther's svring and also his fear of German

demands for Moroccan territory. Schoen did not confirm th-t Germany
wanted ~art of lMorocco but indicated that this would deend unon the

degree to which *rance provided adequate compensation elsewhere. On the

following day de Selves riet 3choen. He tried to get the Ger an a bassador

to tell him whot Germany ha’ in mind in the way of compensation. Schoen

countered that the nlace to learn this was in Berlin with Kicderlen and

Cambon. %his reciritated the "re-issue of where negotiations would

take vlace and by whom they would be concducted. De Selves wanted Paris
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as the location with Schoen and hinself as the bargainers. Schoen
stressed the ~rooriety of 3erlin with Cabon and Kiderlen--those with
the greatest fa:iliarity with tlie issue--2s the bargsinerse

The sprgu ent was repeated on July 8 when de selves ~nd 3choen
also becsme involved in a discussion about the suitability of the French
Congo as copensation for Germany. ‘his was no® the first time the idea
had been broached. The idea of VYongo compensation had cuite a history
in Franco-German affairs (Andrsws, 1968, pp. 151-52), and both Irench
and German newsnapers h:d carried articles with the suggestion during
the early weeks of the crisis, but this was the first time that French
and German officials had formally discussed the possibility within the
context of the 1911 crisis.

Gerwany won the pre-issne of the negotintion »lace and parties,
and Cambon and Kiderlen et again on July 9. Bult before -oving into
the confrontation stage s summary of the impact of the Ger an denial
move rmight be useful.

Kiderlen understood that Britain had inderendent interaests in
Morocco, and he knew as well of Britain's ties with France., He said
himself that until the lMoroccan affair was settled Britain wonld side
with France on Morocco and on other nattzrs. And, he later clai ed that
one purpose of Germany's loroccan ~2licy in 1911 was to setitle the
lforoccan cuestion so as to clear the way for an Anglo-Geran entente.
Trom his May 3 merorandu comes the imoression tht Kiderlen felt o
German move n southern Horocco would not give the British decision unit
the impression that its indenendent interests we-e threoateoneds Kiderlen

seemed not to worry 1bwt the i prct upon Britain which would work tihrough
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its relationship with France, an’ it an ears as if he niszed this
comsequence of his actions because he rmisunderstood comnletely the
consequences his nctions wonld have on the French decision unit.

“ith reshect to independent British interests Kiderlsn was
reasonably correct. The British foreign office weas not adaantly
opposed to the Gerrans in southern loracco if this ould have no har ful
invact on the mtente Cordiale. The British were reluctnat to give
this i-oression publically, however. The were reluctant to goad Ger any
on through their lack of interest bec-use of the negative irmact this
world have on thz entente, but Crey was equally vnwilling to let the
French kmow of the importance of the antente becavse he fe-red that
France would act recklessly and drag fritain into a needless war. 3o
on July L the >ritish us:d their owm indenendent interests -s a guise
for their uncertainty and also verhars to cover the iriortsnce of the
Entente Cordiale so th-t France wo 13 not become un "nageahle,

The Gertans anoarently actually believed th-t their -ove in
Agadir would facilitsate a reasonably amic~ble setitle =nt of the
Moroccan cuestion with the Yrench., Lthe 'recise n-iure »>f these sercel-
tions were ex-mined earlier (pp. 33-3L). There percentions wo e sinnly
incorrect. The French seem to have recalized the necessity of
purchasing a protectorate in Morocco and more importantly they seemn to
have been interested in doing so., The Panther at best did not facilitate,
but rather probably hindered this wrocess. It altered the French
(Caillaux's and Ca:bon's particularly) perceptions of what the Germ:ns
were after and thus hirdened their attitudes (Gooch, 1928, pn. 139-LC).

In addition, it made compensation ‘ore difficnlt to sell to important
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do estic publics since it anpsared to many of these th-t France was

backing down in the face of a Gernan threat. Inas uch then as Xiderlen
misnerceived the consequences of his actions on the French, he iiserceived
as well the imhact his actions wonld have upon the British through their
relationship with the French,

Kiderlen then obviously nerceived the situation as one of Chicken
for the French. If only Germany de onstrated clearly the intention of
of defaulting--by holding Agadir as hostage, the French would back down.
this was a misnercention from two bases. First, the French were
humiliated by Kiderlen's gunboat diplomacy, an< they became less
favorably inclined toward co-pensation. Second, the French perceived
this move as a demand for co'mensation in iiorocco, and this was
Priso-ers! Dilea a for the French. Jar would precede a Ger an fosthold

in Morocco,
COMFRONT ‘TION
The Ger an "Demand!

The first meeting between Kiderlen and Cambon after the Panther's
soring started as a rather hostile affair. Carbon was angered by the
Gerrian noves which seeted to hi to represent a breech of faith in terms
of the Xissingen sessions and a real obstacle in teras of German intentions
to have part of iorocco. Kiderlen was h ring on nast French failures
of good faith indicating “resumably the necessity for Ger any to take
sone security to assure comensation. Although the accounts of the

wo statesmen differ sonewh:t, the essential elements seet to be clear.
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Cambon reviewed the substance of the Kissingen interviews and then
suggested some minor, nonterritorial forns of cornensation--perhans as

a ploy to draw out of Kiderlen wh~ot he wanted. Kiderlen rejected these

as inadecu~te imwediately. Then one of the two--each claimed it was

the other--susgested the Congo as copensation. Kiderlen see s to have
initiated the idea that the bargaining might be ezsed for the French if
Gernany offered sone territory in exchange Tor territory in the Congo

with the stinmulation thot the Gerians wouls receive the disnroportionately
larger nart of the territory exchanged. Details of this contem-lated
exchange were left undiscussed at this time.

Apparently =n understanding which found favor with both dinlomats
was also reached th 't would allow the loroccan negzotiations to bypass de
3elves and the French foreign office--thus 3choen or anoth:ir inter-ediary
would be able to talk directl s to Caillaux. In addition both partics
agreed that no othar states should enter into the negotiations. After a
hostile owening, a gond deal of zround seeed to have been crossed.

The French govermment was rather reliesved by this nleasant turn
of events although they were anxions to hear the detzils. Hot so, the
Kaiser, William IT wanted the affair settled, and Kiderlen receivad a
tlistering nttack fro: him to get things under way. The Kaiser said
that he h-d -authorized Kiderlen to accept territory in the Congo early
in June, and thst he should simnly do it,

Four days later on July 13 the ‘rench and Ger an re-r:sentatives
net again, and the French tried to get the Ger-ans to talk about
det2ils. Although the subject re-ainsd the sar-e--French nredosinance in

Morocco traded for territory in the Congo, ierhans in the form of -
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territorial exchange--Kiderlen was unwilling to be vary specific. On
July 15 Kiderlen finally made his move, He showed Combon on a -ap
precisely what he hzad in mind in terss of Congo territory--see Diagranm
V-1, pe LU5. Xiderlen had in nind a good bit of territory and cert:inly
ost of the =rize land--the Altantic cosst and the mart fronting on the
Congo Rivere. Kiderlesn undoubtedly realized th.t this wa: a lot to -,
and he offered Togo and the northern nart of the Ca-eroons in return as
well as giving the TFrench a free hand in Forocco. Canbon refuscd the
Gerizan offer or demand on the spot, and this refusal was corrohorsted

by the French foreign office two days later.

h~d a donestic strugzle on his hands. Kiderlen was »f the opinion that
Ger-any should anticipste French stubbornness and be prepared to act
toughs Further he felt that this attitude should he indicated to the
French in no uncertain ter's. It is unclenr what Fiderlen had in rind
here. But, although he claimed that war wos not on his - ind--indecd
war never semns to hove loomed in Gerwan versvectives as heavily as it
did in French or British--the Chancellor and 7illia  II wers hoth ouite
upset by his re arks. Neither wanted a war over lorocco. Kiderlen upon
hearing of this dis~leasure wrote a letier of resignation to Bethmann-
Hollwege He exnlained that the Fr:nch Congo was the last opportunity
for Germany to accouire new colonial territory without fighting soveone
for it. He said tht the Congo could not be wri~g from Fronce if it was
known to the French th:t Gerany would not fight. Negotistions would be

long and hard, buvt he anticipated no moves so provocative thnt any
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irmortant alteration in the situation--presurably the int::vention of
Britain on the side of the French--would occur.

Bethmann-Hollweg refused Kiderlen's r=signotion explaining that
it would wean his own ss well and tried instead to cool both Willia~ IX
and Kiderlen, Kiderlen then, to nress his i=2int, -rssented another
letter of resignziion wvhich added little to the contents of the first.
Bethmann-Hollweg t!:en tried to secure ap roval of Kiderlen's plan of
action fro~ the Kesiser. He exulained that, if France got away with
only minor frontier compensation while gaining a frce hand in Morocco,
it would only increase the danger of a violent confrontation in the
future since France would tecore dangerously overconfident. Also,
Germany's willingness to be stepped upon would be noticed by other
powers, and Germany's ability to handle future controversies in general
would be adversly affected. Thus humili-tion would be :ultivlied if a
strong stand were not taken in the present. If the negotiations were
cut off imrediately, France would offer only unacceptabie corpensation,
and this would mean th=t to avoid humilistion Ger any would !»ve to compel
France to return to the Act of Algecirss. This latter endeavo r might be
quite difficult and dangerous in its own right. Thus allowing Kiderlen
to continue his present course of actisn would avoid a hu iliationeor-
war decision. The Kaiser feared that prolonging the negoti-tions would
increase the chance that Britain would enter the conflict on the side of
the French, but he gave in and zranted approval of Kiderlen's program.
(Lepsius, 1925, p. 192).

Cambon thought that, after the French refusal of the Uerian offer,

the initiative to begin anew lay again with the Germans. However, on
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July 20 he received instructions from de Selves to present a counter to

Kiderlen's offer. This offer amounted to cutting down the size of the

territory in the Congo quite considerably and looning off the Atlantic

coast and Congo River regions entirely. Grey also felt that, if the

French conld not accept UGerman devands, it was ti e tney suggested what
hey could accept.

On tre sa e <ay Fiderlen and Canbon et 72 1in. Kiderlen ves
incensed by the French reaction to his propusal--the French press dubbed
it an exaggerated trial balloon. Kiderlen explained th-t he was
perfectly serious and that Germany would go to extreme lengths to
achieve satisfaction, If adequate compensation was not forthcoring,
Germany would see a return to the Act of Algecirac.

I spoke earlier of the advantages Barlow and Fay wention but
decline to describe for the party receiving a demand or offer as opposed
to the rarty issuing same. It remains unclear in =y n1ind what tne general
echanisms here are, if indeed there -re any. The Ge=n:an iemand see:s to
have proven advantageous to the French in this case, however. One of
the reasons Ca bon was willing to agree to bpass de 3elves and the
foreign office on occasion was that he despaired of the treat -ent
delicate matters received in the Paris bureaucracy. So it was with the
German offer, Cambon wanted, apprrently, a settleent--an honorable one,
but a settlement nevertheless. Some groups in the foreign office
apparently wanted —ore. The Gerian offer was leaked to the French press
and comrmnicated to the British in edited form. The reciprocal exchange
of territory was not mentimed. hat was covmnic:ted was that for a

vague promise of French preeminance in lorocco--which the French alraady
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had by virtue of the 1909 Franco-Geraan accord on !lorocco--tlie Genans
were deranding all of the French Congo.

This amouncenent caused a flurry of activity aong the more
conservative elewents of the French opposition which clearly made it
ore difficult for Caillaux to inake any sort »f concessions whatsoever,
Not only had the Gernans humilisted the French by forcing the: to
negotiate at gunvoint, so to speak, but now they wers denanding an
entire Fronch colony in return for little more than the French alre dy
had=--or so it apneared in the French press and in the British foreign
office,

The reaction in Britain was nerhaps even more imvortant than that
in “rance. Pavl Carbon had told Grey on July 1C that the negotiations
were evolving alonz the lines of a territorial corpensation in the Congo,
Cavibon asked if the British had any objections. Grey replied ths
Britain had none and even said that an unfortifisd port on the southern
Atlantic coast of Morocco was acceptable from the British sers ective.
The Zritish foreign office was not of one mind about this. Bertie,
the British ambassador in Paris, Nicolson, and Crowe felt that France
should receive stronger supvorte. Crowe even developed an elaborate cnse
for the duplicity of Caillaux who he felt was negotiating a Franco-
German accord behind the back of the British.

Grey here was showing concern characteristic for him. He did not
want Britain to have to pay the srice for the agerandizenent of the
French empire. Grey onreferred the Congo as Ger an conpensation and thought

that the French would too since they would have to return to the
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orescriptions of #lgecrias if they conld not comensate Germany
adequately.

The French in seneral were zo:ewhat diswayed by Grey's ~ttitivde
which they viewed as soiething of a change. Ca bon and de Selves
suspected Kiderlen vas pursuing i :mossible demands in the Congo in
order to work his way back into llorocco proner. Ther worked hard to
convince the British of the damage which wonld accrue to -rit’ sh
interests if Jeriany gained a good horbor on the Atlantic coast of
Africa. JTn addition they feailed to mention the fuvll character of the
July 15 German offer or denand.

Nicolson and Crowe responded to these french efforts. 3asicslly
they nerceived thst, unless Britain naid part 27 the cost or reduced the
French compensation bill, France would be forced from the entente and
Britain would be left to face an ascendent Cerrany on its own. Grey,
however, remained lergely unmoved and, as described nbove, suggested
that the French initiate a counter proposal which they found accent:ble.
Crey's policy was essentially to give the French Jivlomatic support but
to do so in a fashion which lent no support to escalation which would
lead to acts of violence. Grey apnroved of the German demand for
substantial comensation. In case of a deadlock on the com ensation
negotiations Grey suvpported and in fact sugrested to the Irench an
international conference vresunably sinilar to the one at Algeciras.
Grey reserved the iritish intervention proposed by Nicolson and Crowe
for protracted German intransigence.

All this was, of course, ouite dishenrtening to the lrench.

Caillaux explained to Bertie th-t France simply corld not accept a
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German presence in lorocco, and, if Britain were to fail to provid
supnort on this point, the entente wyould be severely strained.

Grey was =ware of the nossible strain in the entente, and this
bothered him considerasbly. The inforration which the fritish rad at
this time ahout the German de-»nds and de Selves! hypothesis that
Kiderlen was trying to drive the subject of negoti-tions back to the
svartition of Morocco convinced Grey that soething must be done to
obtain information about German intentions. He reguested a session
with letternich on July 21. Grey explained that Britzin was concerned
about Geman intentions at iAgadir and actually seems to hove said little
else which Metternich could latch onto, iletternich got the irpressim,
vhich was correct, th:t 3ritzin thought that t'e Franco-German
negotiations might fail and that in this event 5Sritnin would have to be
admitted to the disaissions of altering the stntus quo. There was
nothing particularly new in this information, and Metternich gave it no
special handling.

It seems proper here before continuing with the British to discuss
Kiderlen's strategy to date. in early liay Kiderlen wss concerned about
Gerrian prestige and Germany's long-term strategic position in light of
the irench coup in llorocco. At this tiue the concern was to ove to
protect this vosition. Kiderlen's decision was to occupy harbors in
southern Horocco until France gave the compensation for which Ger :any
was asking and tius recognized Germany's place among the great nowers,
The noture of corpensation which was necessary was not even mentiomed
at this time. This vagueness was reduced 2 bout a month later in early

June when irmerial ap roval of the Congo area as acceptable for
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negotiation was received. ‘Then at the end of the onth Kiderlen
operationalized the signal “e had cevised almost two months earlier
with minor changes. Two weeks later he :resented his notion of
adequate compensation. The careful vanner in which Kiderlen worked out
his stradegy a bit at a time altering his ~bstract .lan tc eet pzrceived
chenzes in the sitvation or vrexrected problems prompted iolff (1936, p.
L43) to remark that, "It has to be aditted thst our peopls made long
preparation for their istakes and went about their frivolous moves
without any precipitation.” This seems to be true. Kiderlen worked
out a vague program in the beginning of the crisis, Then he filled

in the blanks or even made minor changes as the exigencies of the

immediate situation indicated.
The Mansion House Speech

In his session with iletternich on July 21 Grey resoresented one
of the calm nembers of the British cabinet. Lloyd Gsorge, the chancellor
of the exchequer, was certainly a bit more excited. ILloyd George was
picued by the fact that the Germans had not answered the British ouery
about German intentions of July L. The British state ent of July L was
not -laced in the form of a cvestion. The Gerrans clained afterwards
that they did not realigze until after July 21 that the British had
expected a response. The British statenment of July L indeed Zoes not
seen a auery of any sort, and the Sritish had not subszquently clearly
asked for specific information about German intentions, yet the British

certzinly felt that an exnlanation was owed then,.
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Taylor, (195L, pe L70) seces Lloyd George's snsuing behavior as
directed against the French. This thesis is notable priarily becouse
it is diametrically opposed to every other account of Lloyd George's
and generzl 3ritish intentions--even ILloyd George's own and the labour
chronolocues which advocated opposition to the French. On the
afternoon of July 21 after Grey's visit with lMetternich Lloyd George
consulted both Ascuith, the Prime linister, and Yrey about the
nropriety of adding a short bit about foreign policy to a speech which
he was to give before a London bankers' association that evening. The
speech itself was rather unremarkable. Lloyd G2orge stated that, although
war was normally unthinkable in international . affairs, there were
hudiliations which were worse than war, When nations sought to violate
Britain's vital inter=sts without consulting Britain, such huniliation
developed. Brit=in would not tolerate such humiliation, but would go to
war instead.

The imnact of the Mansion House speech has nuzzlzd al :ost everyone,
There was in fact little in the speech itself which should have come as
a surorise to eithier the Germans or the French although the source of
the speech was somewhat surprising. Lloyd George was generally =
pacifist and considered to be the most pro-Gerwan ne ber of the British
cebinet, For him to sopeal out against Germany and to nention a legitimate
use of war were both unusual. Interpretations of the speech are difficult.
The sneech was nade on Lloyd George's private initiative 21lthough it
was cleared with Grey and Asquithe It was not then an official nosition
of the British cabinet. The SBritish press nickad up “loyd George's rather

1ild words and formed them into a belligerent thrat. This w:s picked



53

up by the French and Gernan nress. There apparently was a period of time
between July 22 and 25 when the “ritish government considered stating
that the speech was not an official cabinet statement rather than blindly
accepting the interpretation »f the 3ritish press, !Metternich's July

25 rebuttal, however, ended this train of thought.

There are a variety of slizht variations in notions =2s to the
intentions with which this soeech was delivered. Lloyd George, with a
good bit of humility, added himself to the list of self-proclaimed
savers of the peace in 1911« Gerqany he clainmed was on the brink of
war with France, and the Mansion House speech, which =z:sure: Gor arny
that Great Britain would fight with France, csused Gemany to draw back.
Asquith had a similsr although somewhat -ilder thesis. Geriany's policy
was to force rance to moke compensation in Morocco if sritain resained
aloof and to accept compensation in the Congo if Britain sided with
France (Asquith, 1923, p. 151). Thus, according to Asquith, the speech
minirally saved Morocco for France.

Much of this British rhetoric seems to be ex post facto in
origine Grey at least seems not to have anticipated much of any
reaction to the Mansion House speech-(Gooch, 1938, p. 75). And, upon
the e~rly complaints of the Gernans he was quite incredulous at its being
considered a threat. It may well be, however, that the British who were
nore closely attuned to the German veril--Churchill, Nicolson, and
Crowe-=had foreseen and desired an impact si-ilar to that which the
speech actually made.

In Germany the imvact was quite severe. The Ger:ians had quite

understandably internreted the British statement of July L as a state-
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-ent of the British position rather than as a cuery =bout the German
one. It is clear, however, that this British state ent cast doubt upon
Kiderlen's thesis that the British would not be concerned about their
indevendent intsrests if the Ger ans restricted their oves to southern
Morocco. Also, it should have been and 2-pears to have been clezr to
Kiderlen by this tie that France was not mildly acceoting his
activities. This might have caused {(iderlen to reevaluate the impact
of his activities on Britain. But the Germans were in general curiously
aloof to the possible intervention of Britain. MNettsornich rushed no
urgent telegra s to Berlin after his conversation with Grey on July 21,
and Kiderlen was seeningly unswayed b - the Kaiser's fear of British
intervention if negotistions contimued.

Zirmerramn h-d sugge-ted in his memorandum th2t Britain could
be held off if it wns told that Ger—any was interested in compensation
in the French Congo. The 3ritish had been told this on June 10, but by
the French not the Germans, and the French had since had so'e doubts
as to Kiderlen's intemtions. Considering the i mortance of British
nonintervention it is rather strange th-t Kiderlen did nothing to scoth
nossible British fearss As Barlow (19LC) says, "Gerany perhaps did
not know that British temper was not inclined to tolerate further delay,
but German success dict~ted thet British temper shauld not be serercly
taxed" (p. 30L)e Brandenburg (1927) feels that Kiderlen felt
whatever he told the Sritish woulcd fall into French ears as well, This
is undoubtedly true, but Kiderlen was tell ng the French 211 he corld

have told the British anyway.
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The oress in Germany was inflared b - the speech as were conservative,
nationalist, and colonial groups in the Reichstag. On July 2L Metternich
deliverad to Grey the German response to the July 21 meeting of the two.
Kiderlen had issued this reply after he was aware of the Lloyd George
speech but before he hnd received tletternich's full recort on it. in
this meeting on July 2! Metternich essentially brought Grey up to date
on the Franco-Gerian negotiations. Strangely, however, he apparently
did not clear up the British -isinformation about the nature of Geran
demands. The British did not have this infornation until a July 24
report from Goschen, the British a-bassador in Berlin, resched the
foreign office. Metternich stated clearly that German ambitions lay in
the French Congo rathsr than in Morocco. Grey asked if he could reveal
this infornation in Parliavent, and Metternich replied th-t he could not
authorize such a move, but he would ask Kiderlen if it could be done.
Grey also asked iletternich how Ger-any would view a conference if the
Franco-German negotiations broke dowm.

Kiderlen's response to Metternich' report on the Lloyd George
speech was quick and sharp. British interests had not been violated by
Gernany, but even if the British fearsd such an event, they should have
used normal diplomatic channels rather than a warning which bordered on
a threat. Kiderlen then denied Grey the right to diwulge the substance
of the July 2l conversation with iletternich to ‘arliament. 3uch a -ove
after the Lloyd George speech would apnear as a Ger-an canitulation or
s0 Kiderlen thought. In a-dition Kiderlen denied th t a conference was
necessary. Gerany, he answered, could gain its co pensation on its

Ol
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The following day--July 25--then found lMetternich agzin with
Grey at the foreign office. This meeting was a bit ore exciting than
the one the ‘revious day. Iletternich comminicated Kiderlen's 'iessage.
Grey orotested thot the Mansion House speech was hardly a threat against
Germany. Metternich remained unconvinced. And, that Ge-many was threzaten-
ing British interests, HMetternich claiwmed, was a fiz ent of the British
i agination. He closed with the line th:t the more Ger any was threatened,
the more firm the Ger:'an response would be. Grev reacted to this
conversation with a panic. He literally ran about London telling peonle
that, from the words of the German amsbassador, the British flcet might
be a2ttacked at any noment. The panic snread rather ouicldy, and Churchill
was so>on sending units of troops here and there ‘n Great Britain to ward
off the imminent invasion »f the British Isles,

Kiderlen after qmieting dovm ter.ed the *:ansion House speech a
bluff, but he did not sound very mnvinced., He attributed it to the
frantic crys of the French chauvinists. He held fast to his earlier
position th t patience and a hard stance would win Ger:any what it
wanted, or at least this was his outward apnearance.

The French met the speech with mixed enotions. They were no
doubt pleased to get some stauncher sunport than Grey had been offering
to date, but Cambon was distressed t the imract to sreech had on the
more extreme Irench views, and he felt that it would be even more
difficult to arrive at a conrorise solution with Ger any or to supvort
such a compronise doestically. Caillaux was uncertain th=t the speech
denonstrated British suvport in the ' anner the French colonialists thought.

In this respect his interiretation of the speech was similar to that of
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Grey. Caillaux wanted to hear such o comitment directly from the
British, but none was fortheconing. 2t this noint SCaillaux seems to
have thought th-t tiings were oretty close to out of control. The
i-ages of the various parties had besn--and to large extent reained--
too inaccurate or disporate, and acti-ns which bound parties to incom-
patible actions under »sain of natimal humiliztion had been 2ll too
comn .on.

I think this is as good a tire as anv to ‘liscuss the use of
threats so far in the Agadir crisis. In the Cuban crisis tireats were
found to be quite functional communications. <Lhis is less true in the
Agadir crisis. In part the functionzl character of the t reats in the
Cuban case was attributed to the fact that the threats there were nerely
signals of preexisting comitrents--warnings--and they were largely
perceived as suchs Of the five tlreats entioned so far--the French
loroccan coup, the “anther's spring, Xiderlen's "extre-e lengthst
st=terent, the !ansion House sneech, and Metternich's July 25 rebuttal--
three, the lansion House speech and ¥iderlen's "extrere lengthst
statement.excluded, were threats of this type. The French lMoroccan coup
was withdrawn rather voluntarily by the French by their offer of
compensation although the Ger:ans seemed not to recognize this. Kiderlen's
"extrere lengths" st terent was interpreted by the French as a bluff,
and I shall cover it a bit later. INMetternich's rebuttal was serceived
as intended although rerhaps with more vigor than Hetternich had hoped.,
The two remaining threats caused most of the trouble in the Agadir
crisis. One of these was correctly rerceived as a Iype I threat or

warning. So the fact that it aroused great resentent seers sonewhat
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House speech, was probably a Type ITI threat although the Ger ans

see to have inter-reted it as a Yype I threat, and it too aroused great
provocation. Both of the e threats then »rovoked trheir recirie ts in

a lingering fashion not found in the Cuban crisis,

This nrovocative character seeis to stem from another aspect which
was more carei ly mansged .n uwe Criban case.  “wth uvirests anvolrved
subtic mumiliation where none was needed. The rrench had nlready core
around to the compensation notion as Canbon demonstrated ot Kissingen,
and the Germans were not planning the destruction of the entente nor
were any of the other British fears in danger of irminently beang
proved founded as 'etternich explained on July 2L, In terms of
hilintion these thr ats were the functional enuivalents of sone of
tne escalated alternatives vhich Kernedy avoided in the Urhan crisis.

The Panther's anchoring »t Agadir gave the French the feeling
that they were being forced to bargain with a gun 2t their heads with
the world looking on. *his was an unnecessary public humilintion which
embittered the:n both during and after the crisis. The liansion Ilouse
speech, while beinz somewvhat more tact™l in some ways, was even less
tactful in others. 'The British explained publically that Germeny had
vetter olay the gare the way the Sritish wished or face the wrath of
the British navy. Kiderlen's response to this is -‘erhaps equ~lly appli-
cable to the French response to the Panther as well if the na '@s of the
relevont st tes ~res substituted. Kiderlen said that Germany was not
interfering with Sritish intorcst and that British fears were unfounded.

But, the least the Zritish could have done, even with their imaginary
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fears, would n-ve beesn to express their anxiety through regular diplomatic
channels where their fe rs could have been eased with no hu:iili~tion to
either side rather than hwili ting Ger anv with - public, "watch your

step" thre=at.
Heturn to the Franco-Ger-an Controversy

On July 23 Csnbon and Kiderlen et againe. Ca bon thought he
detected a chance in Kiderlen's -tiitude--an honest desire for an
anicable settle ent which differzd from the sessions since July 15.

But Kiderlen's tewms were unchanged even if he did recognize the

situ tion as more dangerous than he had before. C2 bon seered to have
sare empathy for the Ger san claims mt stressed th-t no ¥rench
narliament would ever submit to the effective loss 2f a whole colony.
In addition the Franch foreign office did not want lngo, and without
this elemnent the exchanue was rather too lopsided. [he French oninion
on Togo wis aoparently nartially due to the fact that Lindecuist, the
Germany secretarv of state for colonies, had opnosed the cession. He
had received some ‘teichstaz supnort for this zestrue as irell.

By July 27 German relations with Britain had calmed dovm somewhat.
Kiderlen had sgreed to allow a state ent in Parliarent that Zritish
interesis were not being endsngered. Asauith in his sneech bofore
Parliament on July 27 e nhasized this an’ also that the “ritish had little
inclination to enter the diswmite fnrther 1f those more f‘irectly involved
could come to a satisfactory apgree ente.

In the next Canbon-Kiderlen discnssions on July 28 Kiderlen

returned to his rosition of July 20 and ag-in stressed th t Ger any was
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willing to go to "extre e lenzths". Again this discourazsd not orly

-

Caibon but Beth ann-Hollueg as well. Caioon felt that a failure in

negotiations would lead to a conference like the one six yerrs earlier
at Alpeciras. 1nd, such 2 notion was aven riore remusmnant to the French
in 1911 than it had been in 1905. Caillaux felt th-t an 2lternntive

to 2 conference--war--was intolerable as well particul~rlv zince he
desprired of help from the British,

Jetween the eeting of Csmbon and Kiderlen on July 23 and the later
one on July 28 a series of suvposedly secret meetings occurred between
Lancken of the German embassy in “aris and Fondére, who was no:;iinzlly in
charge of navigation on the Congo River but who seens to have spent a
considerable a:ount of time in Paris, Lancken served as an e issary
for Kiderlen, -nd "ondere spoke directly for Caillavx. These meetings
continued inter ittantly until early in October, but the most i-ortant
sessions-~from the nersnective of the future of the Caillaux cabinet--
occurred here in late July. According to Lancken (1931, ppe 101-03)
Caillaux offered a considerably more generous compensation offer in the
Congo than the french foreign office was then offering. This still fell
short of Kiderlen's demands, however, The French Prime ¥inister also
stressed the importance of speed. His idea was that, if an agreement
could be reached aquickly during the August lull period, so to s»eak,
then both the French =nd the German governments could ~resent their
parliavents with fait accompli which would have to be ratified.

Caillaux apparently gained the impression that Kiderlen would
cut his demands to meet Caillaux's proposal. But, when Lancken went

to Berlin to sneak with Kiderlen on July 29, Kiderlen stood firm. He
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thought that Caillaux as well as Cambon were of the immression thst he
was bluffing in his resent demands, out, so he said, he was not. lhen
Lancken returned to “aris he found that Caillaux, on the excuse of the
passage of tire, had hardened in his nosition as well.

Problems later developed around these discussions. Their purnose
was to bypass de Selves and perhaps even Caibon as well, but when Schoen
sent reports of the disaissions back to 3erlin in a code wnich the
French had decinhered, de Selves learned of the eetings. The uestings
came up also in a series of letters wvhich Kiderlen wrote a mistress.
Kiderlen is thought to have becen aware that his letters were being
forwarded to the French government, and he is suppossd to have used thes
to help convince the French of his firmness on the size of the Congo
concession, But this is retty conjectural. In general these activities
play more of a role 1n Caillaux's fall than in the negotiations over
Morocco.

After the rather discouraging meeting of July 2o Kiderlen and
Cambon both received new instructions from the Kaiser and Caillaux
respectively. Cambon was filled in about the Lancken-Fondere conver-
sations., It is not known what transpired between the iaiser, Bethmann-
Hollweg, and Xiderlen, but the next meeting with Cambon brought a
change in Kiderlen's stand. In addition to providing Cambon with new
instructions Caillaux sent an advance notice to the French military that
a mobilization order might come at any moment. These instructions were
apoarently part of a bluff and were for the benefit of German spies
rather than the Fronch military. The idea was that these spies would

inform the Germans th-t Irance could not be pushed too far. But, the
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French uress Cound out about the mobilization part and not .ts pur.ose,
and the stories were convincing enough that Caillaux hzad to deny the
validity of the orders to the Uer -ans 2nd to the Frencn public,

Kiderlen and Cambon et again on August 1. 0Cambon offered an
abbrevioted version of the earlier German derand in Horocco which was
cunsiderauly more substantial than ary other French offer so far.
Essentially this anounted to an extension of the Cameroons' eastern and
southern borders from the Ssmnga River to the Atlaontic coast between
Libreville and Rio Mundi. In exchanse ¥rance was to acouire a free hand
in Morocco ant! to obtain the Bec of Canard. Cambon ras authorized to
offer certain islands in the Pacific and Indian oceans in exchange for
Togo if it were offered again. This latter exchanze seems to have been
dropped rather quiclly, however. Kiderlen finally modified his own
demands of July 15. At he was concerned to nrocure greater access to
the Atlantic than the French were offering and -~lso access to the Congo
River. IGderlen then suggested that France co'nose a draft ‘om of a
Moroccan agree:ent.

In the ensuing doys there was some confusion within the French
government as to concessions in the Congo. De Selves seems to have
apnoroved German access to the Congo on August 2, but Caillaux refused
to approve this on “ngust 3. Barlow (1940, p. 3L0) indicates that the
difference between the two ministers was not one of substance, but
rather one of timing. I think, however, that her oninion is speculation.
Cambon and Kiderlen net again on Avgust L, but no progress was —ade.

Kiderlen wanted an extension of the Congo corpensation further to the
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south, and he withdr-w the Bec of C-nard offer. But the imnortant
matter seemed to be German access to the Atlantic and to the Congo River.

On the same day Fondere told Schoen that Caillaux thonght France
could make no concessions from its present offer and that, if agreement
were not reached within a few (eight) days, French and British warshivos
would be sent to igadir. There had been a number of militarv activities
since the Panther dropped anchor at Agadir, The British and Ger-an
fleets had been undergoing mans=uvers in the North Sea.in July. The
German army had conducted annual overations on the Belgiu® frontier too.
And, French troops had been disnitched to ~reas near the German border
in order to quell domestic disturbances unrelated to the crisis. For
the most »art these and other activities bore little direct relation
to the crisis--an exce~tion in this regard were some defensive rreparations
taken by the British. Now the threat of confronting ship with ship at
Agadir caused a stiff reaction in Germany. Kiderlen instructved Schoen
to have no further relations with the French government. Then Kiderlen
changed his mind and instructed Schoen to inforn Fondere that, unless
the threat was withdrawn, negotiations would be stopped, “illiam II was
even more irate and urged stronger action on Kiderlen.

On August 8 Schoen reported that the thr-at was, according to
Caillaux, a misunderstanding. He had only remarked that the irate
publics made negotiations and concessions diffienlt, and he may have said
that irresvonsible people might favor sending ships; he did not,.

Several additional sessions between Kiderlen and Cambon occurred
between August 9 and August 17 when Cambon returned to “aris. lhey

involved discussions of details within the basic context of the situation
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ceem relatively unim ortant.

On August 13--during these above sessions--Cambon informed de
Selves of rumors that the Gemans were going to land troops a2t Agadir.
In fact soe Gerian business firms had disnatched ~rovocateurs to
Agadir who were tryving to get themselves into a position in which a
rescue would be necessary. De Selves was guite worried. He thought
again that Gerrany was returning to Morocco for co~r~ensation since it
found no satisfaction in the Congo. He addressed a cuery to the
British as to their attitude toward sending ships if such a landing
was made. Grey suggested a conference first, and discouraged the
French from taking such an action as sending shipse Caillaux tried again
on July 20, but he got the same disappointing response from his ally.

On August 18 Cambon returned to rfaris to consult with his govern-
ment. Kiderlen closeted with Bethmann-Hollweg, the Kaiser and some
other German decision-makers for a few days and then went on vacation-=
he went to visit a mistress in France. This action aroused a good
deal of anger in France which was not helped by Schoen's silly statenent
that Kiderlen "had inadvertently overlooked the fact that Chaionix was
on French ground" (Schoen, 1922, p. 151)s Ythis period was also disrupted
by an "interview" which heated up Anglo-German rel tions agsin. An
article was circul-ted in the Ger-an nress which purported to be an
interview with the British ambassador in Viemna, Cartwright, who said
sone pretty mean things about the Germen's Moroccan policy. Bethmann-
Hollweg deranded to know if the st:tement was official British nolicy.

The natter was oretty much cleared up by Grey's denial that the article
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was in fact an interview with Cartwright. Grey also denied that the
views expressed in the article coincided with official -“ritish ones.

Domestic opnosition in France had risen to 2 fever vitch by this
times Caillaux was struggling against sore of his own ninisters for
control--de Selves and Lebrun, the colonial minister, were among these.
Schoen warned that, if Cerrany pressed too hard, the present government
might fall, and its successor was apt to be even more difficult to deal
with Crom the German persvective, But the French govermment finally
began to work out a program. Cambon was to first secure what France
wanted in Morocco. This essentially would allow the open door to
private businesses of the various Buropean states, but comnlete French
political predominance was to be obtained. Thus only the French could
oper~te public works such as railronds, =nd the protééé system was to
be abolisheds Only when Morocco was secured in a soecific fashion
completely suitable to the French was Cambon to turn to the Congoe.
Here he was to get off as cheanly as possible, but he was allowed to
offer Germany a strir of coastline between Libreville and ‘4o *“undi as
well as access to the Congo River. rhis latter involwved splitting the
French “ongo or, as 1t came to be called, French Eugatorial Africa into
two parts with a thin slice of German territory. This was to be avoided
if at all possible,

As Cambon and Kiderlen returned to Berlin, talk of war was
everywhere--in the 'ress, in the parliaments, a-ong the nmilitary,
and among the i1 lomats and heads of state. The first '.eeting,
scheduled for Se.tenber 1, wss postoned until Serte ber 4 because

Combon pleaded illness. The German stock narket suffered a minor crash



66

at the ncws. lcononic conditions were ~oor across Furore in the summer
and guturm of 1911, and historians vary considerably as to the relation-
shin of the German financial rroblems to the crisis.(Turner, 1912, De: 313
Barlow, 1940, pp. 351-55). But, the shaky financial conditions did add
to the difficulties of the crisis,

3efore leaving the confront:tion I want to discuss rather briefly
the fajlure of the threats in the period following July 25. These include
Kiderlen's 'extremne lengths" statement arain, Caillavwx!s mohilization
bluff in late July and early August, and Caillaux's "eight days" threat
in early August.

Kiderlen's threat here, as before, failed bnasically on the basis
of credibility. The French thought that Kiderlen was exag-erating his
Congo goals and/or he was trying to be irmpossible in the Congo so as to
get the French to consider compensation in Porocco. Kiderlen's
threat here was never taken seriously by the French. The French anpear
to have been accurate in their assessment of the threat itself. Although
the "extreme lengths" statement was issued in support of the July 15
demands to'which:Kiderlen may at that time have been commited, the
statement itself aprears from internal German docurents to have been a
bluff,

Caillaux's mobilization threat was a bluff which was essentially
called by the French press. Caillaux's "eight days" threat is far more
interesting . It nrovides an interesting example of two of the notions
of losing control I discussed in my Cuban case., For the Kaiser this was
loss of control through losing the bargaining fraework or a spasm

situation. The Kaiser was angered with the German press for labeling
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him " Alliar the Timid". He was angered by the threat. He considered
the fact that Caillaux had left Piris for a few days after the issuance
of the threat to be a personal insult. He wanted retribution. KXiderlen,
however, hels iim back. For Kiderlen this was Prisoners' Dilemna.
Kiderlen probably thought Caillaux was bluffing, but Kiderlen had to
default as well. If it turned out thot Caillaux meant what he had said,
Kiderlen would still have taken the action he preferred. Caillaux
backed down; this narticular secuence was Chicken for hime He blamed

2 misquote for the entire incident. The difference between Kiderlen's
actions and those of the Kaiser were similar to the <ifferences between
Kennedy's original notions of an air strike as the only solution and

the eventual use of a blockade., For all three men there was a realization
that the action of t'e adversary could not be accenteds However in

each case some deliberative activity mitigated the nanner by which this
co mitment was siymaled. In each case the bargaining “ode of activity

was retained through such deliberative activity.
BREAKDO'WN
The Moroccan Accord

When Carbon snd Kiderlen et again on September L, Ca bon presented
the French Moroccan program. Kiderlen objected to many particular points,
but the two diplo ats apparently reached agre~ent th:t the general IFrench
plan--settle Morocco first and then take up compensation in the Congo--
would be followed. The iierman foreiysn office studied the French lloroccan

proposal with care then and drew un a counter nroposal for the neeting of
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September 7. This German proposal showed rather clearly that the open
door was of concern to the German government only with regard to
Germans. It effected essentially a Franco-Ger an economic oligarchy bv
which other Buropean states would be barred fro- econoilc freedon in
Morocco. *his put France in the rather favorable international position
of guarding the rights of Zuropean st=tes in general--at le.st for the
duration of the open door period in Morocco.

The issues on which these two "ronosals differed were many.
Perhaps the two most imrortant were the Miture of the nrotege system
and the operation of »ublic uorks--including railroads. Germany wanted
the protégé system continmied and wanted German control of public works
in southern Morocco as well. France realized that, regardless of the
wording of an agreement, its political control of Morocco would be
unsatisfactory if Germanv were allowed such concessions. On Septerber
16 Kilerlen ngreed to give in on some issues including the rotege
systen if France could get the rest of the powers to agree as well,

On September 19 he eszentially g:ve in on most of the remaining areas
of disagreement including the operation of public works. +*he remaining
differences were gradually erased until on October 12 Ca:bon and
Kiderlen announced that they had resached aggreement on a “oroccan
accorde

This Moroccan agreeient gave France what it desired--political
freedom in Morocco. The French had won Morocco then, and lGermany
agreed to helr the French gain the assent of the other nowers to the

new agreenent which overthrew the ict of Algeciras and the earlier

Convention of Madrid of 168u. Attention now shifted to Germany's
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compensation. This effort was begun on Uctober 15 after the interpre-

tative letters which accompanied the Moroccan accord had been comnleted.

The Congo Agreenent

The French cabinet had agreed in their ‘ugust sessions that the
German compensation was to be viewed as an independent exchange of
territory rather than as the nurchase price for Morocco. The general
French offer involving German covpensation in the Congo had been exrlained
to Kiderlen by Cambon on Se tember L. In the eanti e various French
groups had become aven more incensed at the notion of compromising
with the adversary. Early in uctober, bzfore tre lioroccan accord was
signed, Lancken was approached by Caillaux's independent agents in Paris
with a plea tht Germany accept colonial co-pensation somewhcre other
than in the French Congo particularly if Germany was going to be
nersistent about demanding access to the Congo Hiver, French aid in
psrocuring Spanish “Yuinea nand the 3elgian Congo were mentioned as
possible alternatives. Also, for close to two weeks Caillaux urged
speed upon the Germans daily under the warning that, if negutiations
dragged vut much longer, his cabinet wonld fall and be replaced by one
led by Clemenceau.

Kiderlen, huwever, had some do'estic “robles of his own. The
conservative, n~tionalist, and colonial groups .u Germany had a virulent
press and a good following in the Reichstag, and they were screaming
for greater compensation not less. Grey indicated that both governnents--
the French and the Ger an--were more anxiovs for n neaceful settl~ ent

than either acted. Both govern-ents, Grey thought, were constrained by
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domestic oppositions to “resent h=rder fronts than they desired (Grey,
1925, pe 273).

On October 15 then Kiderlen explained th t access to the Congo
River was essential to n settlesent. This was what the Fraonch now felt
it so important to avoid and what Caillaux had been telling Lancken for
two weeks must be avoided. The French felt that the Caillaux government
could not withstend French Kquatorial Africa being cut in two. Kiderlen
too was adamant, however. He told Canbon that, if access to the Congo
River were not forthconing, discussions might as well be drooped, but
he did offer to accept somewhat less territory overall in order to gain
access to the Congo (Tabouis, 1938, p. 22L).

Cambon thought there might be an attempt here to swing the
discussion back onto Morocco and to gain an agree ent rore suitable
to the needs of the Pan-Germans in this locality. On October 21,
however, Caillaux wrote Cambon a proposal which he suszgested Cambon
show to Kiderlen. Caillaux in the proposal asked for so'e greater
German frontier rectifications so that he could present a respectable
exchange of territory. Kiderlen reulied that such a deand would be
met only if German demands were met. In return for these increased
German concessions Canbon then gre=nted Gerranv access to the Congo
River, This snlit French Ecquatorial Africa into two pieces-=Diagram
V-2, pe 71s There was anparently sowe final dickering about a few
minor issues ~fter France yielded on access to the Congo River on
October 24. Kiderlen, for instance, seems to have pressed Cambon
pretty severely on one oceasion about right in the Helgian Congo. !t

these sessions seem to have been rel-tively unirportant. On Noverber 2
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the Congo agreement was signed. Two days later the 'ranco-German treaty

was comileted,
Outcome and Afternath

The settlerent of the Ag-dir crisis then involved the following
transactions. France gained the nrotectorate over Morocco for which
it had struggled since 1201. It also recsived a s-all bit of territory
petween the Shari and Logone rivers--Diagram V-2, p. 71. Gernany gained
an enlargement of' its Cameroons to the east and sonth. The enlargement
involved a short stretch of Atlantic coastline between Libreville and
fio Mundi as well as rather brief access to the Congo and Qubangi rivers.
Ihis agreerent was formalized in the Iranco-German treaty of November.l,
1911,

The battle for ratification of this treaty then began. There
was actually little oroblem getting the agree-ent accea-ted by other
states, and this csme as an unexrected blessinz. Britain agreed to
the treaty as long as the open door remained. Austria was more hesitant,
but early in 1912 it zgreed to the treaty as well. ‘ussian aporoval
came easily as did approval from Italy which hsd begun a war with
Turkey over Trinoli. France did not make a final =greement with and
thereby did not gain the anproval of Spain for about a year. But this
disagreenent was important really only to the Franco-Spanish partition
of Morocco not to the Franco-Geran crisis and the general accentance of
its settlement.

The domestic trials to which the treaty was subjected in France

and Germany oroved to be far ore severe than the international nroblems.
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Regardless of Kiderlen's intentions several powerful German groups had
expected Gercany to gain part of southern lorocco. This had develoned
into a reasonably povular goal during the months of the crisis, and the

advertisements of the an Germans' propaganda pamphlet, Jest Morocco

Ger-an, had appeared even in Vorwaerts, the 3PD newspaper. “hen the
crisis avpezared setiled and all Germany had to show for the bother was
an extra bit of swampland, these groups were exaspcrated. The dowestic
situation was not helped by the resignation of +e colonial secretary,
Lindecuist. Lindeouist had differecd with Kiderlen about both the
demands to be made upon the French and the concessions to be allowed
them. He had submitted his first letter of resignation early in
August, but the Chancellor and the Kaiser had managed to kee) the
incident a private affair until negotiations with the French were
completed. Now in early November Lindequist submitted his resignation
again, and this tine it was accevpted.

After the early defiant moves of Kiderlen and the relentless
propaganda of the oress, the Novenber tr-aty seemed to many groups to
be a national discrace., Britain, they thought, even more than France
had hursiliated Germany againe. The speeches in the Reichstag tore at
the Chancellor's defense of the government's actions from all sides.
But the treaty was ratified rermarkably quickly in the middle of
November.al though debates continued intzrmittently on the wisdo: of
Kiderlen's actions for several months.

In France the situation was even worse. First the Germans had
taken Alsace-Lorraine; then they had anchored their gunboat at Agadir

and made France negotiate at gunvoint for rights France alre=dy had by
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virtue of the 1709 accord. Finally, to humiliate the French even
further, they had driven a wedge into French Equatorial Africa so that
it fell apart into two pieces. Suich thoughts were common in France and
were exoressed in the narliacsentary deb:tes with great fremency. In
addition the intergcvermmental conduct in France was even worse than
the hmiliation imposad by the Germans. The 3British foreign office
thought that Caillaux had tried to dunp the entente with Britain.
Caillaux had consistantly undercut his hard line foreign secretary

and thus embarrassed him before the Gerians. These notions too were
common. hen the secret treaty with Spain was announced and the nation
learned that 21l this humili~stion had been endurad for a territory
which had already been partitioned and had to be shared with Spain,

the thunder of dissent becaiie even more deafening. About the niddle of
November Caillaux asked Kiderlen to withdraw the Panther in order to
improve the gov:rn ent's position. Kiderlen did this near the end of
the month., On Decerber 20 the Chamber of Deputies ratified the treaty.
in spite of the violent dissent. The measure then went to the Senate.
On January 11 during the course of these debates the Caillaux ministry
fell. Poincare, the new frime Minister, gained passage in the Senate on
February 10, 1912.

Although the treaty received ratification then, great hostilities
were left in the wake of the negotiations. French antagonisn was
directed largely at the Germans. Poincare became Priie Minister on
the theme of "no more Agadir's", -nd both the British and the German
leaders comnented on the hard line government which developed in France

out of the humiliation of the Agadir crisis,
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French relations with 3ritain seened strengthered by the crisis,
however. Although the suprort France zot from Britain was soiewhat less
than that which Caillaux desired, the British supnort was far better
than the responses received from tussia. The Entente Cor-izle then
helr up.

This relationship was strengthened by the setback which Anglo-

er:an relations suffered. In general the British were not particularly
hostile toward the Germans-~-Churchill might be an excention here, and
hey attempted Lo renew arms limitation talks with the Germans with the
Haldanz mission in 1912. But, the Germans were vretty irritated with
what they viewed as vicarious British interventinn into Ger ian affairs,
and Tirpitz rathsr than Haldane had his way. Grey retained a friendly
and trustworthy relationship with Bethmann-Hollweg, but, as Grey viewed
the situation, the reasonable leaders similar to the Chancellor were
simply overwhelned as the ranks who advised the Kaiser were swollen with
Gerans who swore, just as their French counterparts did, that there
would be no more Agadir's,

In general then the battle lines for the great war in 1914 were
drawn somewhat more sharply. Attempts were made to patch the weaknesses
which had appeared in both the Triple Alliance and the Triple Entente.
In nany respects though the same problets of “ispercention and uncertainty
were to nlague IZurooe in the summer of 1914, Gerrany thoucht then too
that Britzin would not enter the fray. Then too Britain was hesitant
to come forcefully to the aid of France. ILloyd seorge found the
similarity close enouzh to wager that a Mansion House specch in 1914

would have averted ‘orld War I (ILloyd ueorze, 1933, p. 43).
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Conclusion A

The Agadir crisis, like the Cuban crisis, opened with a set of
actors involved in shadow relatio«s writh onz another. Kiderlen felt
that Geriany's prestige required that Germany ve paid for the French
acquisition of Morocco just as Ttaly, Britain, and Spain had been paid,
Bethmann-Hollweg was adamant thot Germany wis only d=fending its
position among the nations of the world (Bethmann-Hollweg, 1919, p. 30).
It was France that was taking part in aggressive activity. From the
Gerian ooint of view then the crisis had been precipitated by the power
or nowers which had attempted to keep Germany from its rightful rewards.
In darker moments there avneared to ha an international conspiracy which
kept Germany from achieving its place in the sun =ind which was in the
process of encircling the fatherland.

The French, on the other hand, saw little legitimacy in Gernany's
continual interference in Moroccan politics. In France the 1909 accord
was generally felt to be an adission that France rould be s eeminant in
Morocco, and the French exrected little further trovble frnm the Ger-ans
on this score. The German hints early in 1911 that a French nrotectorate
in Morocco could be purchased by comnensation to Ger-any si-ilar to that
received by other states then were citier missed altogether or were
viewed as the illegitinrate rebirth -f a seltled and buried issue. Thus
they were not felt to «werit a response.

According to the French their attitnde changed between Anril and
June, and the evidence for this is the co ment br Cambon at Kissingen
that Germany could seek comnpensation outside of ilorocco. It is

difficult to say what altsred the French vercentions and intentions.
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The British, who had a somewhat different point of view than that of
Crurmi at least mav have had some imnact here. The deteriorating
situation in Morocco may actually have changed French intentions, and
this in turn —av have altered their -ercentions of wal muet be Hone
with resnect to the Ger ans. It may =lso be that the ominous silence
which characterized Berlin on the Moroccan affair cave the French a
hint that they had missed something in past communications, and, upon
going back to look, trey found commensation. Perhans all three of
these nechanists worked tosether in the change,

Kiderlen seens, however, to have been unconvinced that the
Kissingen conversations altered the situation with which he was dealing,.
Here Kiderlen seens to have rignerceived the actual intentions of the
Prench. He had develoned a plan to gain con-pensavion fra: a reclaci-
trant France; he wut it into effect without waiting to hear what Cambon
might bring back from faris, and the Panther dropnad anchor at Agadir.

Two important ~u-stions arise from this action. The fir:t is
what sort of copensation Kiderlen was after. ‘he French and 'ritish
perceptions will be examined shortly. For now it will suffice to say
th =t the French, some British, and so:e ler ans thought Kiderlen was
after southern Morocco. Kiderlen always denied this--both during and
after the crisis. ZThere is little in the foveign office -erorandums
and nothing in Kiderlens's nrivate vnaners to indicate th t Kiderlen ever
expected compensaotion in Morocco. In the foreign office memoranduns of
May 3 and June 12 Kiderlen znd 7Zin ermann “oth dwelt strangely on the
merits of sovthern HMorocco, but neither stated thst this was where

compensation was desired. In fact both indicated that co nensation
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was the goal. The evidence which does exist that Kiderlen had southern
Morocco in mind is limited to Cambon's statement th-t Kiderlen asked
for Mogador on April 6 and the testimony of Class, the leader of the
Pan-Cermans, that Kiderlen had told him that sout!ern Morocco was the
goal, Kiderlen denied “aking either state ent.

This paper ic not meant to be a document of history which settles
intriguing historical cuestions. Rather history is important only to
the cevelopment of the theorv related nrimarils in the nonhistorical
chapters. ™ut, even Cor this purpose, it is necassary to take some
stand on Kiderlen's intemtions. Renutable historians are =7lit on
this issue. I think that this 'ay be an obvious instance of theory
providing insisht into history rather than history nroviding insight
into theory ns has be=n the major flow of this study. Several of the
strategy notions which I —entioned in e rlier chapters ay be of some
use here, Kiderlen dealt with his " rotl ers as they care un, ‘fter the
march to Fez began his concern was to develop » plan to sipgnal Cerman
concern credibly to the French., Tre result of this was the lMay 3
memorancun, In this memorandur Kiderlen is vory v-gue nbout the nature
of comnensation. His mind is on other ~tters; it is essential to the
German strategic nosition to get the princin'e of corrensation accented
by the Frenchs This is his concerﬁ on May 3; details can be worked ont
later. Most historians, strangely enough, h-ve assu ed here th't
Kiderlen had all these details worked out carefully in advance in game
theory fashion.

From rerarks of the Kaiser and Zim ermann's memorancum of June

12, it appears as if the area of the French Congo was aprroved as a
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general compensation soal early in June. Kiderlen set about ovnerati mal-
izing his vlan with inor variations to meet the demands of perceived
changes in the situation. His major move in this regard came on July 1.
It would aprear that the Gersan le-=dershin in gene~al did not have
Morocco in mind a- a co pensation site. Kiderlen may well have had
Morocco in mind in Arril, bnt even he scers to have lower~d “is sights
by July. Kiderlen rrobably formulated his July 15 vnosition early in
July when it becae obvious that the French were not going to initiate
an offer accent=ble to the Germans. #And, he see:s from the story told
by internal German <ocuv vents to have been serious about this offer for
the second half of July. That is, the French intervpretation that
either Kiderlen was trying to turn the conversations back to Morocco or
he was exaggerating wh=t he really wanted in the Conzo was incorrect.
Kiderlen later, of course, did lower his aspirations in the Congo.

The second question is wore imnortart. This is why Kiderlen
wvent about obtaining his concession in the manner in which he did. To
some degree I suppose that this nmove is attributable to the fact that
Kiderlen missed the French sienal of willingness to offer corpens=tion.
But there seems to be more than this alone., Kiderlen, Zimmernann, and
Langwerth all seem to have been pretty much of one rind about the way
in which conensation could be wrung from the French from the very
beginning, and their insges may shed some light on why the French
signal was missed in the first place. The coments of so:e CGer an
historians as well =2s comments wacde by Kiderlen himself reveal so'ething
of Kiderlen's concention of bargaining. Zrandenburg (1927), at the end

of a rather long inditement of Kiderlen's methods in Agadir, indicates
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that this wethod of putting a »nistol to the other fellow's head was
Kiderlen's general hargaininz teclmicie (p. 384). "01ff (1936) notes
that Kiderlen was oblivious to the imnact his actims were actually
having on the French. According to him Kiderlen did not realize that
he was making the domestic nosition of the French government nrecarious
and thus hindering his own desires for compensation {p, 66). Kiderlen
adds to this nicture as well. Most of his conents are oriented
snecifically toward the French in Vorocen, but in his first letter or
resignation of July 17 he seeiis to be offering his general vhilosophy
when he states thst a willineness to fight is a necessity for obtaining
goals in politics (Jaeckh, 192L, ». 130)., Apnlied to Agadir this reant
Kiderlen had to show the French clearly that Gerwany would t:ke whot it
wanted if the French were not willing to give in neacefully,

The major noteworthy asnect of the somewhat » rochial views of
the Gerran foreign office is that they were mistaken. First, the
French were appzrently willing to offer territorial cornensation
outside of Morocco although it remains open as to how gensrons their
offers in this respect might have been. Second, the French st=nd on
comvensation toughened considerably as a result of Kiderlen's actims
at Agadir. There were several ressons for this. The Panther's spring
was bumiliating to the rrench leadership, and a concession given under
the threat of "gunboat dirlomacy" would carry rather different
connotations about the French resolve in general than a freely given
concession. Also, the Panther's move altered French percentions of what
Germany was »fter. Cambon and i'»illaux ap:arently never dovbted after

the incident that Gerwany was really after p=2rt of Morocco. That the
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move was a signal of the necessity of compensation elsewhere aprears
to be a notion not entertained by them with any seriousness. Finallv,
the do estic situation becz e far iore difficult to man-ge through
the Panther's move

The offers of Cabon then in this convers=tion with Kiderlen on
July 9 were recognized by each party as merely ploys. Cambon was trying
to appear tough and to draw ont of Xiderlen what orecise =anner of
compensation Ger—any had in mind. The demand of all of the French
Congo on July 15 startled the French even further. It completed the
alteration in their ~olicy from a stance of initiative in settling the
Moroccan dispute to a stance of letting the Gerr-ans come to theme.
Czillaux's reckoning of Germany's preferences aftsr this move was set up
like this. Germany was ~fter southern Morocco and probably some of
the French Congo as well. If this failed, the Ger ans would try to force
a return to the Act of Algeciras. Lf this in turn worked out unsuccessfully,
war would ensue (Caillaux, 1931, pe 329).

Cambon's perceptions were a little di ‘ferent. te too was sure
that Germany was after southern llorocco, but he felt from the beginning
that the Congo derands could be whittled down quite considerably. Carbon
held out little faith in a conference and a return to the Act of Algeciras.
He thought that, if negotiations failed, Germany would occupy sout!ern
Morocco. <4his would then rean war (Tabouis, 1938, pp. 209, 215; and Gooch
& Ward, 1923, po. L50-51).

The original French challenve had placed Kiderlen in a Prisoners!
Dilemra situation. There were several wnys out of this predicament--a

return to the Act of Algeciras, for instance, but Kiderlen nreferred
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gaining compensation. ‘his wonld be a co~promise solution of German
cooperation with regard to the French coup and French cooperation with
regard to =aking this coup acceptable to Germany. The French were
willing to do this, but there were some manners of compensstion which
were so severe s to place them in a Prisoners! Dilema situation =g
well although they were generally in a “hicken structure. One of the
boundaries here was corvensation in Morocco. The French might try to
reduce Germany's de-ands in the Uongo, but the 2 e here was basically
Chicken; in Morocco it was Prisoners! Dile ma.

About this time the 3ritish were beginning to cet excited too.
The salience of the general alternatives is really remarkable in this
case. Grey perceived ther to be France obtaining liorocco while main-
taining the oven door and b paying Germany a orice, a return to the
Act of Alpeciras or gaining soe new intern.tional agreement, or war,
Grey's policy wa2s one of sumporting the French against the Gerran attempts
at humiliation while approving of substantial compensation to Germany,
He favored a conference if the two parties could not work out the first
alternative satisfactorily. And, he seevs to have favored British
intervention only if it were provoked, sc to sneak, by Gerran

ntransigence (Gooch, 1938, p. 78). Grey's perceptions of German demands

=

were never as grandiose as those of the French, and he hzd no qulams
about German compensation in the French Corgo or in sonthern Morocco
as long as the entenite could be maintained. Orev was somewh:t irritated
that the French were so reluctant to offer counter proposals to the

Gerran demands which they found so unsatisfactory.,
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Other Pritish leaders were not as sanguine as Grey about the
sitvation, however. They perceived that tle Gernans! intransigence
with resrect to Britein in terms of not explaining their activities
was sufficient to provoke a 3ritish response. Crowe and liicolson were
probably more concerned =bout supporting the French than theyv were
vorried about the danger to necularily British ‘nterests, But,

Lloyd George and Churchill were anong those ch-racterized by resentrent
with the German silence. The answer was the HMansion Pouse speech.

The impact of this speech seems to have cane as a rezl surnrise to
Grey. It may well be that, in snrite of the elaborate -otives which
now exist for the sneech, its great impact cae as soething of a
surorise to all concerned although Lloyd feorge who viewed it as an
act of British ntervention into the Franco-German crisis was probably
less surprised than Grey who had not viewed it as such. The general
reaction though of these British le~ders was that the ILloyd George
statement came as a comlete surprise to the Germans and that it would
force Gerany to recognize the seriousness of the sitnation (Churchill,
1923, po. L06-0T).

This is in fact to some extent what hapnened. Cambon's re:iarks
about Kiderlen's atiitude at their July 23 weeting do give the impression
that the serionsness of the situation wss beginning to dawn on Kiderlen.
It is also interesting to note the difference between the Geruans'
reaction to a nerceived threat and their nerception of how a threat would
operate on the French. Metternich's renly to Britain was that, the rore

Germany was threatened, the tougher it would stand. ‘his, of course,
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was the French resction as well, but the German foreign office did not
seem to ever recognize this,

Kiderlen, however, was not about to give up so easily, and the
British leftist critioue that the British paid nart of the bill for a
French victory b+ reducing Ger—an goals at the expense of creating
great antimosity with Gerrany had not yet been comnletely fulfilled
(Morel, 1912). Kiderlen returned to his hard stznce on July 28. At
the beginning of Avugnst Kiderlen bagan to soften sorewhat, however. His
motivation here is attributed to various sources. Some say thst the
Kaiser and Beth ann-Hollweg had gotten the message of the HMansion House
speech and that they simnly would tolerate Kiderlen's attitude of
stubbornness no longer. An slternative notion is that Kiderlen was
reacting to some rather specific offers which Caillaux was putting
forth in his indevendent conferences. This assu es then tii"t Cambon
was correct in his asse-tion that Kiderlen was not serimus in his
derand for the whole Congo, and Kiderlen denies this in his first letter
of resignation in which he states that all of the Congo rust bec obtained
or a return to the Act of Algeciras mist be effected., Little further
movement on either side occurred before Carmbon left for Faris in the
middle of August.

‘his disengage-ent period seems to mark another stzge shift.
Caillaux thought that the stiffest ~onth of the crisis lay from the
niddle of July to the middle of August with the peak of the tension
coming late in July. In late July the French papers and parliament
were filled with the cry that the Germans would kmickle under if the

French stood fast, and the pressure on the Caillaux govern ent was
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severe (Brandenburg, 1927, p. 382'. And, about the same time von Molke,
the German chief of staff, said that, "If we slink ovt of this affair
with our tail between our legs, and if e do not make a de and which we
are nrepared to enforce with the sword, I despair of the Emnire's
future" (Carroll, 1938, p. 684). Tethmann-Hollweg was relatively
unconcerned about the eventual outcome once negotiations weore resuved in
sSeptember, however. Althongh suspicion was still ¢uite high as to
intentions-~de Selves and Cambon, for instance, still saw a Ger an bid
for Morocco around every corner, the basic ocutlines of the settlenient
were accepted from earlv in September on. In the middle of August the
French government once again felt confident to take the initiative with
the formation of their settlement proposal, and Kiderlen felt the
situation was caln enough to go wvacationing in France. Once negotiations
began again in September Kiderlen and Carbon were essentially working
out only the details..

At the end of his chapter about Agadir Grey (1925, pp. 237-39)
spends =ome tie on a Jiscussion he had with the successor to Metternich
at the German erbassy in London. This conversation is, I think, worth
nentioning here. The discussion evolved aroun< the oninion that, "It is
not hard to tell the truth; the difficulty is to get it believed." Grey's
own ex post facto assessment of Gernan intentions in the crisis is
adequate evidence that this provosition ocught to be looked at further.
(Grey, 1925, pp. 230-32; Cf. Lutz, 1928, pp. 132-33). The French and
the B8ritish points of view differed a good deal, but the most marked
differences in perspective were the French-German and the British-German

disparities. The tiree states, or at the very least the two sides, were
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whether statesmen ex-gcerate the truth--they do of course. Grey's
menoirs differ from his foreign office missives, for instance; Kiderlen
neant to mislead the French about Jerran willingness to fight, and the
French edited the German demand of July 15 when they told the British
about it.

Yet beyond thase suverficial differences there lie deeper and
nore honest discrepancies in perspective. Each state seews to have its
own parochial view of the conflict. This -akes tie management of such
conflicts more difficult as it is not simply different notions of the
proper solution to a co mon set of issunes that must be resolved but
rather each side has its own conception of the issues which are
involved. Tms Grey sees a grandiose plot where none exists, and
Kiderlen's explanations give rise only to more distrust and sispicion.
Often it appears that greater difficulties arise because parties to
such conflicts do tell the truth--as they see it--rsther than attem»ting
to fool the other fellow. And, indeed, it aprears that it is often
more delicate a task to vass off the truth as the real thing than it 1is

to gain the credibility of a fake.
Conclrsion B

Working Paper #3

IITI. Hypotheses

A. Hypotheses relating syste~ic environment to choice of tactics
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1., e have not formalized the notion of caution well enough so
that I am able to comapare this case with the Cuban crisis with any great
rigor, In the Cuban crisis caution was manifested priarily in, firstly,
a willingness to sesarch between stark ontions such as eapitulation and
war and thus to onerationalize co mitments incrementally and, s®condly,

a willingness to alter nreconceived perspectives and strategies.

Grey in his suggestions to the French about strategy alternatives appears
to present a good exawnle of the [Cormer, and Kiderlen nerhavps recresents
both inas'uch as his »reconceived strategy was = rather general one
which left a number of details to be filled in incrementally as he went
along. In this sense it would be rather difficult to state which crisis
was more characterized by caution.

The two crises are dissimilar, however, in that the Cuban crisis
involved an overt clash of nrinciples. %nd, the Sovist Union's notion
of reciprocity was copletely unaccentable to the United States. The
Agadir crisis, on the other hand, involves misv:rceontions which appear
to have lingered further into the actual crisis than was true for the
Cuban case. Thus, although Germany signaled that compensation would
win Geriana pproval of a French orotectorate in ‘“orocco, the French
realized this only in June; although France did then accent the principle
of reciprocity the Gerwands had in mind--compensation, the Germans seen
to have failed to notice this, and they needlessly threatened France with
the Panther; and although the Jermans ap»ear to have heen engaged in
none of the activities which the British suspected and by which they felt

threatened, the 3ritish rather needlessly threatened the Germans.
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I noted any ti~es in the Cuban case that the use of threats in
the crisis was masterful and functional. I need not repreat this thesis
at length now. In coparison the nse of threats in the Agadir crisis
was clumsy indeed, and in this respect the Cuban crisis seems a far more
cautious affair,

The mispercentions I have stressed are important to this lack
of caution. I imagine also the costs of war did not seem as remugnant
to the decision-makers of 1911 as they did to thse of 1962, but I have
really no firm basis for saying this. As I recall total war was somewhat
less developed in 1911, and the Germans, for instance, exnected a quick
struggle as in 1870 rather than the protracted affair in which they
found themselves in 191lis But these reduced costs of war seem to me to
be more closely associated with weaponry and nerhaps also ideology of
a transnation~l charscter than with the polarity of the intermational
system.

?. 'The Cuban crisis clearly shows the incdependence from allies
in a bipolar system. Germany, in the Agadir crisis, was fairly
independent of allies as well vrimarily because Germany's general allies
were uninterested in the crisis. France and Britain provide substantia-
tion for the proposition, however. Britain's nrimary intsrest in the
crisis was the maintenance of the Entente Cordiale, and the French
(Caillaux, for exavple) felt constrained by Britain's hesitancy to
agree to back France regardless of what France did. The situation was
altered for Germany, of course, with the British intervention on the

side of the ‘‘rench.
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3. This proposition is certainly congruent with the British
perspective on the crisis. The British might never have become involved
in the crisis had it not been for their desire to preserve the Entente
Cordiale, The French attitude here is sorewhat 4ifficult to determine,
Caillaux hinted a tive or two that Morocco was -ore valuable to Franch
than the Entente Cordiale and that, were the entente unable to gain
Morocco for the French, new allisnces wight be considered. Years after
the crisis Caillaux claimed that he had not been this severe in his
treatment of Britain and that such pesrceptions were due to unreasmable
fears on the part of Bertie and Orowe. Even if Caillaux made the
remarks Bertie suggests he did, he may have been bluffing. But
minimally the domirance of the value of the Entente Cordiale over that
of Morocco was less distinguishable for France than for 3ritain., In
either case such alliance values were probably more prominant than
in the bipelar Cuban crisis. With Germany alliance values were rela-
tively isolated from the erisis nerhaps even more so than was true for
the United States in the Cuban crisis.

Le It is true that ally-adversary relationships tended to shift
so that, although France confronted Britain in 1898, it was supported
by Britain in 1905 and 1911. It is also true that ally-adversary
relationships were not across-the-board matters in the systemic
environtent of the Agadir crisis. Pritain and Russia were allies in
Barope yet veiled adversaries in Asia. Thus the lines of the Triple
Alliance and the Trivle Entente could be exvpected to shift over time
and to be decoupled on specific issues--Austria and Italy on Morocco,

for instance., Yet France and Germany had been involved in a rather
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protracted struggle over Morocco. And bargaining reput-tions seemed to
{be important for both. One reason for this misht be that in a rmultinolar
f system where the imnortance of allies see's to be increased somewhat
1 over that characteristic of binolar systes the im-ortance of the
?bargaining reputation may be enhanced by a desive to fend off the flight
Eof oresent alliance partners and to facilitate the accrual of other
:partners in the future. Since this concern may be less severe in bipolar

| systems, the effects of (1) and (2) in the nronssitinn may he to some

1
!

‘degree cancelad., All in all I am unable to state whether barsaining
reputation or prestige were ore important in one crisis or the other.
These considerations were certainly important in both crises.

5. It seems to me that exaggerating the stakes apreared
infrequently if at all in the Chban crisis and that it may well have
been more cormon in the Agadir crisis. The British seemed to use this
technioue in the July L response to UGer -anv because of their uncertainty
with respect to France. Both the French and the Germans made derands
in the compensation negoti tions which later apoeared to be either
exaggerations or lirits created by constraints which were more ambitions
than those finalized in the crisis settlewent. Bethmann-Hollweg and
Kiderlen both used this tecimioue to some dégree to gain i'perial ap»roval
of Kiderlen's Moroccan progra+, Domestic opnositions used this tactic
as =an evaryday weanon--the “an-Germans clai ied that, if France obtained
tlorocco, dark lMoroccan soldi:rs w%uld be used against Germany in order
to win back Alsace-lorraine. i

6. Given the aﬁglifications I have already placed on this

proposition with resvect to the Cuban crisis, it anrears as if the
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nroposition is largely substantiated by the Agadir crisis. The 3ritish,
the French, and the Germans were =211 senerally vague in their verbal
threats. The idea was that they »night fight. Gensrally only one tyve
of fizht was anticinated--z Hurovean wsr. Thus the escal~ tion chain
oresented a pretty precipitous slope indeed. The nlacerment of French
and/or Pritish ships in the harbor at igadir, for instance, was

thought to be dangerous not from the aspect of precipitating a local
conflict which might escalate. Rather such a move was dangerous because
it would pnreciritate a general war in BEarore.

7. The threats in the Agadir crisis were certainly less explicit
in general th'n were the threats in the Cuban crisis. But, in general
the threats see to have been more bellicose and crude in the Agadir
crisis. This statenent must be supported by so e sort of index, however
crude in itself, of crudeness and bellicosity. I nean here something
sinilar to the clusiness I spoke of in (1) above. The threats in the
Agadir crisis apneared bellicose and crude to the recipients at least
pvartially because calmer, milder, less humiliating communications would
have served the purpose that the threats were supposed to serve., I
suppose that I ought to first delineate the threats in the crisis here.
The French move in Morocco in the absence of an accowpanying corpensation
offer to Gerwany was the first. The Panther's spring and the iansion
House speech were the two threats perhaps most outstanding from the
persnective of crudeness and bellgcos?ty. Then Kiderlen's statenents
delivered between July 20 and July 28 about going to "exireme lengths",
the early August statement attribnted to C2illaux that ships would be

sent to Agadir in eight days, Caillaux's mobilization bluff in late
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July and early hugust, and Hetternich's July 25 renlv to Grey complete
the listing.

The Panther's soring, the ilansion House soeech, and Caillaux's
teight days" statement were the 03t bellicose and crude here. The
first two seem si-nlv to have been unnecessary sisnals which created a
furor rather than, or at best, in addition to gaining their desired
ends. The Caillaux statenent was a bluff vhich was called iviediately.
Caillaux's mobilization bluff was called in the Franch nress. Kiderlen's
own threats were called over a longer neriod of time as the French
gradually wore down Kiderlen's asnirations. The »riginal threat in the
crisis was altered by the French the selves into a move supposedly
acceptable to the Germans. Ind, Metternich's thre2t was, I suppose, a
warning to the oritish to use less dranatic ' ethods in the future and

was a2 response to the Hansion House threat just received fros the

In terns of types the original French coiv was a rather undefined
co mitment (Type I) which was later altered to make it acceptsble to the
Germans. The Panther and lMetternich's rebuttal were both Type I and
were, I think, recognized as such. The Mansion Hou-e speech +ay have
been of this variety too, but I think it is more likely that it was a
Iype I1{ threat in which the comwit ent was cenerated largely by a
somewhat unanticipated »ress internretation. Kiderlen's "extreme lengths"
threats were bluffs (Type II). Chillanx's ~obilization and "eight days"
threats were bluffs too. All of these bluffs were recognized by the

recipients as such.
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In general these thrzats then were either useless or dysfunctional.
This apnenrs to be a function of the crudeness of the threzts in terms
of their bluff character which made them si~ly signals of the other
side's threachery and deceite~Caillanx's and Kiderlen's statementse-or
of the unnecessary public humiliation which was imnosad mpon the
recipient--the Panther's spring and the lansion House speech. This
humiliation contributed to the nerceived bellicosity of these latter
threats as well.
8. Physical actions onlayed some role in the Agadir crisis--the

French move in lforocco and the Panther's soring. It apoears, however,
th-t this was the limit to which phvsical moves could be utilized.
Farther physical moves--sending French and/or Briticsh shins to Agadir,
or starting a (er.sn move into the Sous--were preceived as leading
directly to a general furopean war. A mobilization, for instance,
similar to the one undertaken by the United States for the contemplated
Cnhan invasion wonld ampear to have been a far more dangerous act in
the Agadir crisis. There seems then to have been so-ewhat less
opportunity for nhysical oves in the ‘gadir crisis although the
strength of the nronosition onght to be ~ade contingent upon, first,
the fact that wh~t opportunities there were in the Az-7ir crisis were
ntilized, and, second, th-t it is not clear that miclear weapons alone
are responsible for t'e increased range of physical -oves available to
actors today.

| 9. It apears to me that the Cuban crisis is better charscterized

iby subsidiary confrontations than the ‘\gadir crisis althongh T am not

- too keen about describing these subsidiary confrontations as minor ones
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The task in the Cuban crisis was to increment the conflict, sc to speak.
This led to two high noints instead of one. There aprears to have been
a single peak in the "tension curve!" of t»e Ag=dir crisis. This

{single neak was, however, marred by several buwns here and there--the
Cartwright interview, for instance. If such occur+—ences count as riinor

subsidisry confrontations then the nroposition annenrs wore accurate

{althouph some of these bu-ns were not conscious tests of resolve.
10s I a not sure I see the c»usal connection here, but I
think I have given my answer in (7) above. Briefly the systendc
environment of the Cuban erisis was more heterogeneocus -n about zny
index than the systernic environent of the Agadir cerisis--the ideological
dirension included. The tireats of the Cuban crisis were often rore
exolicit and generally less bellicose than the thrents in the Agadir
crisis,
11e In the Agadir crisis there see s to be some evidence thint
this tactic is in use although no examples were found in the Cuban
crisis. Certainly not all of the roves deronstrate this even in the
Apadir crisis. The Fr nch coup in Morocco was altered by the Irench
robably because thev perceived that it had this character as long as
compensation was not offered. “he liansion House sveech, if we can
believe the British, was meant to save the peace not to increase the risk
of war. Metternich's July 25 statement was an nttempt to recover Tro.
the humiliation of the British threat, and it is <ifficult to view it
as a purposive tactic of increasing the shared risk of war although its
imnact, like that of the lansion Honse sneech, involved perhaps increasing

the risk of war.
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The Panther's spring comes closer with its :'essage of compensate
of go back to Algeciras. But Kiderlen seems not to have initiated this
move with the idea of increasing the risk of war in mind. In fact,
Kiderlen took this move becaunse he oerceived in it no risk of war but
rather a French capitulation. Kiderlen's and Caillanx's bluffs are
closer to what Schelling has in mind here., Essentially these three--
Kiderlen's "extre-e lengths" state-ents, Caillaux's mobilization
vluff, and Caillaux's "eight cays" threat--were rather ine’fective
because they were bluffs and were nreceived as such. *“ut they do seem
to represent tactics approximatinz what Schelling discusses under this
heading. Lo the degree that this is an acceptable interpretation of
these activities then, the nroposition stands unconfirsed and in dabt,

12. The main thrust of this proposition see s to be confirmed
by both the Cuban and the Agadir crisis. Tn Agadir Kiderlen had
evidentally hoved that Britain would not be engz=ged, so to speak, by
the crisis, and the intervention of 3ritesin certainly made his plans
no easier to carrv ont. And, had war ensued from the crisis, 3ritain's
intervention would have placed Germany at a conéiderrble disadvantapre.
It is reasonable to assure then that Ki-“erlen woul: have acted so-ewhat
differently had he been able to foresee more adequately the identity
of his opponents. Host comrentators on the Agadir crisis in fact -ake
particular notice of Kiderlen's rather slopny handling of Britain.
Apparently Kiderlen failed either to recognize the crucialness of this
question, or the plausible British persnective on his activity with

respect to France, or both.
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B. Propositions zhout coercive tactiecs

1. I want to draw upon rather than reproduce 'y discussion of
this nroposition which appears in my Cuban case study. Basically the
distincetion drawn there was between cormiti:ent to a specific state of
affairs and commitment to act in a specific fashion. The former was
found to be comon; the latter waz felt to ve rather rare. There is
little in the Agadir crisis which would cause me to alter this general

thesis. France, Germany, and Britain all seem to have certain states

taken to ensure that none of the winimum constraints which defined this
goal would be broken. For the British the obvious example is the demise
of the entente. For France it is a German foothold in Morocco. It is
less clear wh-t the -recise dimensions of this commitment are for
Gernanv. Vaguelv they amount to connensation, but the definition of
this coipensation varies a good deal over time, and the Uerians them-
selves apnear to be somewhat uncertain from one ti e to another as to
what they need.

The type of comitment which forecloses all action alternatives
except one does ap-e-r in rather mild form. Caillaux's "eight days"
threat was an example of this. It was rather vegue what a-ount of
progress in the negotiations would deactivate the threat, and in this
sense it was vague. But more irportantly it was a bluff which
srovoked the Germans into vurposely calling it with almost no regard
for its credibility.

2. (Generally this proposition sees to be congruent with the

data of the Agadir crisis. Threats were not so mich veiled as they were
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a biguous. The only examle of an explicit threat would be Caillaux's
[ "eight days" bluff, and the vagueness which appeared even in it was
described in (1) above. Exnlicitness was less needed, however, given

the rather ungraduated escalated ladder of the period. Violence reant

a general Buropean war, and, since this was renerally known, there was

no need to try to huniliate the other side with an explicit exmression

of it.

3, The seversst threats of the crisis were perhaps the French
nove in Morocco, the “anther's soring, and the Mansion House speech.
The first two of these were vhvsical actions directed at no snecific
individual in Ger—-anyv or France.respectively. But the announcement
of these acti-ns was managed through regular diplomatic channels--
foreign secretary and arbassador. The “iansion House speech was -ade by
the chancellor of the exchequer and was directed at no specific
German avdience. HMetternich's rebuttal on July 25 was within regular
diplomatic channels; Kiderlen's "extreme 1eng£hs" state ents were also.
The most exnlicit throat of the crisis, Caillaux's "eight days" bluff,
was comrunicated by Fondere to Schoen. o the use of Fcndére here lends
so e credence to the nroposition.

Li. Although no supnorting evidence was found for this proposition
in the Cuban crisis, there aprears to be sone in the Azadir crisis.
The French used the cover of saving the Zuroneans at Fez to gain a
dilitsry presence throighout ‘orocco. The Ger-ans claiied that they
were doing essentially the same thing--protecting their conntryren--

at Agadir. Neither clain was narticularly convincing although the
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French were more subtle than the Germans, and both stztes dropred these
excuses nratty ouickly.

5 The evidence for this n»roposition is in general not as clear
as it was in the Cuban crisis, an” it is rather mixed as oposed to
peing almost completely positive. The Kissingen conversations seen to
be an attempt of this sort on the »art of the French., Carhon thought
that the Germans wanted a partition of ¥orocco, and he probably felt
that he was offering a way out of a dilewra by stressing that compen-
sation elsewhere would be favorably considered by the French. The
Germans with the Ponther's spring and the “ritish with the “ansion
House speech were neither very cognizant of the imnact these public
naneuvers would have on the press and the doestic opposition in France
and Germany. During the conversations early in July Kiderlen dJid sugrest
an exchange of territory to ease colonizl losses for the French, and
this surely is an example of leaving 2 loonhole. The British apparently
saw an international conference as such a device to avoid the
humiliation which .zight occur in a deadlock and which ight then bring
on a war. BSut, neither t'e ‘rench nor the Cerans sre ed to be very
interested in such a conference. Germany may have suggested returning
to the Act of Algecir s in this ?ein, but this woul” seem to be a rather
naive interpretation,

6. The 3ritish were cuite congruent with the proposition
through their vagueness, Caillanx was norer certain how far Britain
would go in its support of France. ind, it was uncle=r exactly
what Gernan actions night nrecinitate further British intervention.

The “rench certainly left themselves no aveme for retreat with resnect
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to a German foothold in lorocco., Their avenue for retreat--as well as
the German loophole, I sunnose--was the Conso.where they finally consented
to a few salient German demands. The Gersns the 'selves maintained
such an avemue through what appesrs to have been a relatively [lexible
and open strategy on the nrecise nature of compensation. Caillaux, when
his "eight days" tireat was called, used the avenue or loophole that
he had be:n misauoted.

7. The answer, even 2 tantative one, to this cuestion is
contingent upon the no.ion of co mit ent which is used. In tarms of
a state of affairs the British were cowmitted to 'aintain ng the
entente; the French were co mitted to keeping the Yermans out of
Morocco; and the uermans were committed to the »nrinciple of compensation.
So e of these cormit ents were held operhans in accordance with various
notions of asy metries. “‘he French had been rscognized as having a special
relationship with liorocco at Algeciras. The 1909 accord added to
this impression. And, France certainlyv held the unper hand in Horocco
in 1911 with its ex.=ditionary force. Germany claimed as its
asymetry that its status among the grent rowers would be endangered if
everyone excent Germany were to benefit from the settls ent of the
Moroccan muestion., This »rinciple was supported by Grey and was
apoarently seen as legitimate by the French in June.

In terms of comitments which eli iinate slternative tvpes of
actions the only real example would be C-illaux's "sight days" bluff.
An argument for the position of strength from which this commitment came
could be worked out, but apparently Caillaux himself did not think his

position here very strong.
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8. I think L have really little to add to what 1 said about
this in the Cuban case study. In veneral the commit-ents to a state
of af airs were develoned over a nariod of time. In the Ger an case
there were some rather ranid shifts in the overationalization of the
nrinciple of compensation. I think as before, hovever, that there is
ne general rule or regularity which is followed here,

9. In general tactics were not so modulated in the Agadir crisis.
British, uerman, aud French commentators agree that the activity of the
crisis hepled to bring 2 hard line +inimsty into power in France and
strengthened the position of Ger an hard liners such as Tir-itz. About
the only -odulating tactic I can pick out of this crisis is Kiderlen's
suggestion that t rritories be exchanzed so as to ease the burden on
the French governiiente.

10 This pronosition seemns to describe the Apadir crisis pretty
well. Most of the imvortant conversations were nrivate and sotewhat
secret--the French, for instance, did not tell the British everything,.
And, the nublic declarations--govermment presentations to > .rliament,
for exaple, or the MHansion House speech--were generally rather vague
in comparison to the dinlonatic conversations,.

11 In (A-11) above I label.ed the Panther's as a questionable
and Kiderlen's and Caillaux's bluffs as more realistic "manipulation of
risk" activities in the Agadir crisis. The Panther's svring ca e rather
cane rather early in the crisis. However, the other three activities
came right at the oeak of the tension in middle to late July and early

August. So this pronosition seens so ewhat in ouestion.
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12, Again, I think I have little to ad' here from the Cuban
case. The stage model which I have used is basically congruent with
this hypothesis. And, I have been able to fit the Agadir crisis into

the model without doing either an injustice, or so I thinke
Ce Hypotheses relating tactics to responses

1« I think the Agadir crisis lends considerable credence to the
notion I expressed in the Cuban case that "blatant, »ree wtory, onenly
ageressive demands and threats!" are oretty rare inasmwuch as it will be
difficult to convince =n actor which has issued a threat nerceived bv
others as being of this tyne that he has, in fact, done wh~t they say
he has--Grey's reaction to the Mansion House s:ecch is an example
here. The original French move in Morocco, the Panther's move, the
original Congo denands of the Ger ians, the Mansion House sneech,
Metternich's July 25 rebuttal, and Caillaux's bluffs were all perceived
as being blatant, preem tory, and onenly aggressive., Yet the
initintors of these acts were largely surprisa=d at these iece~Lions and
pictured the selves as only nildly resisting in their actions the
unwarranted aggression of others. It is, however, onretty clear trat
dermands or threats which were perceived as blatant, pree:ntory, and
openly aggressive were irritating to their recivients, and I think
it is fair to say that they were resisted more than "reasonable" counter-
parts would have been. Kiderlen said th .t the Ger:ans would have been
ouick to sooth "ritish fears had the British used regular diplomatic
channels, and indeed ifetternich had already <one this to so:ie degree

on July 2l before Kiderlen was iully aware of the nature of the Hansion
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House speech. The French 2lso indicated that compensation would have
been given more lizhtly had the Panther not intervened. +hile the
hypothesis seems to be confiriied then, there is often apt to be sore
disagree 'ent about the actual character of any ziven threat. ‘s I
should say that the hypothesis ought to be altered to read: "Denands
and threats which are perceived by their recipients as being blatant,
preemptory, and ovenly aggressive are more ant to he resisted than those
which are nerceived as being presented in a reasonable tone".

The leaves another problem which has not been handled to my
satisfaction yet and which may remain as sovething of a thorn in our
side long after the »roject is completed. '/hy were the threats in the
Cuban crisis--some of which, the blockade, were surely perceived as
being blatant, prsemstory and openly aggressive like the Panther or
the llansion House speech--so"ewhat rore effective or functisnal. I tried
to point out the strengths of the threats in the Cuban crisis in my
earlier case study. Briefly these were, first, that the threats here
were credible and were perceived as warnings or danger signals, and
second, that they were delivered in as mundane a manner as possible
given the necessity of maintaining their credibility. Some of the
threats in the Agadir crisis f=il on the first criterion. Kiderlen's
"extreme lengths" threat, and Caillaux's mobilization and "eight days"
threats were all essentially treated as bluffs. These simply added to
percertions that the other side could not be trusted and that treachery
of this nature was all that could be expected to come from such a

source.
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Other Agadir threats fail on the second criterion. The Panther's
s ring and the Mansion douse speech were both infla-atory methods of
getting a signal across which existed side by side with others which were
less inflamatory. B3oth the French and the Ger-ans had in fact Already
received the signal through these other means and were in the process
of complying to some degree. <‘hese two actions--the Panther and the
Yansion House speech--were then cases of literally adding insult to
injury wnere only the injury itself was necessitated by the nurposes
of the narties issuing the threatse

2. 2. I think I have pretty much gone over this proposition in
(1) sbove and in (A-7).

3., The Ger-ans did not partake in very much activity designed
to change utilities and utility nercentions apart from threats. The
territorial exchange idea which was adopted by the French would be one
possible example which was certainly not provacative. 'The French
tried to alter the British nercention of how British interests would
be mrt b7 narticular German de ands. These attempts were revarkably
unsuccessful. The =ritish tried to convince both the Gernmans and the
French to take the negotiations to a conference if a stalemate developed,
There suggestions too seem to have fallen on deaf ears. But neither
set seens to have been particularly nrovocative, 'hen Cambon tried to
exnlain to Kiderlen that the French were acting within the bovnds of
the ict of Algeciras and the 1909 accor, he was not onlv unsuccessful
but aroused so-e resentment as well. In peneral tactics such as these
see” to fail unless they actually do help the other fellow--as with the

territorial exchansge idea. And they ay well arouse resentinent if the
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argu-ents are nerceived as attempts to "pull a fast one" or to deceive
the other narty.

lbe This prorosition receives so-e rath r strong confir ding
evidence fron the material of the Agadir crisis, Part of what incensed
the Germans about the French move in !'orocco was that the French were
breaking a rule--the Act of Algeciras and the 1909 accord. Far ~ore
important, however, was ths fact that France had purchased exemption
from this rule fron seversl states but had left Ger any out in the cold.
This made the Gerwans fear that they were of no i portance, and thus
the German notion of reciprocity aiong the great owers was slap-ed in
the face. The Ponther's spring =nd the Mansion House speech, as I
.entioned in (1) above, were particnlarly distasteful to the French and
to the Germans resectively because they broke the rules of nornal
diplomatic interchange. They embarrassed the tuo govornmments vefore
their own press, before parliamentary onnositions, and before the
worlde And, this was considered an wnwarranted intervention into
the domestic affairs of a foreiszn governvent as well as the violation
of a code of inturnational activity.

S. This proposition also seems to be sub:tantiated by the
material of the Azadir crisise The general tenor of the policy
Processes in the Agadir crisis seems 4o be one of avoiding action
options which are too dangerous and consequences which are unaccentable
or necessary to avoid. I think that I tend to disagree, however, with
the oninion that the irplic tions of this t ntative confir ation point
toward a reduction in the roelevance of theoretical pers:ecvives sich as

gares in general and Prisoners' Dilewma in particular. I agree then with



105

the statement thot the Prisoners! Dilem-a persnective viol-tes the
persnectives of the actors, but I disagree that this necessarily negates
the relevance of ths persnective of ~risoners' Dile'ma for ths study of
such sitnations. !y argument here goes as follows.

To begin with any social scientific or pholosophical “heory of
social action is likely to violate the nersiectives of the actors to
some extent. <‘his is apt to be the case even for work which, like rine,
is based upon the notion that men in society or political man has =
knowledge of social and political phenomena. The “ajor disadvantage of
this knowledge from the nerspective of the social scientist or the
philosopher is that it is generally knowledge of an i plicit, unorganized
or even incoherent, and very complex form. One of the things a theorist
does when he works on social action is to simplify it oy pulling out
the essential ele cnts, another is to organize it or to make it coherent,
and yet another is to wake this simnlified, organized thesry explicit.
Thus inherently, the nroduct of social theory is ant to violate the
actors' nersiective or the actors' own social or political lmowledge
in these three wayse.

But I suspect that the crux of the opinion that I an taking
issue with in not that the scientist's social theory mst retain inviolate
the theory of the political actor but rather that a social scientist
must be careful when he violates the actor's theory in order to hang
onto the crucial ele ents even in siunlificd form and that the oersnective
of Prisoners' Dilemma, for exanple, does not do this for the aclors in

international crises. HMHore importantly then it is not clear to me that

the necessity of working with concents such as "too dangerous" or
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Inecessary" as opposed to fprobabllity" and "utility" necessitates or
even nildly prescribes the utility of a flight from models such as
game matricss and the “ormal solutions associat2d with some familiar
payoffi patterns.,

Ain article I read recently did use these models ridiculously from
the perspective of understanding the processes through which the actors
go in nmaking their decisions, I have tried carefully to demonstrate
that the decision nrocesses of game theory are not used in intern:tional
crises and that the rocesses suggested by 53i-on and others and
exenplified in »oure form in the expanded, norqal fora matrix form a
considerably more perfect fit. However, this judgement does nothing
to deny that in some situ=tions a party will back dowm before a defaulte-
threatened or enacted--and in others it will not. These decisions
represent Chicken and Prisoners! Dilemma structures respectively.

The impact of the 3inon process shows itself in a desire to break down
disaster-huniliation dichotomies, however, by searching for options
wnich fall in between and perhaps by imple :enting comitments
incrementally. In this fashion the game theory oprocess either overlooks
or nisinterprets the behavioral process of the actors. But the process
which the actors use leaves the essence of the prefersence natterns
inviolate although two-dy-two tatrices often become expanded.

6. The Agadir material -resents some rath-. mixed data on this
hypothesis.s In the y=2ars before the crisis toughness did seem to breed
toughness. This was trme for -arts of bhe crisis as well, 4arly French
toughness on Morocco led to the Panther's soring. This in turn led to

a rehardened French nosition, Perceived Uernan toughness led to the



107

Lloyd George speech which in turn lesd to letternich's rebuttal., Yet
there cane a point when toughness on the me side led to a nartial
withdrawal, so to speak, on the »art of the othar side. Tnen the firm
comaibnents generatzd by both sides began to break down ever so slightly.
This ight be vicwed as a mutual process. The historical record is
simply not very clear hsre. But sometime in about a ten day period in
late July ani e«rly in fugust the Geraans came to accept the idea of
sonething less than their deqands of July 15 and the French cane to
accept the idea of giving up something ore than ninor order recti-
ficationse. This was a rather hostile form of conciliation, but I
suppose that it is proper tLo say here th:=t concilistion -r>diced reciprocal
conciliation. Marly German and French attempts at conciliation--the
German hints in April and Catbon's hint at Kissingen--did not lead to
reciprocal conciliation, however. This nattern is essentially the one
expressed in the stage notion. It posits a process which may be
syaretrical thronghont within the 1i-its nrascribed by the model although
breakdown can be rather onesided. The Cuban crisis was an exanple of
largely one-sided breakdown with only minor concessions on the nart of
the United States. The Agadir crisis also represents a rather asymnetircal
process early in the hreakdown ooriod, but the nhysidal sevaration of
the two narts of French Equatorial Africa came to be such a salisnt
point that the French advantase was reduced quite a bit.

7. The original French move in Morscco is diffienlt to classify
as compellent or deterrvent, so I i1l ski» it. Incidentally, this
appears to e Lo he a point in favor of Mesing's arvgient with res-ect

to the initiation of a crisis., The French nove in lHorocco was not
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directed against the German in the perceptions of the French. This
and also the initiation of the Cuban crisis seen more o n:zruent with
the initiation described in Diesing (1970) than with the tone of
earlier working paners of a crisis starting with an ex-licit demand

by one party unon another. The Panther's siring was essentially a
coipellent threat. In Kiderlen's thoughts it took a hostaze to comnel
the ¥rench to give comnensation. KXiderlen's "extrere lengths" threats
were conpgllent as well 'rith the same object in +ind. The lansion
House speech was a detervent threat if one chonoses to believe Lloyd
George and a conpellent threat used to reduce the French price fronm

the perspective of the British socialists and the Germans. Metternich's
rebuttal is difficult to classify too, but I su»n ose th:t it is deterrent
in cheracter. OCaillaux's bluffs were obvio:sly compellent. 30 the
subtotals are four clearly compellent and two seemingly deterrent
threats-~one of which was definitely nerceived by th2 recinient as
being corpellent. Of these the “anther's sorinz and the C2illaux
"eight days" bluff clearly strengthened the reci-ient's will to resist.
The Mangion Hmse sopeech and lMetternich's rebuttal certainly aroused
resentnent, but it is not clear that they increased the will to resist.
It is uncertain that Kiderlen's "extre e lengths" threats had wuch of
any impact at all although the Kaiser thought they would aggravate the
situation. After a1l this I am not certain ~f what I can say abont the
hypothesis, An incr=ase in the will to resist seens at vest to be only
weakly related to Lhe conpellent or deterrent nature of threats within
the crisis.s As I recall, this was my conclision in the Cuban crisis as

welle In the comparison of two crises, however, I find soie substantia-
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tion of ny notion frou the Cuban crisis that compellent threats are
more difficult to deliver in a credible fashion. Only the Panther
anounted to a credible compellent threat in the Agadir crisis, and I
also indicated in the Cuban crisis the enhanced, inh:rent credibility
of physical moves like the Panther's s-ring. Compellent 1oves do
seen to arouse resentient even if not resistence, and 2 couparison
of the relative freguency of compellent and opposed to deterrent
threats in the Cuban and Agadir crises ight offer a clue as to the

hostile aftermath of the latter crisis.
De Hypotheses relating environnent, setting and tactics to outcones

1e I still cannot formalize or operationalize the notion of
inherent bargaining power very rigorously. I a: assuming here that
asy'metries in inherent bargaining —ower are attributable to other
asymetries which were noted earlizr in the discussions of the
systeniec environ ent and the bargaining setting, #ranc=s h-l an
interested ally in Great 3Britain. dJritzin was a particularly usefl
ally to have in a colonial dismite because of its nowerful navy.
Germany coulcd not possibly hope to assert itself in the colonial world
without first gaining buropean--British--aporoval. That is, a violent
colonial conflict would be immossible for the Germans to sustain unless
they had first neutralized in some fashion the ‘ritish fleet. This
factor tended to supnort Iyit appears to be independent of the precinitous
escalation segquence which was perceived by the actors in the crisise.
With respect to Morocco France had the upner hand as well. And, it

say be that the expeditionary force "overca e" the salience of the Act



110

of Algeciras and the 1909 accord. I think this would be difficult to
judge very accurately, however,

In the Congo Gerasany's case was somewhat stronger. The
nrinciple of coipensation was recognized br all the varties to the
crisis. After Germany's original denands floundered, the salienc: of
access to the Atlantic ecorash an? fn tha Swmge Yiver emerged quite
clearly. There points were prominant enough to allow Ger-any to
dig its heels in, so to speak. The French eventually zsve in here even
though this was a solntion which s»lit French Bquatorial Africa into
two pileces, and this became a very prominant consideration from the
French persoective.

In the Cuban case T mentioned that salience or pro ‘inance is
sonewhat tricl-ier than Schelling imnlies because different solutions
will appear prominant from different persvectives. In general Lhe
French were f:vored by iportant asymetrizs in the crisis, and the
solintion of the crisis demonstrates this or supports the French view
of salience--Morocco French, for instance. A cormmarision of Diagranms
V-1 and V-2 will demonstrate that even on the compensation issue
Germany was able to hold out in a mini-al fashion only on the 1ost
salient of points.

2. In the Agalir crisis salience seeas to have had a zood deal
to do with the solution. The Act of Algeciras and the 1909 accord
pointed out the nrominance of ¥rench ascendence in Morocco. In the
Congo the 3anga River »nrovided the original voint of salience., This
was effectively whittled down by the French to rtinor frontier recifi-

cations nlns narrow strips of territory providing access to the Atlantic
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and to the Congo River. The salience of these two noints is de onstrated
by the weird shape of the concession in Diagrwnlv-2.

A zood deal of the trouble in the Agadir crisis developed because
conventiomal or salient natterns of bhehavior were not observed. France
began by violating the Act of Alzeciras. Both Germany and Dritain
realized this although Britain thought the action was justified b -
necessity and Germany thought it could be legiti-dgedl oriy ihrough
compensation to Gerany, lhen tGer any violated the norms of dirlomacy
by anchoring the Panther in the closed nort of Agadir. And, Britain
followed suit here with the Hansion House speech. Beyond these ‘oves
there seerned to be a rather salient barrier to further escalation, but
the severity of the conflict in the Agadir erisis is largely due to the
digressions from custorary dinloiacy indicated above. This proposition
then see s to describe the Agadir crisis in a rather ninimal fashion.

3. In the Coban crisis I was unable to come to much of a
conclusion on this nropositinne The issue aprears te me to he much
clearer in the Asadir crisis. A difference in t=ctics in the Agadir
crisis mighthave reduced the severity of the conflict considerably
and have left a less bitter aftertaste, so to speak, but it is
reasonably clear that about the only outcome which would have differed
significantly Fro: the one which arnse ot of the crisis would have
been one derived bhrough war. Of course, had the tactics heen Jdifferent
enoigh, there “zht have been a war in 1911. This is nerhaps nore
proinantly diswvlaved in the Cuban crisis. 'hat I have in mind here
is that the rather coercive means annlied in the Agadir crisis seemed

to cancel one another and bring about, not a wore favorable settle-ent
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to one party or another, but rather a harsher aftermath for both Gerany
and France. The inharent bargaining ~ower of France due nrimarily to

its relationshin with Britain, its (then) existing nosition in ioroacco,

the tradition of Hornccan ascendence, and, sbrangely eno:zh, ibts virulsnt
domestic oppostion scen to have had more of an impact upon the outcoie than
the tactics which were used.

h. As was the case for the Cuban crisis the Agadir crisis is
congruent with this vrovosition. The vnrovosition itself still bothers
ne, however., I fail to see the causal connection between nucleszr
armanents =nd the foraality of settlements. Surely other systenic
factors such as the idsological heterogeneity are as closely related to
the nature of settlewents as the style nf armaments.

5. Miscalculation of othars intentions seems to have characterized
both the Cuban and the Agadir crises. I think it is true thet the
dominant =le ents of the decision units in the Aigadir crisis misperceived
the sithiation for a zreater neriod of the crisis--all of it in some
cases--than was the case for their counternarts in Cuba. The first
two moves in the Cuban crisis see-ed to get the :ituation pretty :mch
straishtened out For Kennedy and XKhrushchev, The first two moves barvely
got the misunderstanding nnderway in the Agadir crisis. I think that

this ad:!s crardence o the nroposition.

E. Hypotheses about connections betwesn alliance relationships and

adversary relationshios

1. Although this provosition would avpear to make sense, there

is little evidence in the Azadir crisis which ay be used to judge it.
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Britain did not nrovide France with a firw commitment. Although the
French press interosreted the firm 3ritish stance =zain-t Germany as a
Pir: coviitment to France, Caillaux did not, and Grey certainly encouraged
Caillaux's percentions here,.

2« This proposition is isomorphic with British activity during
the Agadir crisise. The motivating orinciole given in the oroposition
aonears to be that actually used by Grey. He was soiewhat more firm
with respect to the Germans in order to discourage them from pressing
the.entente with rrance too severely. He w:s ouite hesitant to give
the French the firwe suposort Lhal Crowe, 32rtie, and Nicolson requested.
Grey fearad that France would nse this suoport to dragz Britain into
an even .ore dangerous situation for the azzrandizement of Feanch
colonial interasts.

3¢ I supnose theat the nroposition will bast £fit the Agadir
crisis if I 1lsbel Germany the agr-ssor. Britain, the supporting
ally would have not objected to Germany gaining a foothold in southern
Forocco as long as no ports were Tortified. And, Britain had no
objection to Gerwany gaining all of the French Congo as long as such a
gain would not destroy the entente. Because of this consideration, hoir-
ever, (rey eventially accented comensation siuch as a Gernan foothold
in Morocco and the Conzo from the coast to the 3anga as unrcealistic.
After the Panther's move, ¥rance, the target a'ly, consicdered nothing
more gracious bhen the compensation Ger any finally received. ter any's
original concession suzgestion then did fall oetween these two and it

was subsequently decreased to the position of the final =ettlernent. 50,

he proposition is congruent with this crisis.
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The oroposition cannot be amliad to the Agadir crisis if France
is consicdered to bhe the aggressor. This is certainly the interpretation
which the Gerians had, and this interpretation would be more congruent
with the stage nodel I have su gested.

e If as in (3) above Gernany is considered to be the azgressor,
this orovosition carmot really be apnlisd to the Acadir crisis, If
France is consilered to b2 the agsressor, the propositinn would describe
the Agadir crisis inaccurately. If anything Germany was ore reluctant
to concede in the face of humiliation prompted by the British than in
the face of th=t vromoted by the French.

5. The first notlion in the nrojosition is difficult for ne to
Jjudge accurately. I am rather dubions about the ntility of trying to
generalize about such differences, and in specific cases--Irance-iritain

compared with the 3oviet Union-Cuba, for instance--I find it exitreely

difficult to judge these differences. Tie second illea exoressed in bhe
wronosition is, I bhing, snosbanitizied eabhee clexrly by the igadir
crisis, however. I disecussed this rither unwittingly in (3) above.
Aritain, on its own, had no objection to a Ger an nresence in southern
Morocco or to the German Congo demands of July 15. Grey eventually had
to label these concessions as unacceptable, owever, because of the
damage the entente would have incurred had Germany received such
compensation.

6. This pronosition too seems to be substantiated by the
aterial of the Agadir crisis. Grey and the Beitioh foreign »MMice
in general hac fears of German ascendsnce on the continent. It was

necessay to give France enough support so that the French would not
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decide thst an alliance with Germany would be more profitable than one
with Britain. This fesr of losing the Frarch sunooreh Tor fubure con-
flicts was at the base of British acce tance of French compensation
constraints »« described in (3) and (5) above.

7. It apn-ars that Grey did not increase the firmmess of his
suroort of the French from Caillaux's perspective. 1In early Augnst
Caillaux was fearful thst, if violence broke ont, “ritein would not
support “ronce. And, hoth de Selves and Caillaux attenoted to stir
up British support for a naval re-onstration about the same tiwe,
put neither hac any luck at all. The lMansion House speech was of course
delivered st a relatively tense juncture, and it was apparently
delivered with the intenti-n »f explaining that, if British interests
were effected, “ritzin woul" fight. And, one of these H3ritish interests
was the maintenance of the entente. 350, the material here then is
rather conflicting with respect to the hyvothesis. That Hypothesis 2
in this set seems to be a higher order or dominant hypothesi=z would be
one explanation here.

8. I think this oroposition is sustained by the Agadir crisis.
“Athin the British foreign office Crowe, who was onenly suspicious
of French lorality to the entente, and Nicolson and Uertie, who were

ore subtle in their fears, wanted to give ‘rance ~tronger s:pport
than Grey was providing. On the other side Grey, who seered ratier
convinced that irance's intentions were loyal, muted Britain's support
fron the level sucgested by those who were rore suspiciouse.

9« The only example of activity cf this tyee tends to negate

the provosition. Crowe believed t'at Caillaux's secret and indenendent
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negotiations had the purnosze of foming an slliance with Germany.
Once this alliance wze formed, France would drop the alliance with
Britain., There is no evidence that this was in fact true, and it
appe~rs to have been a paranoid fantasy on the part of Crowe. But
Crowe's reaction was interesting., He recom ended that Britain give
France stronger sunport in order to preserve the existing entente.
This reaction runs cointer to the one exnected from the hynothesis.

1Ce I think this hypothesis is »robably correct, tut the
material on it in the Agadir crisis is rother sparce. If the entente
had z le~der, I sunvnose it was ¥rance, 2nd France did not attemnt to
restrain “ritain in the Agadir crisis. If, for the sake of argument,
Britain is considered to ve the leader of the entente, then the
rroposition apnlies rost guestionably to the Agadir crisis. I ar not
at 211 certain that Britain had more difficulty restraining France than
the Soviet Union had in restraining Cula. ‘nd, Iritain was not very
suceessful in “efusing the crisis.

11+ This provosition is not really apw»nlicable or relevant to
the Agadir crisis.

12. The Intente Cordiale was uncuestionably the more cohesive
alliance in the Agadir crisis. The cormitments of this side seem to
have been held more rigidly or fir ly as well. I am uncertain as to
which side issued the stronger threats.

13. The "rench will to resist a (rerman foothold in Morocco was
avvarently so strong that ‘ritaint's su'wort had little impact here.
The French did not perceive Britain's supnort and, I suprose, resolve

to be as high as they would have wished. ut, ‘rit:in was certainly
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perforning better on this score than ltussia was. It ay be that French

resistance in the matier of Congo comnensation would have been so-ewhat

less staunch had Britain not given the support it did, but a more

lenient Congo policy might have found little do-estic suprort and

vight well have led to the fall of the government which advocated it.
The The relevance of this nronosition to the Agadir crisis is

rather vague. DBritain and France were rel tively eocual, and I have

already stated (1) above that control of allies in the two cases

I have done does not seem to be remarkably easier in a multipolar

than in a bipolar systen.
Fo Hypotheses about -erceptions and images

1. There certainly aopears to be no problem with twis hypothesis
in the Agadir crisis. Kiderlen, through years of ex-erience expectad
the French to be mnwilling to grant Germany cownensation with respect
to the lMoroccan auestion, and he anparently missed or underestimated
the French signal that compensation would be granted, Crowe, suspicious
of Germany and Ffrance, internreted Caillaux's inderendent confercnces
as attempts to sell out the entente. The existence of various national
verspectives and of eleents held in cormon among slightly d._fferent
versions of a single national vers ective corroborates this as well.

2. The decade of conflict over Mirocco had certainly conditioned
French and German images about this issue. In general I supnose that
I have assu-ed thot this pronosition was accurate. That is, I have
implicitly included a »rocess such as this in the formation of irages.

1t is somewhat nnreasonable to assu e thit the exeriences of life are
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isolated from the i age formation process, but surely this proposition
is rather vague, and clear cut examples which would helr to verify 1t
do not leap out at me from the materials I heve used with respect to the
Agadir crisis. Kiderlen used the example of 3ritain's "temporary"
occunation of Egypt to ridicule French clai s th:t their occupation of
lMorocco would be 1i ited, Other than thst I think the i act of the
activity I resorted in the Largaining setting section on the i ages of
French and Ger an decisi m-makers 1s about the best I can do. 1Lhe
immediate background of the crisis here led each side to expect
stuobormness and trcachery from the othere.

3+ This pronosition certainly describes the Agadir crisis
accuratelye. This misperception was covion to the British, the French,
and the Germans. I think that I have discussed these nmisnercentions

adecuately in a nu ber of places above, and L have nothing to add here,

L This prososition states a mechanism basic to the conflict
senerated 1n the Agadir crisis. The Germans seemed to have ovarsetimated
the aggressive aims of the F.euch. The French then overestimated the
aggressive aims of tie wermans and continued to do s> throughout the
crisis, A siagdlar pattern was showm in ‘nglo-Cerman relations with
the liansion House speech and Hetternich'!s rebuttale In actirality ost
of the parties were acting defensively Irom tlheir own persvectives. This
defensive nersnective is difficult to see only in the original French
move in Horocco. llere the French were trying to bring about a consoli-
dation of their north Africsn empire which would enable them to proiect
and vring law and order to western Alreria. The Gemans felt that their

strategic position was threatcned and hed Lo pe rrutecueds Lhe British
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seemed to have had a similar fear. lach was reacting to provocations
of the other .arties wi.ch it viewed an endangering its own security.

Se This wroposition is difficult to answer s.ince so-etl‘es
exsectavions and desires will coincide but differ from incoiing signals.
I will use a series of exampies wo demonstrate the various oussibilities
here, <The Gernans c.sired compensation rrom France; they did not expect
this compensation to co e spontaneously. Thus, Kiderlen seeci's to have
missed Cambon's signsl at Kissingen. This :s an example of t:e ypothesis
substantiated. Kiderlen both cdasired and expected 3ritain to remain
aloof from the conflict, ye. »e nad no d.rriculty in intervreting a
signal of Britisn intervent.iom. <{his exa-ple is irrelevont to the
hypothesis, but it is a common example. An exainle countering the
hypothesis wuui be il_derlen's crisis scenario of liay 3. Here Kiderlen
exnlains that he expects Britain to remain aloof if Ger any reztricts
its de-onstrations to sonthern liorocco. Al -ost everyone besi es Kiderlen
1o has ever dealt with this erisis finds this a strange expectation
consiering the existence of the Entente Cordisle. PYerhans this is an
exa ple of desire fathering the expectation.

6, This proposition certainly seems plausible, but the sup-orting
examples in the Agadir crisis are not the beste The “anther's move
certainly left less doubt as to the Gersan desire for compensation than
did the weaker siznals in April, but the “rench seem to have come

around to the comonensation notion at Xissingen hefore the Panther's

ove, The Grey=-Hetlernich intervies on Jnly 21 involved a clear:v
picture of concern on the part »f the British with resvect to German

intentions than did the interview on July L, but the Ger ans were
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allovved no tine Tor a2 reply as the Fansion Houce sneech came the same
evening.

7. I find no obvious evidence of image rigidity being positively
associated with tension levels. The threats made in the crisis were
concentrated in the high tension neriod, and, althw:gh oniy one of
these--Caillaux's "eight days" oluff--was very exnlicit, t reats 4
tend to be recognized as such, and in this sense I suppose these
signals were »articniarly clear. In general, however, I would say that
image rigidity was almost inversely associated with the tension level
during the crisis. The highest levels of image rigidity cane early in
the crisis and with the aftermath. 7he neriod of late July and early
Avgust was reasons2bly flexible in comparison.

8. This proposition is certainly substantiated by the Agadir
crisis. The British viewed the available altermatives most broadlyv.
The rrench were willing to accept fewer altern-tives both procedurally
and substantively. They we~e unwilling, for inst-nce, to see /ritain
or Spain enter the negotiations or to call a conference. #nd they
were unwilling to concede nart of Horocco to Ger any or 2gree 1o early
Ger :an demands in the Congo. ith resnect to the British the Germans
were most restricted nrocedurally in that they too warted neither the
British nor the Spanish in the negotiations. In additiom rathor than 2
new conference, the Germans favorad a return to Algeciras--the British
were cognizant of this alternative too.

The Germans anoarently viewed the basic choices as being three-
a satisfactory compensation, the return to ilgecirns, and wars Thesz

choices starkly ortlined the altermn~tives consistent with German national
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honor. All France had to cdo was to choosz one--they were ranked in
order of descending preference--from this list. It was easy for France
from Kiderlen's nersnective.

For France the altemmatives rere oretty sback toos A riturn to
Algeciras an-eared both unaccentable and imoossible. A ne2u conference
was a nini al choice, VFrance essentially had to hove ‘lorocco, and
rore importantly Jeraany hod to he kent ot of 'lorocco. 'The nrice
wiricih the Germans were callously forcing France to pay for 'lorocco--
which was 'm uwnwarrass ! activity in Licht of the dct of ilseciras and
the 1909 accord--was to i:e kent as mininal as »ossible. The TGernans
coldld case the situstion b - accenting any nuaber of minor. and ecuitable
caoensation »ffers wnich the ¥French had sulmitted, but theyr mula not
in their obsltinancy 10 S0.

9« The Gerans were aware bLhat Lloyd Georsze and Crowe, 3ertie,
and TiHicolson were generally of different Tactions. They amparcntly
did not distinguish between Grey and the rest of the Fforeisn office
Toun. Lhey also racormized Caillaux as Aiffering from Cle enceau.
The French s=2en to h ve been rather nndifferentisting in thelir
ectl etes of the Gerrans, bhub Lley vecymigad the ritiszh Toreign
office difference “ebween Grey and Wicolson-Crowe. The British, or
at lenst Grey, differ=ntiated -.’a‘bi'-,?ann—-ffoll'--feg from Kicderlen. Croie
and Nicolson ay not have done this. Hut these two crrtainly vnicked
un the difference hetween Coillaux an’ en like ::-;i_nca:e;, uleriencest,
and Delcassé.

M though zueh internal differences were wic' e’ up fro  one

state to another, they seem to have rve arkalbly little impact on the
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substance of the pronosition which anmears to be rubstantiated by the
Auadir crisis. Grey (1925, pn. 230-32) exvlain= how the Aczadir crisis

fits into a ma: oth »lan »f er-an a-cendence in Eurome. Kiderlen /ic
not, alter his rlan of forcing the French to comperisate vhen Caillaux,
who was known to favor such compensation, tool over the governent in
France (Cf. Iolff, 1936, pe ¢6). The “rench viewed nlmost every de:and
Kiderlen made ns -n abtempt to get the discussion of commensatin back
to southern [oraccoe

10, There is little evidence to support this propositi n if the
notion is that the statements of thohce with the greatest avthority will
se the wost credivle. Kiderlen's Anril hints were not picked up.
Cambon's Kissiizen statsnerts were ignored as well., Kiderler's "extreme
lengths" state :ents »m ear never to have bothersd the French wuch, and
certainly Kiderlen's statements th-t he was not aTter vart of korocen,
but that he wanted nart of the Congo instead, ware never really credible
in the eves »>f the vronche. The Hansion House snesch snd Uebternich's
rebuttal ann renily were credible, Caillavx's bluffs werc not, "t one
of these was delivered throush Fondére, and this instance ir then
consistent with the hvpothesis.

11. This prorosition surely renresents the 3ritish point of
view. !@ad it not bLeen for long-range go2ls, the British would orobaobly
navar have become involved in the crisis at all. French resistance
was stiffened i~ the French percentim th-t Gerwanyv w=s r ally after
lorocco rather then cornensation -1:uewhere which was all the French
cold give. uermnany's interest in the confliect wan heigthened by a

decade of liorncenn fi lo acvy in which Jermany had been continually
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rebuffed. The Ger ans viewed the conflict to some degree as a long-
term policy on the part of the French to carry on Buropern vnolitics

without them and thus to remove a German inmut in ‘uronean affair:.,

Ge Hyvotheses relating internal decizim-nakinz to sarssining tactice

1. This pronositicon is congruent with the Fronch nosition
nerticularly ofter the niddle of wprust when the French gwern ent had
a coherent ~rogran worked out. ‘ut the diffie 1ty of changing the
position within the government or the decision unit was only part of
the problem. Another nroblen was defending the position of the
decision unit to oppositions of one variety or ansther outside the
governnent, and this latter nroblem seems to have bz2en more important
for the Caillaux c binet in providing an incentive for tough bargaining
vis a vis the Ger-ana., Kiderlen seens nnot to have had this severe a
problem. Kiderlen pursued a harder line than either Bethmann-Hollweg
or the Kaiser really desired, so he could generally back down so ewhat
without running into trouble within the govern ent althmugh the German
governvent had to take sorie cognizance of parliarentary and press
opnosition. TIn addition, Kiderlen's nrogram or strategy seems to have
involved considerable flexibility on the issue of compensation. Grey
seems to have had little trouble in this respect until the lansion
House speech. After this the British cabinet apparently f=1t th:t the
speesch would have to be lived up to. But again domestic oppostion in
parlia~ent and a generally favorable and hard line vress plus the
"German menace' ay have been stronger considerations than poassible

oprosition within the cabinet.
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2 It is not clear to me th~t this oroposition describes the
Agadir crisis very well. First, disunity with t'e governments themselves
did not provide the most prominant source of domestic criticism.
In late July Kiderlen may have finally been harnessed, so to speak,
by the Kaiser and Bethmann-Hollweg althmigh it is no>t clear that nressure
from this source brought about the chanze ‘n Kiderlen's comensation
policye Caillaux had sosewhat more difficulty. t even in Czillaux's
case the threat to the gzovernmient's wosition cane orirarily from the
outside. Second, although there were some ambiguous moves during
the crisis, it is difficult to relate these to disunity in the gnvernments
which issued them. Some, like the German compens-tion hints in April and
like Cambon's co 'pensation hints a2t Kissingen seen tn have been purposely
subtle bargaining tactics aimed at avoiding signals of the ranther
variety. Others like the British statement to Germany on July L nay
have been arbiguous -artially because of governmental confusion but
not necessarily division,

3¢ I would say th 't behavior in the Agedir crisis was rational
in terms of being preceded by a delicerative process within the bounds
of the persnectives of the varticipants. These nerspectives were in the
beginning greatly out of touch with »ne another, and this contrit:ted to
the irrational appe-rance of activity at some Jonctures.s In addition,
sore of the images--Kiderlen's, for instance--seemed to be only
tenuously connected with general processes of human intersction. Over
time the accuracy of the images improved only a little~--cdefinitely not
as much as nor for as long as they did in the Cuban crisis. The one

example of rather clearly irrational behavior was the Kaiser's, not



125

Kiderlen-s reaction to Caillaux's 'eicht days" threat. This provosition
then describes the igadir crisis quite poorly.

lie The urgency and time pressure which characteriz:d the Agadir
crisis were certainly lezs severe than those which characterized the
Cuban crisis. The Cuban crisis lasted a bout two reek- with tre loose
ends of the treakdown trailing o t about a m-nth therecaft=r. The
Agacir crisis spanned almost six months were needed to clear up all the
trailing ends. It is clear, however, that nrorinance in ter s of
precedent or visability played cuite a role in forriing the alternatives
the crisis participsnts viewed. Germany wanted compensation vartially
because for nine years France had been handing compensation to everyone
else., The Fanther action ray have been partially »ror-pted by a visit
of a French warship to Agadir in the previous vear which was attacked
in the German press nnd Reichstag. The idea of a Congo exchange had been
mentioned here and theire since 1901. +hen untenable situations presented
the selvas search struck these altern-tives--salient or pro-inant from
the aspect of current visability or tradition--first. I have indicated
throughout ny pacers tiat search has wany zuides 2nd thet notions of
conventional or prominant resnons s are not contradictory to the notion
of search. The rather obvious “ritish search for alternatives to avoid
war, for instance, landed on the notion of anoth=r conference lile the
one held at Algeciras.

5. Tue information availablz to me ’n the Agadir crisis does
not equal that available for the United States side of the Cuban crisis.
French dnisters wo-e used to many hats, and this proposed relationship

seems not to hold for them. De 3elves was perhaps more militant than
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the French military. In Britain, Churchill's hard line attitude got
him into the military burearcracy rather than his role there altering
his perceptions. The hypothesis seems quite plausible, however, and
perhans I ought sirply to adnit that I connot do it Jjustice from the
gources I used.s it I mmst say that the Ag~dir crisis was long in
duration and low in severity for much of its six mmth duration, and
evidence to support the »nroposition strongly ‘oes not leap to the
observer,

The one positive example L have here is not rewarkably well
docutented. I get tie impression that the ambassadors of this era
could see the two sides--th:t of the state they represented and that
of the state in which they were stationed-=far better than the foreign
offices or the n=tional governments in general. Cambon, Schoen, and
lMetternich are so characterized at least. Churchill (1923, p. 52)
tells an intercsting story of ietternich in this regard which provides
the best concrete example of this notion which I have faind.

6., /ith mild reservations I think this hypothesis is auply
substantizsted by the Agadir craisis. The best example of this is the
case of France. Trench governmeuts were notsriocusly unstable and the
ferocity of the parlia entary, interest groun, and »ress attacks the
Caillaux regi-e uncderwent did seem to strengthen the French position
vis-a-vis the Germans. Cambon and Caillaux used the excuse of parliaren-
tary disapproval as well. Caillaux's cnbinet sees to have actually
fallen, however, not over the nature of the settlesent with Germany,
but rather over the one of how Caillaux went about gain the settlerent--

the independent negotiations with Fondére and Lancken,
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In Britain Grey and presunably some other cabinet ewbers as
well were somewhal surprised by the reaction which the lansion Houce
speech had on the British press and upon the ‘rench and the Germans,

The British cabinet seens to have decided to refu:ce to acknovledge the
speech as a threat but to stand on its contents of fighting hefore
accepting the !mu iliation of damage to British interests. To some
degree = strong intervretation of the speech seens to have been enforced
uoon the cabinet by the British press which simply preemnted them in

its interpretation.

Both Barlow (1940, passin) and Taylor (195L, p. L73) stress the
inportance of public opinion in all three states. Kiderlen certainly
withstoos this onslaught more successfully than Caillaux. The
Pan-Germans were the primary instigators of opnosition to the
govern ent'!s policy although the lMansion House sneech and the Carturight
wnterview aroused a mich wider range of protest. Nothing “mch seemed
to come fro- tlese protests, however. The Reichstag ratified the
November treaty cuite cvickly. ‘nd, altlou:l speeches against Kiderlen
contimued through February, 1912, nothing other than talk seemed to
occure. And, Kiderlen did not seem to use the do:estic opposition as 2
bargaining tactic although Cruppi, when he was in the French foreign
office, and Grey both felt that ¥iderlen was constrain=d b the Pan-
Germans.

T« This pronosition is reasonably consistent with the activity
surrounding the Agadir crisis. farlow mppests that the 1909 accord
failed, not so mmch because the Fronch an? Geraman foreipn offices wanted

it to fail, bubt because functinsnaries on the spot in Morocco on ench
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side wanted nore than the principle of the accord alloweds “oth Schoen
(1922, ve 145) for the Germans and Phincare (1922, ppe 76-95) for the
French stress the unrs=asonable and vicious attitude of the other side's
functionaries in iforocco. A1) this relates to the pre-crisis neriod
except for the French and German agents in 'forocco who respectively
begged for and ridiculed the necessity of the French arch to Tez carly
in the crisis. The Aritish agents were in between these two exureves.
Once the march ha” begun, functisnaries in Morocco had very little
relevance to the Asadir crisis. There was nerhaps a narrow escape

from escalation, however, when several German businesses sent orovo-
catsurs to Agadir so that the Panther would have sone German nationals
to protect.

8. The evidence in the Agzadir crisis rzlov-nt to this proposition
is not quite as cle'r as th2t for the Cuban crisis--the Tmited Stzotes
side at lsast. In France the military does not ap e r to have cen
anmong the leaders of the hard line policy. Most of theses were parties
or pressure groups advocating c¢-lonial grandenr, Alsace-Lorraine French,
or general conservatisi. The ar y was probaid 7 in sympathy with rost
of these groups, but it does not an-car to have been anxiois to go to
war with Germany. In this respect de 3elves was probably the hardest
hard liner azroind., He was certainly more extre:e in this regard than
ﬂelcassé, the 1inister of marine.

In Germany about all the concrete evidence I have iz the von
ilolke quote presented earlier--If we slink out of this affair with
our tail between mut lags, and if we do not ake a ‘emand which we are

prepared to enforce with the sword, I fespair of the Empire's future"
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(Carroll, 1938, p. 53k). But here too the ar-y was not —rominant in
the domestic opposition which consisted of the “an-Ger ans, the
colonialist:s, th? castern conservatives, and some of the industrialists.
The industrialists, however, seen not to have been eager for ware Also,
as in France the army was prohably in syipathy with these Zrouss on
any issues, but the German army probanly had less policy input,
regardless of its sywoathies, in Ger:any than the *rench army in France.
¥iderlen ran the German side of this crisis pretty ~uch on his om.

In Britsin the ilitary had elaborate contingency nlans some
of which had been worked out with the French. The ~ilitary does not
seen to have advocated a tougher nolicy, however. If anyone did it
was Crowe, Nicolson, and Bertie in the foreign office and Churchill,
secretary of :tate for home affairs and the later first long of the
admiralty. Churchill seemed actually eager for the conflict although
his part in -recipitating one seems linited to a role similar to
that of Tirnitz in Ger any--advocating greater wreparzdness.

H. Hypotheses rel:iing outcomes to aftermaths

1« The crisis which was perhaps the m2st relevant predictor for
the Agadir crisis was the Algeciras crisis of 1905-06, Here, although
Delcassé-had been turned out of office and Germany had achieved an
international confercnce, ¥France won the issues the conference dealt
with., - Thus, if 2ny narty was weak in the Aigeciras crisis, it would
aprear to be Germany not Fronce. TYebt the rench leadership had no
verception that Uer any would back “ovm easily and in fact may well have

been -ore obcessad with the fear of war than the Gerran leadership.



130

according to Brandenburg (1927, pe. 382) the ‘rench opposition prass was
full of hard line ~erceptions that, if the :-rench stood fast, the
Germans would back down straightaway; this was, however, not the government
perspective, Kiderlen, on the other hand, felt ﬁhat the French wonld
oack down, and he seems to have persisted in this belief to and perhaps
ever through the ‘ugust 1 shift in his Congo de ands. The British
had the same idea as they had in the earlier crisis that the Germans
would not oress the French heyond endurance if the Germans knew that
dritain stood by France. The French-German nercentions tend to supnort
the idea I discussed in the Cuban study that decoupling from one ti e
to the next is soweti es easier than it actually avpears in the
prasent.

2. This may cove close to renresenting Kiderlen's strategy
with respect to the Ag:dir crisis. France had besn pushing Germany
around for a decade with resvect to Morocco, =ani now this pushing was
going to stop. If this was Kiderlen's or the gzneral Gersan idea it
might help to exvlain the bitterness after the crisis on the German side.
This nroposition would not =xplain why Xiderlen thought France would
be so easy to handle though.

3. The Sritish were not particularly concerned that France
show resolve with resnect to the Germans. 4 German foothold in southern
Morocco and early German de-ands in the Congo were satisfactory to
the Yritish, Sritein was concerned that France 'izht leavs the entente
or nartition liorocco anew neither of which would h-ve been satisfactory
to the British, bt the fears ~bont these nlternatives were either

relatively short-lived or 1li ited largely to rather susvicious ele ents
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like Crowe and Nicolson., The fact that the Ffrench did neither certainly
did not reduce the cohesion of the entente.

The *rench desired a little greater show of suprort from Britain
than they zot. Butb this does not seem to have adversly affzcied the
cohesion of the entente, 3Sritain was perhaps helped somewhat here
becauvse the supnort it gave France was so much stronger than that
provided by iHussine

e There sec's to have been some fear of this on the part of
the Germans in vague, long-term notions that they could not stand further
huniliation by the ¥rench. But, other than these v gue verceptions,
there is little in the Agadir crisis relevant to this hypot esis.

S. The Agadir crisis definitely left an aftermath of hostility
prinarily in the perceontions of the French perceptions of the Germans
and the German perceptions of the Britishe The crisis involved the
final settlement of the lMorocean question, but I fail to sae how this
relates to the hostile afterwath. There was no co on :dversary between
France and Ger-any although France and lritain had a cowion foes ‘The
provocativeness of the British tactics certainly seemed to be related
to the hostile aftermath in Anglo-German relations. The ferman tactics
with respect to France had orobably a similar although nerhaps milder
effects The hunilintion suffered was, of course, the intervening factorn
but the issue is what caused the humiliation,

For the French 1 think the following ite:s are the most important.
frerman gunboalt dlnrlomacy made the Yrench feel as if they had knuelkled
under or been made to "hollar Uncle", And, while the nrinciple of

corpensation was accented by the r-overnnent and to a lesser degree by
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other groups as well, no one in France had thought of a compansation
similar to the July 15 CGerman denand. Also the 7inal settle ent involved
splitting a colony in two, and this came to be a salient »noint of objection.
Finally, there was the Caillaux cabinet!s--and »ri arily Coillavx!Ge-
handling of the affair. Suspicion had been crcat:d in the mind of

the British ally, and the French foreign secretary had been ridiculed
before the Germans.

On the »dart >f the Germans 3British tactics with the Hansion
House speech and the Cartwright interview were infuriating. OCzil’aux's

atiler obvious bluffs in late July and early August and Cembon's
refusal to take the Gerian July 15 demand seriously all gave the
Germans the ispression that they were besing taken less than seriously.
The rathsr s:all reward which such tremendous efiort had taken
contributed as well. In addition as I nentioned avove (2) and as
Gooch (1938, pe 223) points out, there ' acd been a general ~ublic
expectation that Kiderlen would get more than he actually got. Gooch
iaplies that Kiderlen himself wanted not much nore than he wot but was
criticized for not wanting nore. 4:d finally, it was humiliating for
Kiderlen to have to lower his de ands as much as he did. His July 15
demand was not as whimsical as Gooch and the French see:ed to think,.

6. The fit of this pronosition depends upon which side is
considered to have been defeated in the Agadir crisis. The British
thought the Germans got the short end of the deal. I agrce with
tihis interpretation in gencral as do ost historianse 'The “rench opnosition
thought differently, and it oroceeded to drag the government through a

senate investigation. This investigation was concerned, as I hrve
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mentioned before, not so much with the actual outcome--the treaty

of Nove ber L, but with some of Caillanx's methods in arriving at the
treaty, and it eventually brought about the 211 of the Caillaux
cabinet. Although French activity does not see then to mateh thoat
oronvosed by the hynothesis too well, this may be '.ecause the govern ent
did not view itsel? -s having been defeat~d and the inve:bigabion
concentrated its powers on a seeingly ore important issue. The

German sovern-ent's behsvior anproximates the hy othesized behavior
more closely. Bethmann-Hollweg and Kiderlen had a ~tandard 1ire ' ic!
they used against the criticism--primarily from the Pan-Gorirans.

Germany had obtained what it had set out to obtain eonriced the substance
of the defense. This state ent is so-evhat difficult to believe today
with access to foreign office files. But as Gooch (1938, p. 223)
indicates, even if this state ent werz true, the oannosition wo:ld not
have been silenced. Its criticis: wss that Germany ought to have sought
ore then than it had sought.

7. Herz again a discrenancy arises between the nercentions
actors have in the “rese't nbout decoupling and the actual facility
with which decoupling ‘ay be manaved from one time to another. Russia
gave France alwost no support at all during the Agadir crisis, and the
Russians even sus~2sted that Austria be noinat:d as an i:partial
arbiter between France and Germany. Yet France did not go avout
attenpting to replace Russia in the Triple Entente, lelther France
nor Geriany s«=e¢ 3 to have been particularly surprised that Russia
ani Austria were less Lhim =apger Lo go to war aver a bit of norbhwest

Africa. 'That is, it was easy for Rissia and Mustria to decouple here.
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Co. ing st the provosition nositivelv is somewhat more difficult,
The French, Sritish, and German goverments all thought they had
demonstrited resolve in the crisis, vet the oopositions within
France and Gernany felt differently. The support which Britain zave
Trance cartainly did the Enteate Jor- iale no harm although it was
hardly its bantisal fire, so to speak. The same was probably true
for France with respect to Britain. Yet the level of sun-ort orovidad
seemed to give Caillaux the impression, not particularly of the
attractiveness of Iritain as an 2lliance nartner, but rather that the
entente was not clearly inadequate. There is little to indicste th t
the crisis had ruch bearing on “ermany's attractiveness as an alliance

partner,
I. Hypmotheses about bidding oves

1 I found this pronesitiom to fit the Cuban case quite Hoorly.
I think it fits tihe Ag-dir crisis somewhat bebter but still rather
voorly. Peaceful ipl-y-acy wo'ld have been = »:bher nnoromising nethod
of gaining the renoval of Soviet stritesic weanons from Cuba and the
guarantee of Cuba against invasion on the part of the United States.
These moves were taken under the necesszity of :isaster avoidance. It
is conceivable and perhans even probable that the only item in the
treaty of Woveuber L which would have been difTicult to achieve through
peaceful diplo -acy was Uernan access to ths Congo River. The fit of
this proonosition is still rather onor then., Enoneh fear of disaster
was generated in bhe \gadir crisis to gain » salient ooint which would

have been very Jifficult to pain without cosrcion. Germany mizht ihave
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been able to gain more square miles of swarmnland peacefully, but
orobably not access to the Congo River.

2. This happened in the Agadir crisis, "ut in the ngjor exa nle
Kiderlen initiated the idea for the ‘rench. The French notion was to
separate the Moroccan accord frowm the Congo accord as rmch as nossible
so as to submit to the French parliament first » great gain in liorocco
and then an independent territorial exchange. ™Mt, it was Kiderlen
who initiated this idea in the July 9 discussion witi Ca~bon. The
French only worked out the details of the plan. There are, I sunnose,
munerous other lesser exarples., Althourh I confess to heing unfaniliar
with all the details of the very co plicated ‘loroccan and Congo accords,
I shall sight a vair of examnles with which T am familiar. After
Kiderlen finally lost the lMoroccan railway issve on Septesber 19, he
was able to ol:tain an agreement that German firms could build trunk
lines to main lines or to harbors in their vicinity. And the Y¥rench,
after agreeing to German access to the Conro diver, gained from
Germany the right to cross the slice of Ger-an territory which now
snlit French Eouatorial Africa.

3. This is essentially how the German onposition nerceived
Kiderlen's and Bethrann-Hollweg's attempts to rationalize their actions.
It is probably the way the ‘rench viewed these activities as well. The
line that Kiderlen and Bethnann-Hollweg used was that they had obtained
what they had sought. This was rather clzarly an attempt to decouple
from a humiliating defeat from the nerspective of the Pan-Germans. It
probably was in fact exactly that. Although the French perceotions of

Ger an derands were exagzerated, Kiderlen's first letter of resignation
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of July 17 and his conversation with Lancken on July 29 indicate pretty
clearly that he wanted to do better in the Congo than he actually did.
The G=rman governnent, before the Reichstag in iovember, essentially
denied that it h»d ever been serious about the da ‘and of July 15. In the
middle of July, however, Kiderlen had sounded quite serious. He had
thereafter to lower his aspiration level, and to his -Jo-estic critics

he was presenting this as a redefinition of interests p:-rtially for

the purpose of decoupling this defeat fro further Ger-an actions,.

Le The first and most dra-atic concession the Ger-ans made came
very near the height of the crisis on Angust 1. This corcessim, like
the decision on the part of the Sovist Union not to run the United
States blockade was a predictor, but not necessarily an irreversible one,
that the French--or the United States--was gaining the upper hand.

That this concession or the Soviast one indicated general Gerran or
Soviet weakness rather than simnle recognition that in this conflict too
many asymetrices were u-favorable is highly questionable. Although
there is perhaps :ore reason to believe that the adversary's leadershipo
prrceived it as a sign of weakness in the Agadir crisis. Caillaux
issued his "eight days" threat three days later on August L. The

Ger=an resnonse to this demonstrates clearly that there were 1li-its
beyond which Germany could not be pushed and th:t general weakness

would be too grandiose an interpretation for the Ausgust 1 concession,

5. I have indicated before this proposition is not very
relevant to the Agadir crisis. As long as Morocco was not repartitioned--
an action ini-ical to the French as well--Greot #ritain did not really

care what the French gave up as long as the entente did not suffer.
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6. At the very beginning of the Kiderlen-Cambon talks in July
there was so e activity along these lines with respect to initial
demands or offers. A snuggestion would be offer=d hynothetically so
that it could be withdrawm with as little injury as possible if
necessary. If sign language is again, as it was in Cuba, interpreted
broadly, the Lancken-Fondére co-versations in late July offer another
exan~le here. Caillaux was willing to offer a greater concession through
this medium than he was through the regular bursaucracy. &e dronped
this of "er thourh when Kiderlen returned to his July 15 tactics on July
28. The lnter concessions in the crisis o see ' to follow a tortuous
pattern of recinrocal concession. Also the language which was used by
the diplomats was largely devoid of brutal, direct affronts. Kiderlen
spoke of Mextre e lengths", and Cambon snoke of not raising issues.
This made the Lloyd George speech cuite direct and hu-iliating in

comparison particularly since it was a public utterance.
Working Paper #6
A, Utility Models

I now find that the Agadir crisis belies so ewhat my rather
negative prediction of the congruence which utility “odles will
show with respect to crisis bargaining. I think the utility wodel
offers a somewhat -isleading intervratation of the Agadir crisis, but
it is r~uch easier to place thiscrisis in the utility 0ld than was

the case with Cuba.
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1. There is a bargaining range in the Agadir crisis. The
French limit is control of Morocco. The German limit is a rather
vague price which must be paid before German acceptance of french
control of Morocco will be grantad. One of the guestions of the crisis
is whether there is any hargaining smace--that is, is the top French
compensation price higher than the bottom offer the Germans will accept,.
The crisis activity'coﬁsists then largely of utual coercive attemnts
which eventually drive the Germans down to and the Trench up to a co mon
common compensation noint.

2. The bargainir g range is discovered in that at the beginning
the only point which is really known is that Morocco will be French and
none of it will serve as copensation to the Germans--this may be lnown
only to the French., The snace between the limits of the range which
anproximates a single voint is created 5+ a series of rmtual concessions.
This movement involved some effort to change the onnonent's utilities--
Kiderlen's "extre e lengths" statements and Caillaux's bluffs--which
are not very successful. Prirarily it involves reestimation of the
party's owm utilitiss through a ~rocess of clarifying relative
preferences as the situation changes. ‘s I discussed asbove the iritish
beca e involved in a search for wmutnally acceptable alternatives on a
broad scale. The French and the Gerrans are more localized, and they
work basically within the lloroccan-French, compensation-to-Germany
alternative, Basically they try to find a rmtually accentable outcome
by cutting the distance batween what trance is willing to give and

what Germany is willing to accepnte.
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3. I still find it e=asisr to think of this in terms »f a single
dimension with a separate percention of that ~i ension for each DArtY .
But, “or variety I will acceot the two dimensional notion for a -onent.
Diagram V-3 below shows the impact of the territorial exchange in

two dimensions., Incidentally, “he only difference between the dual

Diagram V-3
other things equal; J_ _ o H__
territorial exchange
% [
r
a I
D other things equal; 4 _  __ S e e
€ territory only to |
e Germany
- /]
other things eoial; other things eaoual:
territorial exchange territory only to
(rermany
Gernany

party, single dimensional wodel I sugzested in the Cuban crisis and this
two dimensional odel is the anner in which the nroference orderings
are displayed. I envisioned a set-up like Diagram V-l (p. 1L0) in the
Cuban case., If the least nreferred ends are placed coincidenté_lly on

one noint, then one nraference schedule may be rotated through any
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Diagran V-l

most least
preferred preferred
Us 'S

alternntives alternatives
least ‘o5t
preferred preferred

U. S. S. R, B e
alternatives alternatives

nunber of degrees as Jiesing suggests in Jorking Paper #5 and, I think,
de-onstrates in Diesing (1970). Diagranm V-3 shows a rotation =" ninety
degrees then and this is rather arbitrarily chosen,

Hoves in the Agadir crisis were mtnally beneficial only to the
degree that they avoided war for both sides. In this sensc the re re-
sentation shown in Diagram V-4 represents the Agadir crisis well; this
presentation do=zs have the disadvantage, however, of not representing
well the sort of evaluation shown in V-3,

be I have been over the salient outco es rather thoroughly in

Jorking Faper #3, D-1, D=2,
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5 The "is there a difference” nart of the main question here
bothers me in the Ag=dir crisis. It would be cuite nossible to make
the following case. Item (d.)--the (d.) in the original checklist not
the one in the liarch 26 addendum--still see s to state the crux of the
matter although the shift from maximizing to disaster avoidance is less
prominant and more dilatory than it was in Cuba. (a2.) deseribes the
challenge stagze. (b.) represents one alternative of the German denial
althouzh the nreferred »lternative was another (a.) to match France's
After the beginning of August (c.) seens to describe the activity although
these concerns seem less overwhelinsg in igadir than they did in Cuba
perhaps lecaunse war never looms quite as nrovinantly in Agadir to begin
with and perhaps also ~ecanse the length of the breakdown dampened the
effect of the high tension neriod in late July and very e rly ingust.
Through this interoretation then disaster avoidancs hegan, not as in
Cuba in the denial stage, hut rather late in the confrontation stase.

Characteristically, I sunpo-e, there is an alternstive thesis
which I prafer. (c.) is the nrinary notive in the Ger-an denial. hat
the Ger ans fear here is being left out in the cold again. WNeither
German prestige nor the German long-tern str tegic nosition can take
another such smub. The problem is to avoid this hu iliation which will
lead to disaster if it occurs. 1The French mst -e signs=led strongly
that they cannot get away with forpetting about Ger any again, This
is why the bnsic Ger-an docu ent--K¥iderlen's May 3 e orardur--is so
vague about co pensatiomn. The particularibies of compensation are not
important at this stsce. Whst is important is that the humiliation of

being nushed asi'e again be avoided. If this were the original
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motivation, it would naturally have been easier for the governnent to
claim after the crisis that it had achieved what it sought.

Also this interpretation places the Agadir crisis in a mold -ore
similar to that of the Cnban than does the alternative exarmined above.
After an origin-=l challange which was not sarceived by the challenger
antil too late as injurous to the denier, disaster avoidance concerns
are prominant. The similarity is mited oerhaps by the two factors
mentisned above--war annzarad less i minent and ths "crisis schedule”
was less hurried--and also by a third factor. Ahbout the middle of July
Kiderlen had to become ore precise about compensation. His signal
had registered. The rrench were ready to deal. The fear of being left
out in the cold was greatly <diminished, and Kiderlen sinly conld not
resist adding concerns of tyvwe (a.) to his agenda. This is the Acheson
reaction--"as lon~ as we've got the thuabscrew on then, give it zonother
turn'--as opposed to the Kennedy reaction--"I'm not going to jw=li Lhem
an inch further than necessary". Kiderlen was closer to the Acheson
type all through the crisis thon to the Kennedy type, and I think that
this lattsr internretntion meshes more adecuately with the activity of
the crisis. It may well be, however, that I have drawmn the siilarity
between Cuba an’ .gadir too stronglys.

Before leaving this model I want to discuss two points a bit 'ore.
The first of these is the i minence of war and the otheor is the -isin-
terpretation involved in the use of utility :odels in this case. The
two are related, and I want to discuss them through preference structurese.
For the moment I want to limit Prisoners' Dilemma to a situation in

which a defanlt on the part of one rarty--either enacted or credibly
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signaled--will evoke a default on the nart of the other. Chicken is
then represented by a situation in which the sa e default will bring
corpliance or cooperatisn from the second narty.

Now with respect to the i minence of war the Cuban crisis was
Prisoners! Dile ma in these terms for the United States fro— the very
boginnings The problem was to sign=l this in such a manner as to keep
the gae Chicken for the Soviets once they understood the redicament
for the United itates. The i vinence of war arises here from tie
danger of both narties becoming locked into a default secuence.

This escalation secuence is the functional couivalent of the iterative
plays in the ga es of Ravoport and Chammah (1965). In the Agadir
¢risis Prisoners! Dile ma was somewhat more re ote and thus so was the
imminence of war. The boundaries of the ’risoners' Iilemna area may
actually have never be m crossed in the Agadir crisis. Although,
through mispercentions, the Germans, the French, and then the iLritish
thought that they were in such predicaments in the early part of the
crisis, the latter stages were essentially Chicken with an everpresent
risk of going over a boundary into “risoners' Dilerma but with these
boundaries rather clearly marked off.

A related issue is the manner in which the utility models distort
somewhat the bargaining nrocess in the crisis. A~ these models are
explained by Tkle (196L) and in the labor-management literature in
general, the partias begin playing - gare of Chicken with exaggerated
claise Only later does the gawe change to risoner's Dile:ma or
disaster avoidance. Both the Cuban and the ‘gadir crises involved the

denial varty in a perceived Prisoners' Dilew:a situation from the very
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beginning. The problem was to structure a new situztion so as to
deflect oncoming disaster. Chicken creeps into these cris“s only
after the boundarics of Prisoner's Dilemma have been discovered,
I do not claim this as a generalization for all crises, but only

for the two crises upon which I have done case stu‘ies.,
B. The "chicken-critical risk" odel

1e I think I h-ve nothing to add here to my comments in the
Ouiban case.

2s I covered this in Working Paper, C-5 and also in the Cuban
case.

3. Such manipulation is attempted. IFnch »f it fails, however,
Caillaux's bluffs in late July and early August are conspicuous
examples here, In reneral I think I have been over the material of
this cuery ademately above--or I will cover it acdeauately below in (7).

L. This is what Kiderlen tried to do with his "extreme lengths!
thrests. He wanted to convince the “rench that fulfill:ent of his
July 15 de-ands was essential. <This was unsnccessful.

5. Any concession, I suprnse, decreases the adversary's cost
of compliance. So also did Kiderlen's sugpgestion that there be an
exchange of territory, and Kiderlen differentinted this category of
operator from a concession, I think.

6. I went over this in Jorking Paper #3, A=11 an 3-11.

7o I shift now to Jorking Paper #l.
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I. Tactics to increase credibility
A. Change one's apparent utilities (mavoffs)
Reduce the aparent net cost of war

As in the Cuban crisis only two of these tactics--(2) and (3f)-=
were used. kxceont for an unusnal deployment of the British navy and
some an~ual, scheduled maneuvers of the German ar y, however, most of
the "increase readiness of capabilities" tactics were paper
preparations for variocus contingencies. The British army even 'alted
annual -aneuvers early so th:t energy and money could be channeled into
the reparation of contingency plans which remained on paper rather
than being operationalized--until 1914 at least. So e of these
plans were worked out jointly between the French and the British. And
sose of the Britich even informed colleagues or, »nerhaps better,
counterparts in Germany of the general nature of whot they we-e doing
in an attept to rake the Germans realize that they were serious. The
British themselves thought that the Germans discounted such
information, and I think their percention is probably accurate.

As far as T know the precise words "the issue is so important to
us that we are willing to fight over it" were never spoken. ihey were
signaled, however. This was the gist of the French position over a
German foothold in Horocco. This was the 3ritish position over main-
taining the entente, and perhaps the Lloyd George sneech at lansion
House comes as close to these words as c2n be hoped. This was William
IT's nosition over a retraction of Caillaux's Meight days" bluff in

August, and it comes close to being Kiderlen's wnosition on gaining
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retreived, and, I suppose, that this might be considered holding the
status quo conditionally inviolate.

ke This is ocuite similar to (3) above in the “ga’ir crisis.
International law or agreeents in the form of the “adrid Convention
of 1880, the Act of Algeciras (1906}, and the /r-nco-fierman ‘ccord on
Morocco of 1909 were examp’es of codified moral »nrincinles. The
notion of recinrocity aong the great ~owsrs was another which was not
coified, and a single notion of reciprocity was f:r more easily accented
in orincinle--although its omerationalization was difficult--in the
Agadir crisis than wes true for the Cuvan crisis. There was no common
idea of reciprocity in the Cuban crisis., But, when the principle
existent in the Ae¢adir crisis had to be operationalized, the
overationalization violated the orincinle from the nerspective, at
least, of the Ger .an and French opnositions,

S5 I have nothing to add to (L) above.

6. Grey did use this very mildlv before the liansion House speech
in his explanation of the British vosition to the Germans. Starting
with the M-nsion Honse spbeech this consideration was implicit.

T. This scems quite similar to (2) above, and it was not used
in interparty bargaining to the best of ¥y knowledge.

8. Internal revolution perhans not, but certainlv the rench--
Caibon an Caillaux--indicated at a variety of junctures with reasonable
success that the covernment, if not the regire, could not be pressed
further and yet stand domestically.

9. This was done by the Germans before tlie march to Fez to

counter the French state ents that, if an occupation occurred, it would
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be withdrawn onickly. Germans--Kiderlen, 3Bethhann-Hollweg, and schoen--
all came back with the "temporary" Hritizh occupation »f Isypt and other

historical examnles.
3. Increase appnarent nrobavility of firmness without chanzing pavoffs

1. *‘his view was expressed by the Germans, the British, and
finally the French with rosnect to the durstion of the sojourn of the
French expeditionary force in Morocco. The idea was that, even if the
French wanted to, they would find it difficult, if not imnossible, to
leave. Almost any act of commitment exceot those verceived as bluffs
exact automation to sove degree. The lansion House sneech is an
interesting exanple here. In the Cuban case I felt that there were
few, if any, and certainly no prominant Tyne TII threats. The llansion
House speech may well represent one, and the manner in which the press
nreemnted the government's interpretation here was nartially
responsible for this. In Cuba I mentioned that the Soviet nercentions
of credibility of the United States blockade were probably strengthened
by the suppnort the United States received from the rest of the hemisphere.
It would have been all the nore huiliating for the Imited States to
back down with the hemis here urging it on.

The British cabinet menbers who were aware of the speech in
advance of its delivery were probably not anticipating the extreme
oress response in Britain, Germany, and France which followed. They
awoke, so to speak, to find the British and French press congratulating
then for putting the Germans in their nlace, and there seemed to he

little they cold to but ac »pi. Llal indcerprent-iilen--narvicuwlarly
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after the stiff German reaction was received., The difference between
these two instances was that the United States was definitely cormitted
in advance and issued a Tyoe I threat or warming. The Iritish may
well not have been so committed in advance, and the public state ent

of the nosition probably had committal as well as co municative valve,
With the Cvban hlockade then the -ublic reaction may have had some
impact unon the credibility of the threat in the eyes of the recipient.
With the Mansion House speech the sublic reaction ay have had some
impact upon the coadittal value of the signal.

2. To the best of my knowledge no such tactics were used in the
Agadir crisise. In rather the reverse of this there was apparently
some movement among the British decision-vakers to explain that the
Iloyd George snmeech was not an officizl statement of the 3ritish
cabinet--as indeed it was not. This movement was stooped by etternich's
July 25 rebuttale “fter this the British thought that if would look
as if they had capitulated if they made any explanation of the Mansion
House s eech, and the natter was dropped em’'clly. Also in France
Caillaux claimed that lower officials were dsmvoting him in the
teight days" bluff affair,.

3« The whole crisis was handled in this manner in Ger nny with
Kiderlen at the controls, so to speak. In France faillaux did not
threaten the Germans with Jde Selves and often intervened to reduce the
influence of de -clves,

L. This tactic was not used in the Agadir crisis,

Se This techniave was used by France with some success. Carbon

used it with respecct to Kiderlen's July 15 denands. OCoillaux used it
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several times from late July to late Novemwber to get talks speeded un,
to reinforce particular French pozitions, and to gain the removal of
the Panther from Agadir. In general this tactic seems to have been
credible and reasonably successful.

I recall no instance of the use of this tactic by the British
during the erisis although Bertie had avvnarently nmade some comments
throughout the ymars of the Franco-German conflict over orocco that
British public o :inion would not allow Britain to stand idly by if
Germany pushed France too hard over kHorocco,.

Other than some grumbling in resnonse to Cambon, which seem
to have neither been made nor taken seriously, Kiderlen seems not to
have used this :loye.

6. This was not done azgressively b - the governments involved
in the Agadir crisis, If anything the govermment ' -ess in France and
Germany tried to defend the rather mild (comparatively) position of
the govern ent against the virulent and extre e opnositions.

7. BSome of these may have occurred., There were a nunber of
govern ent explan-.tions to parliament in Britain and Germany, and soe,
p-rticularly in Britain, may have involved a vote. If such instances
occurred, they were so lacking in prominsnce and importance that no
historian »f =ie crisis with who I am familiar--including 3arlow--
mentions them,

8. I went over this in "orking Paver #3, i-11 and B=11.

9., I think this was not ‘‘one during the Aigadir crisis.

10. This tactic was, to the best of my knowledge, not used

during the Agadir crisis,
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11« I find 1little evidence of this in the crisis,

12. The Panther's snring would be a minimal exanple »f this.
The obilization bluff would be a better one. The French contemplated
sending shios to Agadir twice during the crisis, ot did not do so
partially at l=ast because British svprort was lacking, C-illanx did
not see really earser to do this regardless of the British, however,

13« Cambon did this with respect to Kiderlen's dewand of July
15, but I think he was honest in his incredulity. He thought that
Kiderlen was either exagserating or trying to move the surject of
compensation back onto Morocco. Kiderlen stated that the Lloyd George
soeech was a bluff, tut, as Iloyd George nroudly noted, "it was a bluff
he (Kiderlen) was not prenared to call" (Iloyd George, 1933, p. h3)e

1lie This was not done during the Aradir crisis. The closest
example would be Kiderlen's "extreme lenzthz" throat~ whici got him
no where, but I think these were less grandiose than what is meant

here.
IT. Tactics to reduce the adversary's critical risk Y
Ae. Irncrease the adversary's estimate of his net costs of war

1. This was covered above in Working Papesr #i, I, A, Reduce, 2.

2. I think this was not done in the Agadir crisis.

3. Germany recongized that France had allies ore interested in
the cof lict than thoise of Germanve But I think no one, including the
French, used this overtly as a tactic.

. Except for vague refsrences such as Lloyd ‘eorge's fight-

before-accepting-hturiliation sneech this was not a trzetic used. All the
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decision-makers were aware of the precivnitous escalation ladder, and
few if =ny mentioned it.

5. The Pan-Germans wanted to annex nart of " ranc- -mce the
war broke out, but az:in, although it was understoord thzt a war in
Burope would have more as its aim than the settlement of the lioroccan
guestion, statesmen did not threaten one another with this escalation

in goals,
B. Devalue the stakes for the a‘’versary (decrease his cost of compliance )

1. Kiderlen's territorial exchange idea might well be interpreted
in this fashion. Other than this instance, I can think of no use of
this tactic which stands out prominantly. So e of the final c ncessions
on the details of the Moroccan accord '-ight be internreted in this
fashion--building trunk lines, for instancs, bt these were very -inor.

2o This was the basic mechanism of the crisis. For Morocco
France offered a ouid pro quo of compensation. This comnensation was
then altered into 2 territorial exchange--another quid pro ouo.

3. Some com ents about peace must h-ve occurred, but thiey so
lack prominance and importance that they seem not to have survived and
gained entry into the historical record.

Lhe 4t one juncture in the negotistions over the ‘loroccan accord
france took the posiftion thot tie Jernan draft would amount to a
Franco-German economic oligarchy; whereas France was supporting the
open door for all nations-=at least for a while. <This nlaced France
in the favorable position of supponrting tie intern tional institution

of the open door.
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5 Germany, of course, did this by claiming that France h-d
violated the Act of Algeciras in the march to Fez. Both France and
Britain claimed that Germany had done the same thing with the Panther,
Kiderlen seems to have been correct in his iay 3 me orandum, however,
when he labzle! these as empty tactics.

6. 1 suppose that what I said in (5) above a=nliess here too,
but in the May 3 me orandum Kiderlen strassed that this would be a
barren tactic. The German nolicy was essentially to »ccept the
violation of the ‘ct of Algeciras and to ask for compensation instead.
Later, retuming to the nrescriptions of the Act of Algeciras was an
alternative used to intimidate the French to give compensation.

Te I think T have said enough about this elsewhere. In a sentence,
very little ef ‘ort w-s expelled to limit the -“uress or nrovocation in
demands and thresats, This happened largely because misperceptions made
the situation appear graver than it actually was.

8. The Germans verceived that the French were using "salani
tactics" in their pe etr-tion of Morocco. First the “rench troops
occu;iied C-sablanca; then they were noved to Rabat as well; finally
the march to Tez began., I can think of no other use of such tactics
in the crisis,

9« I think this tactic was neith:r used nor could it have been
credibly used in the Agadir crisis, Neither the rench nor the Gernan
colonial apnetite had yet been s~tisfied, an¢ there remained the issue
of Alsace-Lorraine.

10. Decounling was difficnlt in this erisi= sines Mor Mrance it

culminated a full decade of dinlomacy, and for Germany this was the
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final confrontation of a six vear struggle. I know of no overt attempts
on the »art of either side to decounle or to show the other that he
could do so during the crisis. Kiderlen ade use of decoupling in 3
post-crisis explanation wmade to the domestic opposition. I covered this
in Working Paper 3, I-3.

11« France, early in the crisis, spent some time arguing that
under the 1909 accord Germany had ~2linouished all excent econoric
interests in Morocco. Wt this argument had no impact, and the French
soon dropped it. Germany tried to use this tactic in Mebtternich's
July 2L talk with Grey. The esccnce of this arguwent was that letternich
understood that Britain would fight to protect its interests, but, as
Germany was not harming Britain's interests, ther: was no need for
Jritain to be hostile,

12. 'This common interest was certainly recosmized but it do=as
not seem to have foried the basis for the tactic suzgested here..

13. I think this was not nsed in the Agadir crisis.

14e This was not donee. The Msnsion House sweech was not
5rombted in any direct fashion by the French, and it ssemed to vrovoke
the Germans more than any French ove of the crisis excent nerhans for

the impact of Ciillaux'!s "eight davs" threat on “iliiam II.

I now return to 'lorking Paner #6, #=T7. It apner to me as if I
have covered either in the Working Paner #. discussion above or elsewhere--

primarily Jorking Paner #3, A-T, and section 3--the miestims under (7).

8. I h ve included this infor—-ation ‘n earlier disenssions--

ori arily (7) above and Working Faper #3, 4<7, and section B.
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9« This too I have discussed rather comnletely in “orking Paper
#3, section B.

10s In the Cuban crisis where the vast majority of the threats
were warnings of existing cormitments this question was largely
undifferentiated from (9) above., Thare were a nunber of Type II threats
or bluffs in the 4igzadir crisis, and con itments scem to have done better
than threats in general in ‘gadir. Under the category of cowmnications
of Tvoe I threats or signals of commit ent with only communicative value
I include the French co mit ent tec avoid a German foothold in “orocco,
the British commitment to rescue the entente if necsssary, and the German
comitrent to cowpensation nlus specific German com it ents to access
to the Atlantic coast and to the Congo River as the successful ones.
rerhaps the onlv comaitaent of this variety of the crisis which failed
was an earlier German commitment to a more generous compensation: this
was reevaluated by the Geriand, and they lowered their expectations.
This commitment was never »erceived as credible by the French, and it
nay be that Kiderlen's superiors were less than serious =bout it as rell.
The lack of groundwnrk both with respect to the French and within the
Gerrman governent and vperhapns also Kiderlen's "extreme lensths!" bluff
seem to have led to Kiderlen's failure here, and he had to increment
his exnectations downward.

11« After the ezrly pert of August conciliation on one side
generally met with conciliation on the other. Before then conciliatory
signals were either unnoticed or nurposely ignored--the German April
hints and Cambon at Hissingen--or were viewed as sipns cf weakness or

disrespvect--the Lancken-Fondare attempts of late July.
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12, I have discussed these before, but I will zo over them again
briefly. In general loopholes are not as nrominant in the Agadir crisis
as they were in the Cuban. Kiderlen's susgestion that territory be
exchanged is the only examle of note which comes to ind. Barker
(1911, p. 228) suggests thot the Gerwan annonnce ent of the Panther's

move of July 1 might contain a loophole in that the Gerrans claived

that the Panther was sent at the request of German firms and, if a

dinloratic storr were raised, the German govern ent might withdraw
the ship under the guise of finding little substance to the reqest of
the fires. This is something of a fantasy on Barker'!s part. As he
demonstrates clearly in his article the entire note of explanation
about the Panther's move was a farce, and both Schoen in Paris and
Metternich in Tondon added exvlanation to the note verbally. Caillaux

used the loophole of being miscuoted in his "eight days" threat.
C. Expanded game model

1e Escalation and de-escalation are important but I think less
so than in the Cuban crisis or perhaps in slightly different ways.,
Kiderlen more or less nreempted a show of force on the part of his
adversaries with the Panther. This was definitely an escalation from
the hints of Anril, and it rather effectively precluded, from the
French and i« British perspectives, any parallel escalation of matching
ship to ship. The Lloyd George speech was the other exarple of and
perhaps the only re aining available means of escalation--verbal public
huniliation. The escalatory character of this move was contained

pri arily in ibs disregard for traditional divlomatic conventions
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particularly courtesy in terms of not inflieting ~vblic humiliation upon
the adversary.

2. I think these choices were available and were used.
Essentially the choice was among conventio al dipnlomacy, unusually
blatant signaling--the zunboat diplomacy of the Panther or the public
huriliation of the Lloyd George sneech--and actual hostilities or war.
In this schema the conferences in which the British were so interested
would fall into regular diplomacv.

3+ The choices certainly had an i act on the aftermath and
left quite a bit of latent hostility. I have gone over the rather
minor differences in the outcores in Wori:ing Paper #3, I-1. But, another
asvect for which the choices had so:e relevance was the nerception of
the irminence of war. Certainly the Panther's move and the Mansion
House speech brousht war closer than regular diplo acy would have,

lie I have covered this several places above.

5. The Ger ans gave no warning arout the 2anther--none at least
between Anril 28 and Julv 1. Grey's conference with Metternich on
the afterncon of July 21 might have given iletternich a hint tihat some=
thing was amiss, but it was not a very exnlicit hint, and it failed to
give the Germans ti e to do anything to sooth the British hefore the
HMansion House s eech that evenine, The shift toward conciliation in
Avgust was rather gradual and was probablyv recomized 2s aporoaching--
Carbon, for insztance, decided to take two weeks to go to Prris to work
out a settle ent nrosra :, and Kiderlen went on a vacation to France.

6. In the final concilintion process the concessions were made

on a larrely utual basis.
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7. There were thresholds--see (1) and (2) above.

8. The Agadir crisis could have become Prisoners! Dilemma at
any mumber of places--if the Germans had demanded Morocco, if the -rench
had refused coipensation ancd had been unable to return to Algeciras, even
perhaps if the French had refused to grant Germany access to the Congo.
4nd, all three parties actually perceived the selves in a Prisoners’
Dilemmna situation at one tire or anothor. The Germans resnonded with
the Panther, the British with the Mansion House sneech, and the French
by dropning their initiative and forcing Germany to cowe out into the
open, so to speak, as the demander., In general these perceptions were
in error and the »nrovocative acts unnecessary. As it occurred then,

T think the Agadir crisis was essentially a game of expanded Chicken--
one, however, which was rlaved within narrow boundaries imvosed by
areas of Prisoners' Dile~'a. This Chicken character is what I have hnd
in mind when L have said that war did not loom so ominously in the
Agadir crisis as it did in Cuba., In Cuba an act which made the game
Frisoners! Dilemia for the United States was the first move of the
crisis. The point of the crisis was to pet this move, which was not a

misverception, withdrawn.
D. Super-gare —odel

1. There is such a structure. I hnve gone over this before,
and I have only one thing to add here., In Agadir, as in Cuba, the
sunergame ~snects seem more prononded for the denier than for the

challenger.
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2. In the form of a desire for position and prestige this see:s
to have notivated these actors.

3. Fears of naintaining or losing a position or prestige are
more prominant than overt fesrs of decreased nower. However, lurking
behind the facade of nosition and nrestige are surely fears of power
loss. Tn this crisis tliese may have included mil- fears of zllies
bolting an allinace or entente. The French senate investigation seems
to have had fears or this sort,.

L. “uch deliberations are made by Kiderlen in his resignation
letter of July 17 and in Beth ann-Hollweg's attempts shortly thereafter
to gain imperial avproval for Kiderlen's nolicy.

5. I would say that nower positions rslative to the issues of
the Agadir crisis had renained relatively constant since the formation
of the Entente Cordiale (190L) although the.Agadir crisis was indeed one
of a series of crises over r=ther similar issucs,

6. This is not really accurate either. France obtained a
dominant ~nsition with resect to the lioroccan ouestion with the
diplomacy of 1901-190L. 411 this was then completad bz=fore the first

Franco-Gornan crisis over lMorocco.
E. Information frocessing model

1. In the Cuban crisis T was at something of a disadvant:zge in
presenting a different nerspective of the crisis for each norticipant.
There is not much material on the crisis from the Soviet perspective.
And that which exists--some letiers which Khrushchev wrote during the

crisis and a domestic speech he made afterward in December--are, of
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course, subject to the charge that they ~re simply communist propaganda.
I admit that the Soviet perspective which I developed in the Cuban crisis
was largely speculative--I said so several times in that case study.
I also recognize that it differs somewhat from the nerspectives which
more recognized academicians have developed. rartially I supnose this
difference may be attributed to nersonal preference, subjectivity, or
indiscression. Partially, it may be attributed to a desire to objectively
analyse the Soviet vperspective from what the 3Soviets themselves had to
say about their point of view. “/hen an Armerican scholar reads a JSoviet
interpretation of 5Soviet political action, finds that it differs from
his owvm interpretation of that same action, and therefore dismisses the
Soviet interpretation as an attempt to disguise actual Soviet intentions,
he utilizes several assumptions the validity of which ought at least
not be allowed to go unquestioned.

In these two case studies I have tried to develop the crisis as
the actors the selves verceived them. There are nroblems with this.
For one thing, actors lie. Grey, Kiderlen, and Caillaux have all
misrepresented sone aspects of the Azadir crisis. Sometires this may
by done unwittingly merely through parochial national perspectives, btut
occasionally misrepresentation occurs ourposefully. I sunnose then that
there are proble s with the existing nersnectives of the Cuban crisis.
Nlison (1969) helns to show that the administration writers have not
told the whole story from the United 3tates perspective. Therefore, I
supnose, that what the Soviets have had to say about the Cuban crisis
has been altered somewhst to reduce hoth domestic and international

criticisn. ‘efore the Soviels om »n2rspective may be onjectively
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dismissed entirely, however, it rust be demonstrated that it is
sufficiently more biased and misleacing than other n tional persvectives
as to make it relatively useless for presenting wh-t the Soviets
thought they were about. ‘nd, it -ust be de onstrated that American
academicians do a better job of presenting wiast the Soviets were recally
about than the Soviets themselves doe.

Ylell, enough saides The Azadir crisis demonstrates quite clearly
the voriety of persnectives which I was unable to generate very success-
fully in the Cuban case. For France the crisis arises from German
initi-tive and aggression. FBurope agreed in 1906 that France was to be
predominant in most of Morocco. Germany itself agreed three years
later, Now the Germans are once again trying to humiliate the French
with gonboat diplomacy to get France to pay for the exercise of its
legiti ate activities. The Pan-CGermans are screaming about another
annexation of retronslitan France and drirming un fears in the German
public that hords of Moroccan blacks will descend upon the fath:rland
if tiorocco becomes French. It is obvious what the Germans are un to.
They want Morocco. At every turn in the negotiations Kiderlen tries
to make a retum to iforocco as a compensation site ‘ore agreeable to
the French by .naking 211 othzar comwpensation even more costlye.

For the Germans the crisis is about quite something else. For
ten long years now Germany has watched French nenetration in liorocco.
France has had to murchase the freedom to act in this manner. It has
paid the Italians, the “ritish, and the Scanish. France thinks it can
exclude the German vioce [rom EBuronean aff-irs. But France is wrong.

The power, the nmight, the pride, the ‘ignity of the German E pire will
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not be so bruskly and rudely handled. Germany must be paid as well.
Pride, dignity, #nd its ability to particinate in future Euronean
decisions demand ernan action. Ger any is only defending its place in
Burope. The azgressors are those who wish to weaken Ger -any's position,
and they have identified themselves by callous disregard for German
interests and by ignoring polite German reouests to cease and desist,.

I still remain uncertain as to what the '"basic str=tegid situation"
is. Perhaps it is 3ritain's perspective that both sides are too extreme
and that the "truth" lies somewhere in between. The situction the
Germans deal with is the one their images, expections, nerceptions, and
internretations show them. And, the same is true for the French. To
the degree that these national nersvectives differ there will be
mis:erceptions, missed opportunities, needless harangues, and unantici-
pated consecuences of action. The activity of the crisis might well
have been different had the irench been able to see the German
perspective and had tne Ger:ans been able to see the perspective of che
French. The outcomes might not nave been remarkable differr~nt.
Ambassadors are interesting in this regard. !Metternich, Schoen, and
Cambon seem to have had a more cosmopolitan understanding of the crisis
than foreign office personnel in general. This shows, I suppose,
partially the i mact of role. I think the tactics of the Agadir crisis
would have been somewhat milder h~nd these men formulated policy. But,
essentially Ger any wanted something that France did not want to give up,
and perhans this is the basic strategic situation. Tiis structure would
undoubtedly have c used some trouble regariless of who was for mlating

policy.
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2. I am not sure of the nzture of this cuestion, but I think I
have said about 211 I wish to about misnerception. I admit what I have
said is not going to form the basis for a text in cognitive psychology.

3. 3ee Working Paper #3, F-6.

Le See UWorking Paper #3, F-5.

5. I think in general I have little to add to the rather
poor discussion I had of this cuestion in the Cuban case. I could I
suppose reneat the apology which apners there as well.

6. It would siwply be pretentions of me to try to answer this.

7. In general I would say th~t basic inages and expectations
changed very little during the crisis and this lack of change contributed
to the hostile aftermath, Essentially all the crisis did was to add
specific varieties of humiligtion t0'the basic persvectives described
in (1) above. I think imazes of (a.), (b.), and (d.) remained about
the same although with the passage of time they were relevant to different
specific issues., I ages of (c.) changed once the erisis was over.
During the crisis i ag:s of (c.) changed from move to move as has been
described aboe.

8¢ All three of the states involved in the Agadir crisis had
sone pressing domestic difficulties during the crisis. France had a
railway strike which was severe enogh that army units occupied certain
sections of irance in an attemnt to nrevent further sabotage of the
rail lines. In Britain the House of Lor:s was being effectively removed
from the legisl~ tive nrocess =nd there was a dock strike. In Gerniany
the financial crisis was ouite severe. These events seem to have had

no greater impact upon the erisis, however, than to distract the
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attention of decision- akers. In fact impact may have gone the other
waye. The British government intervened in the dock strike and got the
workers back on the job under plea of national emergency due to the
possibility of a war with Germany. In France troops were used to run
and protect trains, and this brought some activity to the lethargic
French forces.

In addition the more militant and on the continent generally
rightest press and opposition did cause some concern. Cruppi mentioned
in April that, while he did not fear the intentions of the German
governvent, he was alarmed by the German press and business circles,
Cambon was alarved by the British, Ger an, and particularly the French
press and parliamentary reactions to the i‘ansion Haise speech. The
Pan-Germans were able to get a lot of nress and parliamentary publicity
from rather mild incidents such as the Cartwright interview, Barlow
(1940, passim) spends a tremendous amount of time and space on events
such as these presumably because she thinks them important to the crisis,
I think that in that they were important in the following ways.

Domestic groups such as the Pa -Ger-ans lent all the more credence
to French fears of German aggressive intentions, and this is probably a
common factor in crises. Khrushchev, for instance, said that, although
he was pleased with the results of the Congressional elections of 1962,
he was greatly disturbed by the rhetoric of Nixon and Goldwater. Second,
these domestic groups raised expectations among important publicS such
as the colonialists and industrial associations so that the eventual
settlement was cons.dered a humilistion by “any on both sides. Third,

and prinarily with respect to France, these groups had some domestic



165

power which could be used to bring down a govern-ent which dealt too
leniently with the alversary, so a vital aspect of the settlerent was
the ability of the 'rench govern:ent to get it accepted in France.once
it was accepted by Germany. Fourth, when narticulsrities of the bar-
gaining became rublic--the French leak of the German July 15 demancs and
the Mansion House sveech--governwent positions could be undercut oy
domestic groups.

After all this T would say that Franco-Geran and Algloa¥rench
relations in the crisis were influenced primarily by deliberate
bargaining moves. And some of these moves utilized--either hone-tly
or deceitfully--some of the considerations just discussede In Anglo-
German relations the rro inant move is the Mansion Hmse sneech, and,
although it is uncle'r that the sveech deviated greatly from the
official British position, it is eoually unclear that the British
government ~urposely tried to generate the impact which this speech
had on Anglo-German relations. The British, French, and German presses
here had "uch to o with inter reting the speech and forming its
impact. Even here, however, there was apparently a willingness on the
vart of the British to disclaim the extreme interpretations of the
speech until Metternich's rebuttal, a purposive rmove, interveneds.

9¢ I think I have gone over this before. Essentially both
France and Germany felt that they were only defending legitimate positions

and that the other side was the aggressor.
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Fe GCataclysmic -odel

1, 2, 3, and 4. I think the model is relevant, as it is in
serajevo, with resrect to mobilization and the escalation sequence in
general. I imagine that Yena will go into this in detail, and, I will
yield to his discussion. OCataclysric events specific to the Agadir
crisis exist too. The ability of the French to withdraw their
exneditionary force from Morocco was cuestioned first by the Germans,
then the 3ritish, and finally by the French, Although France was
hardly disapnoint=d at the recognition, the prevalent valve systems
of the ti-e essentially made French withdrawal impossible. Cambon
indicated to Bethmann-Hollweg that French control of Morocco was
inevitable. In addition the French government seens to have been
at the mercy of domestic groups so that it could actually not gain
the accentance of certain types of settlements. I think it would be
unwise, however, to emphasize too heavily the difference between settle-
ments acceptable to the Cnhillaux cabinet and those capable of gaining
parliamentary apnroval. Finally the British government was somewhat
overwhelmed by the res-onses of the British oress, the French, and the
Germans to the liansion House speech., The speech hod not been the
result of a cabinet decision to warn the Germans with the threat of war.
Yet, narticularly after Metternich's rebuttal, to deny such an
interpretation too energetically wrould apnear an act of cowardice which
would shake the entente.

5¢ I would say that vagueness and flexibility would be the
“rimary control devices, The military was, anparently, no real threat

to control in the Agadir crisis. Subordinates such as de 3elves,
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churchill, and even Xiderlen did at times present something of a problem
tc prime ministers, chancellors, and heads of states

6., Two of the mechanisms I discussed in the Cuban crisis--
provocation eliciting either a "gut", spasa: or a deliberate escalation--
are inportant in the Azadir crisis. The Kaiser's reaction to Caillaux's
“eight days" threat is an example of the for-er. The danger involved
in the French rock mobilization plan is an example of the latter.

The third danger I entiosned in the Cub2zn case--coordinating a mutual
deescalation was not very important because no party viewed it as
possible. The escalation ladder had too few rungs, and nmost2@f the
existing rungs involved irrevsrsible physical actions--mobilization,
and wars.

There are three other examples which offer new variations of
this notion which did not a pe’r in the Cuban crisis. First, there is
the French gov:rn-ent's limited ability to maintain its domestic
position. Also, trers is the inability »f France and Britain to keep
third parties--Spain in this case--from aggrav:ting the sitvation.
Finally, there is the inability of the French--in addition to their
disinclination--to meet two constraints which would have avoided the
crisis altogethersshaving no ¥rench soldiers in Morocco and vet main-
taining social conditioms which could sunport Eurovean econonic life

in Morocco.
F. Miscellaneous

1. I think I covered what 1 want to say about this in Working

paper i, I, A, Increase, 3, L, and S.
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2. The only instance of irratimality I can think of was filliam
IT's reaction to Caillaux's "eight days" threat. This aprcarently
coincided with several newspaper articles cbout "Hlliam the Timid".
Interestingly Xiderlen, who was cenerally far more aggressive than the
Kaiser, made a rather calm, mild, yet firm response here. I think the
Kaiser's irrationality w=as not feigned.

3e I think the stage discussion I have had covers this query.

e This comes from Working Paper #4

Of the symbolic acts listed here four were considered or used
during the Agadir crisis and one during the iw ediate, pre-crisis
neriod. The entry of Delcassé into the lionis cabinet as minister of
marine early in 1911 might be interpreted as "apnointing to a key pnosi-
tion an individual known for his toughness'. Actually‘lblcassé iras not
particularly tough or hard line in the Agadir crisis.

During the crisis four other tactics at least received considera-
tion. Thez violation of nor-al divlomatic courtesy of the Panther and
the liansion House soeech have already been noted. Kiderlen serio:sly
coneidered a break of divlo ~tic rel tions with France after Caillanx's
"eight days" threat. In fact he actually sent such instructions to
Schoen, but he altered his instructions later the same day. There were
some ilitary maneuvers durins the crisis, but these were scheduled,
annual events, and they seemed to arouse no great anxiety. The fanther
was, I suppose, a military disnlay, and the -rench and the British
cmtennlated sending chips to Agadir m two occnsions durinz the erisis.

The i vact of the erisis wnon negotiations on other issues is rather

co plex and not nerhans of enoungh imnortance to warrant the svace below,
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The French and the Gervans had had both nrivate and nubliec
groups negotiating a va-iety of is-ues--loans in Morocco, mining
concessions in liorocco, Moroccan public service concessions such as
railways and harbors--in the period preceding the crisis. The loans
issue had been largely settled before the crisis., The mining issue
had broken down dvue to the intransigence of vprivate German interests.
The French governnent had been rather harsh and stubborn on soe
colonial matters outside of Morocco and on the railway issue in
Morocco. The railroad negotiastions stoored early in May with Cambon
and the German governnent in agreement. But the appmval of the
French government could not be obtained. De Selves tried to get Cambon
to bring the subject up again in July, but Cambon refused. 3oth
Caillaux and Cambon offered as concessions at various times during the
crisis vindication »f the German point of view on a nu ber of minor
¥ranco-German colonisl disputes outside Morocco. Ger any was adamant
in keeping the subject on iMorocco and territorial compensation in the
Congo, however.

By 1911 inglo-German naval arms negotiations had been going on
intermittently for about a decade. The Agadir crisis see s to have
coincided with a veriodic 1lull in these talks. I think this was a tacit
rather than a ‘or al 1ull, but I am not sure about this. The naval arms
negotiations were rsumed with much fanf-re in 1912, however, with the
Hzldane mission to 3Berlin.

Two and possible three of the technigues listed under acts of
reprisal were used during the Agadir crisis, and one was definitely

avoided. The guestionable one is economic rer~risal, The Fraench
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opposition press claimed that the weakness of the Ger-an stock market
and economy in general was due to the withdrawal of French loans to
German concerns. The Germans denied that teir economic crisis was
worse than anyone clse's and also felt that there was more free capital
in Germany than in France. Caillaux assured the Germans several times
in his independent meetings that there was no govern ental nolicy to
withdraw funds from Gerany.

In ter s of a spontaneous demonstration so-e workien in Alsace-
Lorraine tore down a German flag in August. This de mstration anpears
to have been snontaneous, however. I suppose the Mansion Honse speech
would have to go under the category of bellicose sneeches on the basis
of its impact and the nors of the ti'e rather than on the basis of its
wording. Finally, the German, French, and British covernuents did not
stimulate hostile nress campaigns.. In fact the govermment press generally
was in the nosition of having to defend the govern ent's rather mild
position against extreme positions, The opnosition presses certainly
showed hostile propaganda themes though.

5 See Working Paper #i I, A, Increase, 3, L, and 5.

I return now to Working Paper #3. It apnears as if I have
answered the questions in section II of tnis paper. In section I
1 is misging; 3, 5, 8, 9, 10, 15, 16, 17, 15, and 19 have oeen
answered already; 1 and 2 have been answered rather informally. This

leaves L, 6, 7, 12, 13, and 20 which I will take up now.

L. A coherent answer to this gquestion is made exceedingly

diffilcult by the emfounded nature of the three variables or dimensions
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here. Bipolar and miclear systems essentially coincide for instance.
Multipolar and conventional or non-nuclear systems then do too. Ideo-
logical heterogeneity is generally <¢€Oincicent with both bipolar and
nuclear systemic attributes althongh there is a period between 1917 and
1945 where th's is not true, and two of our case studies will cover this
period. Anyway, iy judgements here would probably shock an experirentalist
like rrofessor Pruitt--as would some of "y statements on the hynotheses,
and T adsit that these are essentially educated guessess

With respect to bipolarity the hypotheses in section IIT of UWorking
Paper #3 seem generally to get the imolications I have noticed. Essen-
tially de Gaulle stated ons distinction here cuite nicely when he asked
Acheson if he were heing consulted or advised. The French had to consult
with the British in Agadir. The United States advised the French in
the Cuban case. <Lhis is, of course, only one asvect. I have provided
answers to relevant hypotheses where nossible, and I now find that I
have little more to add.

Aith resvect to the nuclear technology of the Cuban crisis as
opnosed to the technology of 1911 I think the nost noticalbe differences
lie in the avility to escalate. There was no question in 1911 but whot
overt wviolence wonld lead to a more or less general Baropean war. It
was not certain who exactly would take nart. France and Gerrany would.
Britain was a likelv addition. Russia and iustria might join in too.

In Cuba there was great fe=r that violence would be uncontrollable, but
the certainty that it would be so was not as deevly felt at least on the
United States side. United Statas surface vessels harrassed Soviet

subarines; a United States plane was shot down; a gener=l state of



172

military resdiness was attained on both sides, and a mobilization of
an invasion force was undertaken by the United St-tes. None of these
precipitated total ware

To sone degree this change revnresents the impact technology has
had upon warfare. There are simply more ways to fight now than there
were in 1911, and this creates more rungs on the ladder. Also, the
importance of mobilization has been decreased since 1911 through
changes in eaponry which manifest themselves in strategye. But, in
addition, I imagine that the cost of war among nuclear powers has pre-
cipitated a search procedure for new rungs to expand choices such as
humiliation-disaster dichotomies. This has been nrominant in the academic
study of strategic theory. In 1962 both the United States and tie
Soviet decision unit seemed somewhat skentical about the higher rungs
mentioned in acadenic cirecles, but they searched for their own at a
lower level of escalation.

ith respect to the heterogeneity of the system tnere aopear to
have been generally accented standards of dinlo -atic behavior which were
universally recognized. There rules provided a way around the precinitous
escalation ladder in that in mowents of necessity they could be violated
to signal unusual circumstances. Today the rules of dirlomacy seem far
less rigidly codified and observed. A speech snuch as that delivered at
Mansion House would hardly arouse a ripple of a reaction today. There
may be a muibor of faetors involved in this change. Society today is
probably generally less formal that it was in 1911. 3ut, the ideological
war between the socialist and tie liboral, parliamentary world has surely

troken down the old diploracy as well.



173

6. The methods of striking this balance in the Agadir crisis
are mildly different than those used in Cuba. The firm co~ itment nart
is the same. States set mini al constraints which they rust reet--
tirocco must be keot out of German hands, the entente cammot be allowed
to flounder, and compensation ust ge gained. Perserving options is
handled somewh~t differently, however. The general methods are, I think
the sanie--vagueness, incremental overationalization, and reevaluation,
but they are enacted sormewhat differentlv, I have besen over v gneness
above, There seem to have been two ajor reevaluations on the part of
the parties in the Agadir crisis. The :rench avparently reconsidered
the advisability of dealing with the Germans on a compensation basis.
As I have mentioned nreviovsly their intentions here are not known with
any certainty. It could be thet between Anril and June French inten-
tions actually changed from those of restoring order to those of procuring
a protectorate. It may pe that, although the 'rench had been pursuing
a protectorate all along, certain events--the Spanish move, for instance,
indicated to then th-t they would not be able to procede as subtly as
they had hoped, and, therefore, they were apt to make nore ripples than
they had anticipated. Anothar alternative is that nerhaps with British
helo thev finally got the gist of the Ger-an hints in Aprile In any case
the French had recognized bv June that compensation was a problem they
were going to have to deal with. And, they -ay have involved lowering
early asnirations of =zetting away with !Morocco scott-free.

As in the Cuban crisis the major exa ple of incrementalis: lies
on the part of the denier. The Germans uere worried nbout the seriovs

i pact they »erceived ~ French coup in lirocco to have on their pgeneral
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strategic position in Lurope. The {irst »nart of their nlan, worked out
in early May, was to "occupy" a harbor or harbors in southern liorocco in
order to signal the rrench the necessity of coipensation. Then in early
June Kiderlen annmarently obtsined imperial anwroval fo» the French Congo
as a gener-l area of comnensation. On Julv 1 the “snthers move was
operntionalized. Two ueeks later Kiderlen -ade his Congo demands--from
the coast to the 3anra. This demand seci's to hove surprised even the
German government. The Ksiser as upset »ns the clonial inister tried
to resign. Kiderlen, in a domestic power play, turned in a resignation
too.

For another two weeks Kiderlen stuck to this.notion of a settlement.
It apnears from correspondence within the German government th t Kiderlen
was serious about his de iand in this veriode Around Augurt 1 Kiderlen
seems 1o have had to reevaluate his nosition. Perhaps the result »f a
conference held between Kiderlen, Bethnonn-Hollweg, the Kaiser, and a
few others at the end of July forced this reevsluation upon Kiderlen;
perhaps it cane on his own initiative dur to changes in his exmectations
about the French behzvior. From here »n out the only rigid »norints in
the German de ands were points of salience such ns acce=s to the Atlantic
coast and to the Congo River,

7. I have not wuch further to say about this question. There
was, as I have eontioned earlier, some ris manipulation activity in
the Az~dir crisis., 3one of these activities--Caillaux's bluffs in lete
July and early August--seem to have been used in the absence of © general

French strategy as stoprap neasvres. There were also provocaiilve sirmals
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wiich increased risk--the Panther's spring. The Panther's nove is, like
the Cuban blockade, less properly considered a risk anipulation tactie
in that it was »nerceived by the initiators as being a lamentable yet
necessary method »f gaining rapoort with the adversary.

12+ HNon-verval activity was rathsr less pro-inant in Agadir than
in Cuba. But in zener2l I think that what I said ahout this distinetion
in the Cuban case still stands. I woul ' like to add one aspect here,
however. When ordinnry signals fail or when stsates verceive they would
fail if used, decision units naturally use extraordinary means. In the
Cuban crisis this a ounted to vhysical or non-verbal moves. The
Panther is an example of this in Agadir. The systemic enviromment of the
Agadir crisis allowzd other extraordinary means, however. Public
threats or warnings are an example of this. These were felt to be
rather normal and ineffectual in 1962.

13. I want to say just a bit more on this query. In general
T think what I said in the Cuban case about the credibility of ohysical
moves still stands. An aspect of thelr credibility which I think I did
not notice at that time was that in addition to the credibility inherent
in accomplished pliysical deeds sorie credibility may be attrioutable to
such deeds <ue to their unusual or extraordinary diplomatic character.
any signal of unisual or exiraordinary charaoter may carry this cradibility
which arises rirst from the fact that such means would not be used
exceot for despnrate communications, and second, fro- the fact trat the
pro inance which is attached to such noves would make backing rown all

the nore M iliating.
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20. I s2id nothing at all about this question in the Cuban crisis.
I now want to say something relevant to both the Cuban and Agadir crises.
Nicolsm (1930, p. 2Li2) discusses the difference between democratic
(Britain and France) and oligarchic (Germany) regimes and deter ines
that secrecy can be better utilized in the latter. Secrecy, of course,
is a requisite for international bargaining for Nicolsone.

I think it is true that control of information facilitates sharp
changes in strategy arising from reevaluations of ends. The United
States might have found it difficult to alter its strategy as the Soviet
Union was able to do in the Cuban case. And, to the degree that this
was perceived by the Soviets--little, if at all, I would guess, this
would have been an immortant asym-etry.

In Agadir, for instance, the resignation »>f a German secretary
in early August was not even known generally until November. A similar
incident in :rance might well have brought the fall of the goveormment as
de Sclves resignation in fact did later on. Yet when the resignation of
the German colonial secretary did become known in November, the authority
of the Geran regime and government was strong enough to take the blow
whereas that of the French government was not. So, the ability to keep
matters secret may be only one aspect of a government's strength in
international bargaining. The authority to gain avproval of things
known is another. In this respect Germany was more capable than France
although this weakness became a source of strength in the relations
with Germany over “orocco. Khrushchev may not have had the domestic
nosition which the German govern-ent had in the Agadir crisis, and here

domestic position nay actually have been dependent upon information control.
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