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This thesis aims to explain why and how the Netherlands came to form part of the post-war
Western security system and to support he rearmament of West Germany. It looks critically
at how major post-war developments in Europe affected Dutch foreign policy, traditionally
one of abstentionism, and considers the extent of Dutch influence in post-war Western co-
operation. The Dutch attitude towards the process of German rearmament and to the

Netherlands’ own security needs is described and analysed.

The considerable problems the Dutch had with Britain and the Unites States over Indonesia
and the German question, and with Britain and the “European question”, are set out and
analysed, as are important aspects of Dutch-German relations, particularly the “annexation

question” and trade.

Important landmarks, and how the Dutch approached them, are dealt with. These are the
Marshall Plan, the Brussels Treaty Organisation, the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation,

the Council of Europe, the Schuman Plan and the Pléven Plan.

The different attitudes of two Foreign Ministers, Dirk Stikker and Willem Beyen, towards
the question of European integration, are analysed. The thesis concludes that Beyen laid
less stress on the Atlantic partnership than did Stikker, and considerably more on European
integration. Its final conclusion is that the Netherlands, although it decided to be a part of

an alliance, still retained sufficient independence to influence events.
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DUTCH FOREIGN POLICY, 1948-1954: FROM NEUTRALITY TO COMMITMENT

INTRODUCTION

This thesis aims to explain why and how the Dutch came to form part of the Western
security system and to support the rearmament of West Germany. Its starting point is
that the Netherlands - that is, the area remaining after the secession of Belgium in 1831
- has never been neutral in the strict sense of the word, but has rather tried to pursue
independence in its foreign policy, by playing a balancing game. It will describe and
evaluate the main influences, internal and external, that led the Dutch towards direct
involvement in military alliances. Finally, it will evaluate the extent to which Dutch
membership of NATO has affected the country’s traditionally independent stance and

freedom of action.

Large and strong powers sometimes oversimplify and misunderstand the foreign policy
objectives of small ones; on occasion, they even ignore them. At various times in their
history, right up to today, the Dutch have been labelled obstinate, greedy, niive,
religious-minded and idealistic. Quite often, the labels have been attached to explain
away behaviour which the critic has not fully understood. The Dutch certainly do
appear contradictory to outside observers. In the words of one eminent non-Dutch
observer, the Dutch are fond of freedom, yet servile to convention, republican by
nature and yet monarchy-loving, tolerant but fanatic, and both materialistic yet
religious. It is puzzling that a country that pursues independence in its foreign policy,
despite post-war security constraints, still pays homage to the Spanish king in its
national anthem? , an example of yet another apparent contradiction; being both
traditional and progressive. Perhaps, as one respected Dutch authority has said, the
Dutch are caught between dreams and reality’ Their foreign policy is certainly no
exception; subsequent chapters will illustrate clearly numerous examples of how the
Dutch, in their foreign policy formulation, have been caught between ideals and
realities; more directly put, between love of law and religion, and love of trade and

money.



The thesis will explain many apparent foreign policy contradictions; why did the
Netherlands, humiliated and badly treated by Germany, come to push for German
rearmament? Why did the Dutch, on the one hand, set an example to Europe through
the establishment of the Benelux Customs Union, an example that caught the
imagination of the Americans,* yet, on the other, fight against anything that smacked of
supra-nationalism? Why were they the first country to ratify the EDC treaty, when they
had been against the idea at the beginning?

The thesis will attempt to assess the extent of external pressures. The Indonesian
question, insofar as it affected Dutch foreign policy formulation, will be analysed,
particularly since there is evidence that it adversely affected relations between the
Netherlands and the UK and USA on the one hand, and between the UK and USA on

the other.

National characteristics also play their role; did deep-seated characteristics of
independence influence foreign policy formulation to a significant degree, or did
pragmatic considerations on trade and security prove far stronger? Were the Dutch
Foreign Ministry and Cabinet beset by major disagreements, with Dirk Stikker (Foreign
Minister from 1948 to 1952) proclaiming both his Atlantic leanings and his
Protestantism, while calling the Europeans “Federasts”? How were the Dutch able to
recognise that their interests lay in co-operation and trade with Germany, while at the

same time pursuing unrealistic territorial claims?

No comprehensive work dealing with Dutch foreign and security policy between 1948
and 1954 has ever been written in Britain, although certain aspects of Dutch policy have
been touched on. Professor Alan Milward, for example, brings out some of the Dutch
post-war economic concerns in his book “The Reconstruction of Western Europe,
1945-51”, ° while Professor Robert Griffiths has written several papers on Dutch
economic policy. On the Dutch side, Joris Voorhoeve’s book “Peace, Profits and
Principles” ° provides an illuminating overview of Dutch foreign policy over a longer
period, while Dr Friso Wielenga’s book “West Germany - a partner from necessity, the
Netherlands and the Federal Republic 1949-1955”" 7 covers bilateral relations in some



~depth. Dr Jan van der Harst provides a detailed account of the political, military and

economic aspects of the European Defence Community in his unpublished thesis.*

This thesis, apart from drawing many different strands together, uses both the relevant
Dutch and British primary sources, whihs no comprehensive study has yet set out to
do. The resulting comparisons between the British and Dutch viewpoints throw into
relief some of the Dutch concerns in a way which would have been impossible, had
only Dutch primary sources been consulted: as for the British primary sources, they
occasionally throw up comments about the Dutch which may surprise some Dutch
historians. The fact that several relevant files are still closed suggests that there is room

for futher studies on specific aspects of Dutch-British relations during the period.

The thesis concentrates on the diplomatic aspects, although the importance of economic

and military factors is fully recognised and taken into account.
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CHAPTER I: SETTING THE SCENE

1.1 The Nature of Netherlands Neutrality

Neutrality has often been used in describing Dutch foreign policy, particularly the foreign
policy of the area that remained following the secession of Belgium in 1831. This neutrality
has had to be justified at given moments. For example, Dutch neutrality in World War I
was used to justify a continuation of neutrality in World War II; “Neutrality in European
conflicts is not only the Netherlands’ right; it is its highest duty. It rests in the last and
highest instance on the task which the Netherlands is called to fulfil and without which our
continued existence as an independent state is unthinkable, because impossible.” Apart
from Dutch justification of their neutrality, particularly as World War II was drawing near,
there was a tendency to assume that the Netherlands had always been a neutral state,
especially by outside observers. Thus, when the Netherlands signed the Brussels Treaty in
1948, the British Ambassador to the Hague wrote that the Dutch had abandoned “once and
for all” a policy of neutrality 2

Whether one is considering a justification of Dutch neutrality, or talking about temporary
policies of neutrality, one often overlooked fact cannot be avoided; the Netherlands, unlike
Belgium, did not have neutrality imposed on it. “Petit-Larousse” says that Belgium’s
neutrality was guaranteed. While this is true, technically, use of the word “imposed”
merely reflects reality. There are of course some states which one can describe as neutral by
tradition, with little chance of counter-argument; Sweden, for example has kept out of war
for a considerable period; Switzerland’s neutrality was guaranteed in 1815, while Austria,
although only recently neutral, became so constitutionally. In assuming, on the other hand,
that the Netherlands was a neutral state, one can too easily overlook some of its deeper
foreign policy objectives. Therefore, before returning to the argument about the extent and
nature of Netherlands neutrality, a brief sketch of its foreign policy will help to put the
Dutch so-called neutrality into its proper context.
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Having achieved independence in 1587, freedom to trade became the prime objective of the
United Netherlands. An expanding navy contributed to the rise of the Netherlands as an
important European maritime power, uninterested in territorial expansion in Europe, unlike
most continental powers. J C Boogman wrote, “.... the neutrality of the Dutch regents
might be characterised as contractive, at least insofar as their territorial ambitions were
concerned. In short, contraction on the side of the Netherlands as against expansion almost

3

everywhere on the continent.

The rise of the Netherlands as an important maritime power, with substantial overseas
possessions, is well-known, and its details are beyond the scope of this study. During the
seventeenth century, neutrality was not part of Dutch foreign policy: the Netherlands was
involved in three tough naval wars with England, and did not keep out of European
alliances: following a combined English and French attack in 1672, the Dutch allied with
Spain and the Holy Roman Emperor. By 1689, the situation had again changed when, until
1702, the Netherlands and England were united under one (Dutch) royal family. Although
the Netherlands were involved in big power rivalries during the seventeenth century, and
saw their share of wars, which were essentially naval, and fought mainly over trade, they
were not interested in territorial expansion in Europe. It is hardly surprising that the Dutch,
with their emphasis on overseas trade, should have produced one of the earliest treatises on

maritime international law*

The eighteenth century saw the beginnings of a policy of non-involvement as a factor in
Dutch foreign policy, as a consequence of the power of Amsterdam as a financial centre.
Naval rivalry with England was all but dead, the Dutch having realised that the English
navy was top dog. By the end of the century, however, French influence, welcomed by
many of the Dutch, was in the ascendant. Napoleonic excesses changed matters; following
Louis Bonaparte’s inability to keep control of the Netherlands, his brother annexed the
country in 1810. The memory of this experience of French hegemony was, after 1815, an
important factor in causing the Dutch to pursue an active policy of non-involvement. Non-
involvement had always been latent in Dutch foreign policy, even if not successful. When
Dutch power was at its height, and the Netherlands was fighting its naval wars, the

statesman Johan de Witt wrote, “..the interest of this state lies in that peace should reign

13



everywhere, and trade be carried on without impediments .. the most advantageous course
would be to enter into a simple treaty of commerce and navigation, without any obligation
as to defence.” * Following the Congress of Vienna, this latent policy of non-involvement
was realised, particularly after the secession of Belgium in 1831 when, despite its overseas

possessions, the Netherlands was reduced to the status of a small power.

Non-involvement became the mainstay of Dutch foreign policy, even to the extent of some
arguing that there was hardly any foreign policy: “Politically, the Netherlands withdrew
from the world scene. The government hardly pursued a foreign policy at all, unless it was
that of abstaining from any possible commitment.” The Dutch historian, E H Kossmann,
wrote: “From 1830 to 1940, Dutch national consciousness was dominated by the idea that
the Netherlands constituted a haven, indeed, the world centre for justice.”” According to
Joris Voorhoeve, in his celebrated book, “Peace, Profits and Principles”, non-alignment
and non-participation in international politics and strict political neutrality became
obsessions.® Still, however strong the degree of abstentionism in Dutch foreign policy may
have been, the need to resort to an active policy was not completely ruled out. In 1862, one
anonymous Dutch writer was maintaining that “should the Great Powers go to war, then
the Netherlands should maintain neutrality, to a certain degree, but that if France should
violate Belgian neutrality, then the Netherlands should ally itself with England, Prussia and
Belgium.””

Abstentionism suited the Dutch, who were able to rebuild their East Indian Empire and
trade, both of which had suffered from Napoleonic domination. Dutch non-involvement
had also suited the British, who preferred to see an independent Netherlands. Whenever the
Netherlands had, prior to 1831, been party to alliances, or considered the possibility, after
1831, their motive was to preserve their independence. “ ...The Spaniards of the era of
Philip II, the French of the Louis XIV period, the English of the 17th Century with their
idea of Britannia rules the waves, their colossal neighbour Germany - all these have been
constant threats to the independence of Holland, and each time the Dutch have fought for

their freedom more or less against their will.”*
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By 1914 Dutch abstentionism was sufficiently well-entrenched to ensure a neutral stance in
World War 1. It was not in the least surprising that the Dutch should have again plumped
for neutrality in World War II, having witnessed, at arm’s length, the horrors of World War
I. As war became increasingly likely, the Dutch government, under de Geer, issued a
statement fully in line with the Dutch policies of independence and non-involvement: “the
independent policy, as it has been followed thus far by our country, will be maintained by
this cabinet fully and undiminished.” True to form, the Dutch clung obstinately to their
independence after the outbreak of war, in spite of Churchill’s broadcast on 20 January
1940, urging them to join in the struggle against Nazi tyranny. Despite Churchill’s
references to them “standing along their dykes, as they did against the tyrants of bygone
days™? , the Dutch stayed out, with the Foreign Minister, van Kleffens, arguing that the
Netherlands could bring the belligerents together.” Even after the shock of the German
invasion on 10 May 1940, de Geer urged the Dutch, ten days later, in a broadcast from
London, to work with the German authorities.* It is not surprising that he left the cabinet
on grounds of ill health. He returned to the Netherlands the following Spring,’* a move

which many of his colleagues found hard to forgive.

The Dutch government, presented with a situation which they could do nothing about,
began to change their tune. In his radio broadcast on 25 November 1942, van Kleffens said
that the old policy of no political agreements with any state or group of states could not be
resumed.’® By the following November, he was saying, “It is my given* conviction that
... our pre-war policy of aloofness is stone dead.”’ It was of course difficult to be
specific, but the above statements certainly implied some future change in Dutch foreign
policy. The tradition of non-involvement was, however, strong, and although van Kleffens
also spoke of a future “formation in the West with America, Canada and other British
dominions as an arsenal and a vast reservoir of power,” it was not until 1948 that the Dutch
finally became members, for the first time in over a hundred years, of a military alliance.
They had hoped that the United Nations would be enough to preserve world peace, but
became disillusioned, especially when they failed in their efforts at Dumbarton Oaks to

secure more than six seats on the Security Council for the smaller and middle powers.

(* settled is probably a better word.)
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An explanatory memorandum written by the Foreign Ministry for the 1947-48 session of
the Dutch Second Chamber brings home the nature of Netherlands neutrality; “It is true that
the Netherlands has always refused to accept a state of permanent neutrality, as still exists
in Switzerland, and as Belgium and Luxembourg have recognised in the past ....Rather,
Dutch policy in the nineteenth century proceeded from the idea, that the abstention of the
Netherlands from the conflicts of the big European powers must be the basis of Dutch

foreign policy...”*

Is it accurate to say that the Dutch eventually broke with neutrality in 1948, as a result of
the German invasion? The invasion certainly caused a re-evaluation and an eventual
acceptance of new realities, but it was not so much neutrality that was compromised as the
ability to remain completely independent and exert a measure of influence. The Dutch
slowly realised that to stay aloof would only result in their being left out of the negotiations
on Germany, traditionally their largest trading partner. The Dutch had managed to stay out
of the war for a considerable period by using neutrality as a political tool, not because they
were inherently neutral. They were successful in pursuing their independent line until the
German invasion. While the invasion was the catalyst for change, it was the East-West
division that eventually brought the Dutch into an alliance, coupled with their need to put
their point of view and not get left on the sidelines. Previously, the Dutch brand of peace

had amounted to keeping out of Europe’s wars and trying to balance the external forces.

While it is indisputable that neutrality has been used by the Dutch at given moments in the
past, especially to keep out of conflict, it does not appear to have been the over-riding
factor in Dutch foreign policy. It is more accurate to say that neutrality was used as an
intellectual tool to keep aloof during the First and Second World Wars.. B HM Vlekke, a
well-known Dutch academic, told Chatham House in 1952 that the Dutch had never been
neutral, mentally or morally, before the last war. Its inclination, he said, had always been
towards the West, first towards France, then Great Britain. The attitude of the latter was
important because of the influence that she could exert over Dutch overseas possessions."

Vlekke’s statements need to be qualified, for although neutrality was not enshrined in the

16



constitution, the Dutch certainly pursued a policy akin to neutrality, albeit only evidenced
when Europe was at war, while they remained aloof. Vlekke may have been trying to play
to the audience. Nevertheless, it is true that the Netherlands was not officially neutral. It
simply pursued its own independent line at moments of crisis in Europe. Vlekke’s
argument is that the Dutch had a fear of being over-dependent on any one country, and that
they were always looking for a counterweight. Thus, while, for example, they accepted
British naval power to protect their trading interests, Germany was their main trading
partmer. Dutch efforts to stay at peace eventually became synonymous with neutrality, even

though the country was not constitutionally neutral.

Let us now look at the years 1945 - 48. Which factors actually did persuade the Dutch to
drop their policy of apparent neutrality? Certainly more was involved than merely the

German question alone, although this has to be considered.

1.2 The German Problem and the Effects of the War

“When the Mof is poor and naked
He speaks a very modest language
But when he comes to high estate

He does evil to God and Man”

These words were written about the Germans in the first half of the seventeenth century by
the poet Jacob Cats, and suggest that some Dutch had developed a certain antipathy
towards Germans quite early on. The somewhat haughty attitude depicted in the words are
not very surprising, given the Netherlands’ early attachment to international law, while the

Germans were going through the horrors of the Thirty Years’ War.

It was not, however, until much later that the Dutch began to worry about Germany,
particularly since Dutch concerns about German, or more accurately, Prussian,
expansionism were offset by their experiences with France. Dutch foreign policy after 1831

was based on the need to preserve the status quo in Europe. With the large powers
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guaranteeing Belgium’s neutrality, and Britain’s interest in promoting the Netherlands’

independence, mainly to contain the French, the Dutch felt reasonably secure.

This feeling of security was however tempered by distrust of the British and fear of
Germany’s growing economic power, both of which were exacerbated by the secession of
Belgium. The widespread feeling of political and social instability throughout Europe in the
1840’s in turn fuelled Dutch fears that Britain would “grab the Dutch colonies”* The
Dutch sent a general to the East, under instructions to suggest measures for improving

Dutch defences.?

The Germans played on the rivalry between Antwerp and the Dutch ports, the former
gaining in economic importance through the building of a railway link with Cologne in
1843. The Zollverein represented a considerable threat to Dutch commercial interests,

which remained until a commercial treaty was signed in 1851.

The unification of Germany changed matters. There had already been worrying signs: Emst
Moritz, in his book, “Deutschland und Europa”, written in 1803, had described the
Netherlands as a “crying mutilation of the natural boundaries of Germany.”” Following
Prussia’s annexation of Schleswig-Holstein in 1866, the Amsterdam professor and
government minister, J Boscha, said that Bismarck’s name had become synonymous with
force, as if Attila with his Huns were standing at the Dutch frontier* Bismarck went so far
as to say “Holland annektiert sich selbst schon™ : the Dutch relied heavily for their
prosperity on Germany, which was their largest trading partner. In 1893, the Pan-German
League proposed that the Netherlands (and Austria and German Switzerland) be
incorporated into Germany.* In direct contrast to the words in the Dutch national anthem
about paying homage to the King of Spain (still used today!), the words in the German
anthem “von der Maas bis an die Memel, von den Haag bis an den Belt” worried the
peaceful Dutch.” But they were not prevented from being openly anti-British and pro-
German during the Boer War; Abraham Kuyper, Dutch Minister - President from 1901 -
1905, was even suspected of seeking an alliance with Germany.® In any case, whatever
worries the Dutch had about the Prussians and the Germans at given moments, for example

during the Luxembourg Affair in 1867, they were not alone in these, and the French were
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certainly to become consistently more anti-German than they ever were.

The Dutch attitude towards Germany was ambivalent. They could not afford to ignore the
economic power of their close neighbour, but wished to preserve their independence and
identity. Just before the First World War, 48% of Dutch exports went to Germany, while
28% of Dutch imports were from the Reich. German penetration into Dutch banking and
shipping was strong, while modernisation of industry was controlled by Germans.”
German economic influence led to cultural influence. Friso Wielenga sums it up
succinctly:”Given that the economic orientation towards Germany was considerably greater
than towards other European powers, so was German influence in the cultural and
scientific fields incontestably of more weight.”*® The weakening of Germany following the
first World War was not sufficient to radically change the Netherlands’ economic
relationship with Germany, particularly since trade was of supreme importance to the
Dutch; in the nine years preceding World War II, for example, between 20 and 30% of all
Dutch imports (in value) were German, while between 15 and 20% of Dutch exports went
to Germany.” The growth of Rotterdam (which, unlike Amsterdam, had tended to be pro-
German during World War I) was due to a great extent to the industrialisation of the
Ruhrgebiet: in 1939, close on 23 million tons of Rotterdam’s transit freight, out of a total

of 57 million tons, was to and from Germany*

Although Germany was the loser of World War I, it was still vital to the Dutch, who were
independent enough to welcome the Kaiser as a political refugee. Although this study does
not home in on the psychological aspects, it is worth referring to the words in the Dutch
national anthem “we of ‘Ditse’ blood”. Whether etymologists and translators can all agree
on the exact translation of the word “Ditse”, or not, it has German connotations, and has

not been erased from the anthem.

The shock of the German invasion cannot be understated. “Hitler’s attack on the
Netherlands .... was wholly unexpected by the Dutch people, who up to the last moment
had believed in the possibility of maintaining peace.”” Apart from the trauma of being
invaded after over.one hundred years of peace, the suffering of the population and the

damage to the economy was felt keenly in a country small in terms of both size and
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population. The last year of the war, when the Germans clamped down hard, was the
worst. Apart from the mass deportation of Jews, and some of the population being reduced
to eating tulip bulbs (boiled), the damage caused by fighting when the Allies failed to take
Amhem, was considerable. As a precaution against invasion, the Germans flooded large
tracts of land. At the end of the war, more than 8% of agricultural land had been flooded,
one half with sea water. 2% of agricultural land was rendered useless by the building of
fortified zones, airports, and the laying of minefields, and a further 6% because of military
operations.* Following the railway strike, orchestrated by the Dutch government in exile,
the Germans destroyed 62% of the Dutch railways. In October 1944, Dutch coal mines
were producing only 7,500 tons per day, about one sixth of prewar capacity*® Taking
industrial production as 100 in 1938, it had dropped to 41 in September 1945.* All in all,
about one third of the national wealth had been lost.” Given the physical and psychological
damage to a small country that had tried to keep out of the war, the enormous territorial and
financial reparations, (these will be dealt with later) which the Netherlands demanded from

Germany, are understandable, even it they were not realistic.

What was the British view of the devastation? The Ambassador to the Netherlands, Sir
Nevile Bland, wrote in February 1946: “Holland had not suffered as much devastation as
had been expected. She was saved from a great deal of damage by the stalemate on their
frontier and the rapid advance of the Allied armies elsewhere. The damage of war was only
apparent in certain areas ... But the country had been completely exhausted by the final
winter of occupation and the extent of looting undertaken by the Germans was far greater
than in any neighbouring country.”® The last months of the war were indeed hard ones.
The Ambassador, who had visited the Netherlands in June 1945, before taking up
residence there, wrote of “terrible cases of malnutrition and starvation” About the same
number of Dutch died as Americans in the war: the “Economic Statistical News” of 15 May
1949 wrote that 200,000 Dutch had died during the war, of which 105,000 were Jews,
adding that that represented 80% of the Jewish population.*

The problem of collaborators was particularly large and, at times, embarrassing. ‘“The most
intractable of the internal problems has been the treatment of the collaborators”, wrote the

British Ambassador.” Paul Grey, First Secretary at the British Embassy, wrote that
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. 200,000 Dutch people had been imprisoned, pending trial, “many of them without hope of
trial for years.”™? An official at the British Military Mission to the Netherlands wrote:
“Many disastrous consequences result from a prolonged stay in these camps. Already in the
cellars, where prisoners spend the first days, clandestine national-socialist and communist
propaganda is active .... the ultimate political consequences are far from being reassuring.
A group of about one million Netherlanders, hostile in their feeling towards the seven

million, will be the ultimate result.”?

The British were clearly worried about such consequences and the Ambassador approached
the Dutch Prime Minister, Schemerhorn, who said that when he had suggested that some
of the lighter cases of collaboration might be released, the resistance groups and the
communist press had led a storm of protest.* The Foreign Minister, van Kleffens, told the
Ambassador that the measure had been decided upon “after much thought by the
government in London, in order to forestall the certainty of the righteous taking the guilty
into their own hands, with incalculable results but infallibly disastrous effects on public
order.” The Churches, wrote the Ambassador, were nevertheless worried about the
problem on humanitarian grounds.** The number of those initially imprisoned was,
coincidentally, the same as those killed during the war. The problem was compounded by
the purging of the judiciary, who were, of course, responsible for sentencing the prisoners.
Although by February 1946, the Ambassador wrote that the worst of the crisis was over,
he wondered about the outlook for the country “when comparatively so many citizens had

been in prison or under a cloud of suspicion.”™”’

The measures certainly left a bitter taste,
particularly since the Political Investigation Service (POD) was not known for its
moderation. According to a memorandum by the British Military Mission, a member of the
POD visited a camp at Laren, during which he drove about “scattering inmates, snarling
and sneering”. The POD were, he wrote, “hated and feared by the inmates, direction and

guard personnel.” The police took over from the POD in October 1945.

On 1 October 1946, forty four thousand eight hundred and twenty nine men and four
thousand four hundred and thirty seven women were still in detention.” There were some
executions, not all of which took place immediately. For example, Ans van Dijk, a Dutch

Jewess accused of betraying Jews to the Germans, was executed on 14 February 1948,
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following a drawn out appeals procedure.® The appeal of Jan Mussert, leader of the Dutch
Nazis, also failed. Anti-German feeling ran very high, and in September 1946, the
expulsion of Germans began. They were allowed to take fifty kilos of baggage and a
maximum of one hundred guilders. This led to pressure from the Churches and the Allies
to put a stop to the process.” By May 1948, there were, according to the British
Ambassador, still ten thousand “political delinquents” in camps.*> Needless to say, there
were accusations that those with influence were not arrested.® One of those not arrested
was Hans Hirschfeld, later to be Dutch representative at the CEEC Paris Conference.
Although a Jew, he had been exempted during the war from anti-Jewish measures by
Seyss-Inquart, the Reichskommissar for the Netherlands, keeping his job as head of the
Ministry of Economic Affairs, “because of his exceptional abilities” He was “discharged
with honour” from the Dutch Civil Service at the end of the war* , but was subsequently to

have a glittering career.

Gerhard Hirschfeld’s book on 'Nazi Rule and Dutch Collaboration” sums up the question
neatly. “Political accommodation during the first phase of German occupation and rule had
a lasting effect on wide circles of the Dutch population. A whole series of civil servants,
industrialists and private individuals admitted after the war that their decision to collaborate
with the German authorities was greatly influenced by events during the first months of the
occupation.” As Hirschfeld writes, however, there were other motives. For example, the
collaboration of most of the press, while based on a desire to keep the newspapers going,
was “quite often combined with a degree of political opportunism which far exceeded what
might have been deemed permissible, even under the restrictive conditions of the
occupation.” As regards the Dutch police’s role in the deportation of Jews, Hirschfeld
writes that their co-operation sprung from “a conformist authoritarian social stance and of

characteristics specific to the profession,” rather than ideological affinity.”

Although there certainly was a measure of collaboration, it is worth noting that on the eve
of the war, there were only four (out of one hundred) National Socialist members of the
Dutch Second Chamber. The Dutch had, in any case, little choice but to co-operate, and the
relatively “soft” treatment of the country, particularly at the beginning of the occupation,

lent itself to collaboration. It is interesting, however, that there were about two hundred
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thousand Dutch members of the National Socialist Movement.

Towards the end of the war, as conditions became harsher with the forced deportation of
the Jews and near starvation setting in, the Dutch naturally became increasingly alienated
from their German masters. Given the background of the occupation, it is little wonder that
there was such bitterness at the end of the war towards such a large section of the Dutch
population, but also little wonder that the Dutch were to ask for considerable compensation.

Both their hearts and their pockets had been occupied.

Immediately following the war, the level of resentment against the Germans was, then,
obviously high. Dirk Stikker, Foreign Minister from August 1948 until February 1952,
visited Germany in June 194;, with a British military escort. In his memoirs he wrote: “I
thought it would be a distinct pleasure to see the tables turned on the Germans, and this
time to enter a factory with military show myself. For another I wanted to see with my own
eyes what had happened in Germany after the Allied bombings, and how the Germans had
reacted ... the feelings of the Germans who received us were all too well-known to me. In
manner, I gave them a taste of their own medicine, cutting up rough and being properly
menacing...””® Despite the emotional aspect, Stikker was realistic, and epitomised the
pragmatic side of Dutch attitudes towards Germany: “Germany naturally looms large on the
Dutch horizon. From the Dutch point of view, the two principal elements in Dutch-German
relations are security and trade”.® In June 1945, the Dutch Prime Minister, Schemerho&gn,
had faced up to the truth, when he said: “Our foreign policy culminates in the question of

our relationship with defeated Germany”.®

1.3 The Commercial Question

At the end of the war, a weakened, divided and occupied Germany hardly presented an
immediate military threat to the Netherlands. Commercial factors assumed particular
importance. “The Economist” summed matters up succinctly, if somewhat rhetorically, as
follows: “And Germany? A pastoralised rump state will be no basis for entrep6t trade or for

the export of food ... the truth is that nothing can finally compensate continental Europe for
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. the loss of its largest market, and the impact of this fact is likely to be felt by the Dutch

sooner than by any other people.”™

The Dutch at first believed that Germany would no longer be the powerful economic force
it had been. In a note to the Allied governments, pressing its claims on German territory,
the Foreign Minister wrote: “It should not be forgotten that Germany, as a hinterland for
Netherlands economic activity, is largely lost ... owing to a variety of factors it seems
exceedingly doubtful whether Germany will again be able to absorb exports from the

Netherlands comparable to prewar exports.”*

The Economist’s prediction about Dutch concerns was uncannily accurate. The idea that
Germany would remain a “pastoralised rump state” proved only temporary, and the Dutch
realised that an economically strong Germany would be in their interests. Immediately after
the war, however, the Dutch were obviously interested only in gaining as many reparations
as possible. The Dutch, as will be seen, were frustrated in some of their objectives later on.
By the Paris Agreement of 14 January 1946, it was agreed that the Netherlands would
receive 3.9% of confiscated German assets and 5.6% of German capital equipment.®
Clearly dissatisfied with their share, the Dutch continued to press hard for mining
concessions and for large tracts of German territory. They continued to press various
claims well into 1949, despite a recognised need to be more conciliatory in tone towards the
Germans. These claims, to be dealt with in more detail later, were already bringing to light
an element of frustration in the Dutch cabinet, viz-a-viz the Big Four. At a cabinet meeting
on 27 September 1945, the Foreign Minister, van Kleffens, said that in view of the Big
Four’s forthcoming discussion on the Rhineland, it was important to make the Dutch
standpoint on annexation known.* Van Kleffens continued by saying that Dutch damage
amounted to 26 billion gilders (based on 1938 values). As will be seen, a large part of the
Dutch case rested on the contention that since Germany would never be able to repay the

Dutch adequately, territorial concessions would have to be a substitute.

1945 and 1946 were essentially years of recovery and reconstruction for the Netherlands,
when commercial considerations were at the forefront. The Dutch, as they realised the need

to become more involved in discussions on Germany, to press their commercial interests,
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sent a series of memoranda to the Big Four, dealing with “Allied Policy with regard to
Germany”. But they met with no tangible response.® As will be seen, the next two years
were to be characterised by Dutch attempts to make their view heard. Stikker wrote: “an
even greater obstacle to the protection of legitimate Dutch interests viz-a-viz Germany than
Four Power disagreement was the Great Power policy of excluding other interested powers

from the decisions on Germany. This was, in fact, the vital problem for the Netherlands.”™

1.4 Dutch Territorial and other Claims on Germany

Between 1944 and 1949, the Dutch government expended a great deal of energy in the
pursuit of territorial and economic claims on Germény. The Dutch claims on parts of
Germany which have been described (euphemistically) as border rectifications and
(realistically) as annexations, provide a revealing insight into the problems and paradoxes
of Dutch policy towards Germany in the immediate post-war years. They suggest that the
Dutch experienced considerable problems in reconciling their grievances with a recognised

need to be - and to be seen to be - conciliatory and co-operative internationally.

Feelings ran high: a government statement issued in October 19 ;ded thus: “The grief
caused by the vindictive strangulation of the country’s life, by the mass deportation of the
nation’s young manhood, by the starvation they have brought about, by the widespread
killings and mediaeval torture, causing the deaths of thousands of good citizens, this grief
may cry for justice, but one can never find adequate compensation in terms of material
values.” In June 1945, the Prime Minister, Schemerhotkm, said: “The Dutch people haye

a score to settle in almost every sector.”®

The Dutch, who were to become increasingly concerned and frustrated at being left out of
the Big Power decision making which affected their vital commercial interests, made their
views known in July 1945. Clearly worried that the Potsdam meétings would not take their
needs into account, their note (of 9 July), expressed the wish to have the “fullest
opportunity of taking part in any decisions concerning the demarcation of the Western

boundaries of Germany and any part thereof.”® At the same time, an internal discussion
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paper was prepared, which set total claims at 25 billion guilders or $14.14 billion, at 1938
exchange rates. Taking into account price - inflation, the figure would need to be raised by
75%. The paper went on: “as a contribution towards making good the damage wilfully
inflicted on the Netherlands by the German government ... the Netherlands Government
have decided to ask the Allied Powers to agree to the severance from Germany, and the
inclusion as an integral part in Netherlands territory of 4,000 square miles, about twice the
size of Northumberland, one twelfth of New York State, or one thirty-ninth of California.”
The paper added that both the Allies and Germans should refrain from removing capital

goods from the areas in question, so that they would retain their current value.”

On 17 July, the Cabinet held a meeting, at which it was decided to set up on 25 August, a
“National Commission to study the question of the possible attachment to the Netherlands
of a piece of formerly German territory”.” At the same meeting, the Foreign Minister said
that the areas would have to be cleared of Germans. He also said that Attlee had supported
the annexation question in the House of Commons. Although Attlee did express support
for “all just claims”,” there is no evidence to suggest that he knew the details or the extent
of the Dutch ones. Moreover, he had been speaking in November 1944, before the Dutch
government had advanced any formal claim. However, while the commission was in the
process of being set up and beginning its work, the Dutch continued to exert pressure on
the Allies. On 18 September, the Ambassador in London, Michiels van Verduynen, wrote
to the Chairman of the Council of Foreign Ministers, meeting at Lancaster House, to
reiterate Dutch wishes to be involved in discussion on the Western boundaries of
Germany.” To add to the pressure, a “Dutch Committee for the Enlargement of Territory”
had been set up in July* The key figure in establishing the Committee was said to have
been van Kleffens himself,”” although he was not associated with it officially. It had a

prestige address in the Hague.

On 27 September 1945, van Kleffens suggested to the Cabinet that the Netherlands should
claim 7,000 square kilometres (the same as in the above-mentioned paper), equivalent to
one third of the area of the Netherlands, and including one and a half million Germans. Van
Kleffens added for good measure that most of the Germans should be expelled, apart from

the miners who “would remain to work for us”.”® The Cabinet was not unanimous on the
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extent of the annexations, and did not agree with van Kleffens’ suggestions. Interestingly,
it decided against holding a referendum on the question. The Ambassador in Paris, Tjarda
van Starkenborgh Stachouwer, wrote that annexations would weaken Germany (as the
French wanted), thus leaving the Netherlands subject to French economic influence.” The
Foreign Minister from 3 July 1946, Baron van Boetzelaer van Oosterhout, (van Kleffens
remained Minister without Portfolio until 1 July 1947) has also been described as being
against annexation.” The main reason was the problem of the one and a half million
Germans. In a letter to his Ambassadors in October 1946, he wrote: “As you know, I am
personally no supporter of the annexation of German territory, together with the
population.”” He told the Dutch Parliament: “ A considerable amount of the well earned
credit which we enjoy in the world, credit based on moderation, unselfishness and on our
principle to place law above power, would be lost.”®® Albert Kersten contrasts van
Boetzelaer’s position with that of van Kleffens, describing the former as being against
annexation, under the influence of his adviser on German affairs, Hans Hirschfeld. Van
Boetzelaer believed that restoring German production capacity was a prerequisite for the

economic reconstruction of Europe.*

The annexation question assumed such importance that on 25 and 26 October 1946, it was
discussed in the General Committee of the States General, which met only rarely, to
discuss matters of great national importance. It consisted of government ministers and
representatives of the two chambers of parliament. Mainly as a result of this meeting and
van Boetzelaer van Qosterhout’s views, the territorial claims were reduced to an area of

1,750 square kilometres, comprising 119,000 inhabitants.®

Although this was the claim actually put forward to the Big Four on 11 November 1946,
there were still worried Dutchmen. One of the Members of Parliament, Bruins Slot, was
anxious about the status of the inhabitants and their cultural assimilation. Another,
Hoogcarspel, suggested that the claims represented “annexations, which are called border

corrections.”™

“Border corrections” was indeed the term used in the Note by the Dutch Government

setting outs its claims. The Note said that the Netherlands government was opposed in
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principle to territorial expansion through annexation and based their claim on five
considerations: a shortening of the border (from 525 kilometres to 340 kilometres);
improvement of local communications; local improvement of canal and waterworks;
improvements from the social and economic point of view; and redress of local anomalies.
The Note went on to say: “The government considers the [sic] compliance with their
economic demands of primary importance to the economic restoration of the Netherlands -
they therefore restrict their territorial claims to frontier rectifications.” The Note thus
implied that the Dutch were showing moderation in their claims, and asking less than they
should: “It has become clear that the damage inflicted on the national economy has reached
such proportions, that adequate compensation in the form of an allocation of German
territory will not be practicable in view of the extent of the annexations which would be

involved.”™

Whatever the role played by emotion and resentment at the damage caused by the Germans,
hard economic concemns lay at the core. The Dutch tried to use the “frontier rectifications”
as a bargaining counter on other economic questions, particularly on mining concessions.
“The government wish to emphasise that the two matters are closely related: therefore,
should their economic demands - in particular those concerning mining concessions - not
meet with the expected approval, the Netherlands government expressly reserve the right

to put forward more far-reaching claims.”

The tenacity of the Dutch in pursuing claims which were increasingly incompatible with the
improving climate for economic co-operation in the West, and the need to bring Germany
fully into the fold, not to mention the development of the Cold War and American efforts to
strengthen European military co-operation, served to weaken the Dutch case. The Dutch
were to end up with far less than they apparently wanted. Yet at the same time they
recognised the need to appear co-operative: the Foreign Ministry Yearbook for 1949-50
stated: “The past year, as far as Europe is concerned, was characterised by the growing
conviction on every hand that close co-operation among the Wcétem democracies is in the
best means of maintaining the peace ... Netherlands interests in the maintenance of peace
are best promoted by the establishment of an effective military and economic co-operation

with the countries of Europe ... Germany also is more and more being drawn into this co-

28



operation.”®

Although the Dutch were tenacious, they met with resistance: the British actually suggested
that the Dutch should cede some of their own territory, to correct local anomalies.” This
led to “furious reactions” in the cabinet, which rejected the suggestions.® The American
'Embassy in London said that the British looked “with certain scepticism” on the Dutch
claims.®” The Head of the Dutch Military Mission to the Allied Control Commission in
Berlin, Baron van Voorst tot Voorst, wrote to the Dutch Foreign Minister, Stikker, on 30

3 90

September, that the British in Berlin “had very little sympathy for the border corrections”.

The German press itself was openly against the annexations, a reflection of the degree of
freedom of speech which the Germans were allowed to exercise even before the
establishment of the Federal Republic, especially when the issue was one with which the
British and Americans agreed. The ‘“Liberal-demokratische Zeitung” wrote on 4 January
1948, under the heading “Holland’s Grab for West Germany” that the annexation was
political, thereby criticising Dutch claims that their motives were purely economic. The
“Hamburger Volkszeitung” claimed on 6 January that there were 154,770 refugees in the
area, who would all be forced to leave, since they had not been there since before 1940.
(The Dutch maintained that only local inhabitants would be able to stay). The “Nordwest-
Zeitung” wrote on 20 January 1949 that the “corrections were against the principles of the
Atlantic Charter.”® Various Germans protested by letter to the Dutch Government. “Die
Zeit” wrote on 20 January that the “small-territorial imperialism of the Netherlands was no
more attractive ... than Hitler’s Grossraum imperialism.”” At a meeting in Paris of the
working group dealing with the border question, the leader of the Dutch delegation, J A
Ringers, reported: “The British delegation, supported by German information on the Hitler
style, make the defence of the Dutch claims difficult.” ** Emotion clearly played a

considerable part, even in official reporting.

In the end, it is hardly surprising that the Dutch obtained far less than they had asked for: in
March 1949, the Netherlands, Belgium, Luxembourg, the United States, Great Britain, and

France issued a communiqué on provisional rectifications of the West German frontier, in
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Paris. Although the communiqué involved changes to Germany’s border with Belgium,
Luxembourg, the Saar (which had special status) and France, as well as with the
Netherlands, amounting to a total of 135 square kilometres and a resident population of
13,500, this meant, in the case of the Netherlands, some 70 square kilometres and 10,000
inhabitants, the lion’s share* This was a far cry from the Netherlands’ original demands,
but they did not let go; while accepting the provisional rectifications, they still insisted on

reserving their position.”

As regards the rights of the inhabitants, the communiqué stated: “All measures will be taken
with a view to safeguarding the interests of the inhabitants, as regards their status and their
movable and real property. No-one will be forced to accept the nationality of the country to
which the area is attached. Persons not desiring to accept this nationality will enjoy the
protection afforded to persons and property by the laws of the country and no
discrimination will be exercised against them. They will have the right to settle in Germany,
in which case they will be allowed to take with them their movable property or selling [sic]
it and being permitted to transfer the funds to Germany under the special regulations which
will be prescribed. They will, on the other hand, have the right to continue to reside in the
area concerned, if they so desire.”™ This represented a considerable change from what the
Netherlands government had said in 1946: “As regards the German population in the
territory to be ceded, Her Majesty’s Government aim at incorporating as few Germans as
possible in the Netherlands’ body politic.””” A referendum among the inhabitants affected

was, however, never held.

On 20 April 1949, the Dutch parliament passed the necessary legislation to take over the
territory, which was officially transferred on 23 April. The opposition in Germany,
however, continued, led by Dr Karl Amold, Minister-President of the Land of Nordrhein-
Westfalen. On 21 July “Der Morgen” epitomised the feeling of many Germans when it
quoted a prominent German, Dr Schwering, as saying that the new changes were a betrayal
of the European spirit, and that the Dutch had poisoned the atmosphere by a petty foreign
policy, in contrast to the generous attitude of Belgium” The Belgium government had
indeed embarrassed the Dutch by immediately renouncing their claim. On 15 April they had

sent a message to Dr Arnold which mentioned “the conviction that Belgium-German
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understanding could be helped, an understanding that is strongly sought after by the
Belgium government, in a European spirit.”” Sentiments were strong: Arnold actually
visited the Dutch First Chamber debate on the annexations, described by Stikker as “a
tactless move”.'® Even the British Ambassador described the visit in particularly critical
terms: “methods bordering on sharp practice ... a tactless and ill-timed visit™® Although
many of the Dutch were in favour of the “border rectifications”, there were plenty of
dissenters. The PvdA (Socialist Party) was critical. In May 1948, a group of Dutch
Socialists from Groningen, led by Homer Poort, had visited German socialists, and Poort
is reported to have said that 90% of the Dutch were against such demands (he was referring
to the annexation question).'” The figure of 90% is probably exaggerated: H A Schaper, in
his article on the annexation question, says that up to 1949, between 40 and 45% of the
population were in favour of annexation.'” In addition, at the time of Poort’s visit, the

Dutch were still claiming a much larger area than was eventually agreed.

In the summer of 1949, 2 million people - 20% of the Dutch population - visited the village
of Elten, one of the annexed villages."™ The question continued to bedevil Dutch-German
relations until 1963, when almost all the territory was returned. Even to this day, the
problem of the Eems-Dollart estuary, part of which the Dutch would like to be reclaimed

from the sea, is still discussed by the two governments.

In conclusion, the Dutch used the question of border rectifications as a political lever to
obtain what economic concessions they could. The claims had no historical basis, and were
presented as just compensation for damage inflicted during the war. The specious
description of what was clearly annexation as “frontier rectifications” enabled the German
press to protest vigorously, and exploit Belgian “magnanimity”. Schaper concludes: “The

annexation question was certainly not a highpoint in Dutch diplomatic history.”*

The Dutch were no less persistent in their other claims than they were on the “border
rectifications” question. Clearly dissatisfied both with their share of the compensation,
agreed at Paris in January 1946, and with being excluded from the Big Four’s decision-
making on Germany, they continued to press hard for a number of concessions, principally

in mining and shipping. On 1 November 1946, the Netherlands, together with Belgium and
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Luxembourg, submitted a memorandum to the Council of Foreign Ministers in New York,
setting out their territorial and economic claims.'® It did not meet with a response
satisfactory to the Dutch. The State Department, for example, said in its reply of 8
November: “It is not possible to give a definite reply at this time.”"” Apart from British
scepticism regarding territorial claims (and some of the desired mining concessions, to be
discussed later), the Americans were concerned at what they interpreted as actions that
would weaken the German economy. The US political adviser for Germany, Murphy,
wrote to the Secretary of State in June 1946: “We are in fact much concerned at increasing
evidence that French, Dutch, and Belgians are aiming at a permanent, drastic reduction in
the German Rhine fleet, removal of such equipment as reparations, and securing for
themselves a dominant, if not monopoly, position in German import and export movements

via the Rhine.”"®

The Dutch were indeed worried about the British and American attitude towards their
economic concerns, particularly on the question of the use of their ports. In January 1946,
some Dutch still believed that Germany would no longer be relevant as an economic power.
The Minister of Commerce and Industry told a meeting of the Royal Institute of Engineers:
“Reorientation of trade will be necessary owing to the elimination of Germany ....”""* Yet
by April, the Dutch had changed tack; officials stressed to two senior British officials of the
Board of Trade that revival of trade with Germany was important. They pointed out that the
ports of Amsterdam and Rotterdam were only working at about 25% of their capacity, as
imports and exports from Germany were being diverted to Hamburg and Bremen. They
also expressed annoyance that the British Army of the Rhine was demanding payment
[from the Dutch] in dollars for necessary imports from Germany."® The Dutch, who had
depended so much on their trade with Germany before the war, now felt that their
commercial interests with that country were not being properly handled by the occupying
powers, particularly Britain, whose zone was adjacent to theirs. The Dutch met with
resistance from the British on some of their claims, even when the British Ambassador
agreed with them. For example, on the question of sheet metal in Germany belonging to a
Dutch firm (Daaldorp aud Zonen), he wrote to the Control Office for Germany and Austria:
“We really think .... the Netherlands have not been very well treated as far as this question

of compensation is concerned.”! Clearly, there was a clash of views on the question of
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transit trade, with the Dutch feeling they were being ignored, which seems to have had a

knock-on effect on the individual claims by companies.

The Dutch again made representations on 14 January 1947, to the Foreign Ministers’
Deputies, who were meeting to prepare a peace treaty, but met with no concrete response.
However, a supplementary paper, dealing with the frontier and economic claims, submitted
on 25 January, enabled the Dutch to appear in London and present their case on 28
January. In the words of the State. Department, “The Dutch had an opportunity to present
their views.”"? This did not at this stage soften the American attitude. “We face the great
difficulty,” wrote Clay, the US Military Governor for Germany, to the Secretary of State,
on 2 May 1947, (following a further failed attempt by the Dutch to persuade the Big Four
to let them participate in decision-making on Germany, at the Foreign Ministers’
Conference in Moscow), “that the Allies, who have suffered at the hands of Germany, are
extremely reluctant to deal with Germany in any way which brings a net profit to Germany
.. she is not able to finance a continuing hidden reparation programme in the form of
concessions in international trade forced upon her by the Allied nations through the
Occupying Powers.” Clay went on to point out that the Dutch and Belgian governments
were urging that Germany use the ports of Rotterdam and Antwerp, paying foreign
exchange for the service, despite the fact that Bremen and Hamburg had adequate port
facilities."> The Dutch, together with their Benelux partners, continued to exert what
pressure they could. On 26 November, they submitted a memorandum to the Big Four,
stressing that they wished to be consulted on decisions on Germany. Again, they were

politely rebuffed."™

The Dutch were to cling hard to their demands right up until the end of 1949, when those
demands tended to complicate their simultaneous recognition of the need for a strong
Germany. These will be dealt with in Chapter II, which will suggest that commercial

considerations weighed more heavily than concerns about military security.
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1.5 The Indonesian Factor

In terms of priorities in foreign policy, the Indonesian question at least rivalled Dutch
preoccupations with Germany. As such it tended to detract from calm consideration of the
German problem, since it led to suspicions on the part of the Dutch as to the motives of the

British and Americans, with whom they had to deal on the German problem.

“Ever since the end of the war, the domestic policies and external relationships of the
Netherlands have been dominated by the situation in Indonesia,” wrote the British
Ambassador in early 1950."* Following the transfer of sovereignty to Indonesia at a
conference in the Hague on 27 December 1949, the Ambassador had written to the Foreign
Secretary: “At long last, and virtually for the first time since the war, it is possible to say
that the Indonesian question has ceased to overshadow Holland’s international relations in
general, and to spread a cloud, although not a very black one, over Anglo-Dutch relations
in particular.”™ It is certainly true that the Indonesian problem was the Netherlands’ main
worry, not only in terms of the amount of time spent by the cabinet in discussing matters,
but in terms of resources. For example, nearly all trained and half trained conscripts and the

bulk of the Navy and Air Force were in Indonesia in 1949.'”

There was an emotional aspect, as well; over 300,000 Dutch nationals (about three per cent
of the population) had made their home in Indonesia, and in 1949 Dutch investments were
estimated at between one and a quarter to two billion dollars.”® “The Economist” gives
some of the flavour: “To get out of this ill feeling that has been poisoning Anglo-Dutch
relations, it is certainly necessary that there should be a frank recognition in this country of
its responsibility for what happened in Indonesia in 1945 ... Impenetrable mystery still
surrounds the vital British policy decisions of September 1945, on which the subsequent
course of events turned. The decision to treat Sukarno not as an enemy but as a friend, and
to recognise his government as the de facto authority in Java, was taken before a single
Allied soldier had landed there - but where, when, why or on whose responsibility has

never been disclosed.”"*
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. To gain more insight into the Dutch point of view, necessary because it explains Dutch
distrust of the British and Americans, one must turn back to the confusion that ensued in
the wake of the Japanese surrender, and try to pinpoint some of its causes. The Dutch
appear to have been blissfully ignorant of the problems which were to appear. Cummings,
Chief of the Division of North European Affairs in the State Department, wrote in 1945:
“Prior to the Japanese surrender, the attitude of the Netherlands’ authorities with regard to
the probable reaction of the Indonesian population to the return of the Dutch was most
optimistic. Typical of this attitude is a reported statement by General van Oyen of the
Netherlands’ Indian Army, who stated that the people of the NEI, except for a few
dissidents, would greatly support the former NEI government .'* The British Ambassador
echoed the Dutch attitude a few years later, albeit in rather subjective terms, when he wrote:
“The Dutch themselves have a clear conscience and cannot understand how it is possible
that their motives should be so grossly misinterpreted by the other powers ... in spite of
their general high level of intelligence and culture, they cannot, in my view, be termed an
imaginative people, and over Indonesia they have shown themselves genuinely incapable of

appreciating the probable reactions of other races and nations.”**

Whatever criticism some may level at the Dutch over Indonesia, British and American
policy must certainly have confused them. In 1941, the British and Americans appeared, at
least on the face of things, to share a common philosophy on self-determination: Article 3
of the Atlantic Charter, signed on 12 August, upheld “the right of all people to choose the
form of government under which they will live.” Attlee told an audience of West African
students in London that the Charter applied to all peoples of the world.'? Generally, the
Atlantic Charter, combined with American transpacific broadcasts, with promises of
independence for the Philippines, must have raised hopes among nationalist leaders in

many of the colonies.'”

The Dutch government - in exile though it was - reacted in October 1942 in the form of a
sharp statement by Foreign Minister van Kleffens, where he criticised American phrases
about democracy, independence and self-determination “as if these were constant values for
all times and for all circumstances.”* By 6 December, Queen Wilhelmina was saying that

there was no room for discrimination according to race and nationality: “Only the ability of
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the individual citizens and the needs of the various groups of population will determine the
policy of the government.” she said.'”® This carefully worded statement, while tempering
van Kleffens’ criticism, hardly suggested that the Dutch were intending to follow the

apparent American policy of “self-determination”.

In fact, the Dutch had every reason to believe that Britain and the United States would
support them in regaining control over the East Indies, particularly towards the end of the
War: in February 1944, Winston Churchill told the Dutch Prime Minister, Gerbrandy, that
he was going to “stand up for the Dutch Empire after the War.””* General MacArthur
singed an agreement with van Mook, the lieutenant Governor General of the East Indies,
whereby civil administration would be handed over to the latter and his officials “as rapidly
as possible” by the US Army when the time came. The American press appeared
sympathetic to the Dutch. The “New York Times” of 11 July 1945 stated: “The return of
the Dutch to these islands will be welcome to the United Nations, for they were the most
liberal colonial administrators. Their rule therefore was enlightened ... they have become as

necessary to Indonesia as Indonesia to them.”"”

Although the Dutch may indeed have believed that the British and Americans would
support them to the hilt, they must have been confused by events at the end of the war; they
also appear to have underestimated the problems they would face with the Japanese
surrender. To begin with, the Japanese had complicated matters by announcing on 7 April
1945 the setting up of a committee of enquiry into Indonesian independence. Then,
following the surrender, the nationalists declared their own republic on 17 August. When a
small British advance party arrived in Indonesia on 8§ September 1945, they were
confronted by the nationalists, who had taken matters into their own hands. Mountbatten,
Supreme Commander, South East Asia, had to rearm a considerable number of Japanese
troops to maintain public order.”® He urged van Mook to negotiate with the nationalist
leader Sukarno some form of agreement “which would grant a degree of autonomy
sufficient to bring Indonesian armed resistance to an end.””® This approach betrayed a lack
of understanding of Dutch feelings about Sukarno. Some Dutch officials interpreted British

neutrality as favouring the republicans.’”® On 1 October, the Dutch government issued a
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statement criticising “tendencies in certain British circles to recognise the so-called Sukarno
government as the de facto government” The statement went on to say that Sukarno had
allowed himself to be the tool and puppet of the Japanese, had received a high decoration

from them, had fascist tendencies and had preached hatred against the Allies.™

This did not deter the British. On 23 October, General Christison and Esler Denning,
Mountbatten’s political adviser, met with Indonesian nationalists, including Sukarno, and
explained their aims of evacuating prisoners and internees, disarming the Japanese and
maintaining order when necessary.’”> The Dutch grew more and more annoyed. At a
meeting in Washington on 10 January 1946, the Dutch Ambassador said that the British
were strengthening the hands of the Indonesian leader to the detriment of the Dutch
Government’s position, and constantly discussing matters with the Indonesian leaders,
while rarely informing the Dutch representatives of the nature or outcome of these

discussions.'®

The Americans, for their part, appeared to have had misgivings about
British motives. Their Consul-General in Batavia, Foote, wrote to the Secretary of State on
10 July 1946: “I am convinced beyond doubt British have some ulterior motive re NEI.
This idea growing since 1928 when straws began pointing same direction. Since return last
October, increasing number of straws all point likewise ... nearly all British officers in Java
have been openly anti-Dutch. No American could stand various insults offered to Dutch.
On other hand they have been and are cordial to Indonesians.” Significantly, he carried on
to say that the 12,000 British troops in Sumatra were doing nothing, and permitting the
chaos to grow. Continued chaos, he said, would provide the excuse for ultimate British
control.”® However one views this polemical statement, it is worth mentioning en passant
the commercial rivalry between the British and Americans, that had been particularly strong
during the negotiations for the Mutual Aid Agreement, signed in February 1942. The
Secretary of State for India, Amery, regarded Cordell Hull as “a complete crank and a
fanatic on the subject of the most favoured clause, who would try to do everything to try to

get us to abandon inter-imperial preference.”*

Whatever the argument surrounding the actions of the British occupying forces in
Indonesia, there does seem to have been a certain lack of direction. For example, at the

Foreign Ministers’ Conference in Moscow, Bevin had said, on 16 December 1945 that
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with regard to Iﬁdonesia, he did “not quite know” what his position was inasmuch as the
British in Indonesia were acting under the orders of those who signed the surrender
terms.’* Yet on 24 December, he told Stalin that Her Majesty’s Government were
determined to withdraw from there as soon as possible.”” The above record that Bevin
“did not quite know”, which appeared in the American publication of the meeting, does not
appear in the British record, which quotes Bevin as saying that “since His Majesty’s
Government in that area were acting as agents on behalf of the Supreme Commander and
were carrying out tasks allocated to them by the Military Command [the disarmament of the
Japanese and the safeguarding of Allied internees], he could not agree to be answerable to a
meeting of the three Powers.”* Two days later, he was however able to assure Molotov

that the British were not expanding the British Empire."”

By the time the British pulled out of Indonesia (on 4 November 1946), the nationalist
movement was well entrenched. Throughout 1947, the Dutch lobbied the British and
Americans to help persuade the nationalists to accept Dutch power-sharing proposals.'®
The Americans did in fact try, but the Indonesians stalled.'*! The Americans were still
critical of past British actions, and seemed to have supported the Dutch. The Consul-
General at Batavia wrote on 2 July: “I am and have been convinced beyond doubt that the
Dutch-Indo problem would have been solved last year except for British encouragement to
Indos ... fact is British want to own or control Sumatra. They anti Dutch because think can
obtain more favours from Indos than from Dutch. There appears to be no British neutrality
in this situation.”*? In August he wrote that 95% of the Indonesians were “sick of the
Republic and its terrorising tactics” and that tens of thousands of natives were streaming

into areas taken by the Dutch.'®

At the end of 1947, American support for the Dutch position was becoming more qualified.
The Acting Secretary of State wrote to the Consul-General in Batavia, on 31 December:
“NL is strong proponent of US policy in Europe. Dept believes that stability present Dutch
government would be seriously undermined if NL failed to retain very considerable stake in
NEI, and that the political consequences of failure present Dutch government would in all
likelihood be prejudicial to US position in Western Europe. Accordingly, Dept
unfavourable to any solution requiring immediate and complete withdrawal NL from Indies
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or any important part thereof ... Dept favourably disposed to solution providing NL

sovereignty for limited period and setting date for future independence of Indonesia.”*

By this time, the Americans were beginning to look upon Europe as their main overseas
priority, and the “Truman Doctrine” was beginning to assume some importance,
particularly with the Soviet Union’s departure from the failed Four Power talks in
December 1947. The failure of the Renville Agreements of 18 January 1948 and the
continuing difficulty of coming to an agreement, ending up with the much criticised Dutch
“Police Action”, caused a change in American policy. At the Security Council, the
Americans actually supported a Soviet and Australian proposal that the Government of
Indonesia be invited to take part in discussions. The Netherlands was fiercely opposed to
this, on the grounds that Indonesia was not a sovereign state.

Curiously, Britain supported the Dutch position,'* presumably because she did not wish to
be seen to support moves which might detract from her own position on her colonies,
particularly Malaya, where she was already involved in a protracted guerrilla war. This
coming together of strange bed-fellows, particularly the Americans and Soviets, suggests
how for a short while, the increasing alienation between East and West was transcended by

more immediate tactical concerns.

The Indonesian problem led to increasing disillusionment on the part of the Dutch with the
United Nations, on which they had set great store, and to difficulties in relations with the
United States and Britain, at a time when the German question and European security were
assuming greater importance. The problems caused by this major Dutch preoccupation
were, as will be seen in Chapter III, to detract considerably from Dutch thinking on their

European priorities.
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1.6 The Role of National Characteristics

Although it is impossible to prove that high moral principles, attachment to international
law, a Calvinist tradition (even among the Catholics, who were and are the majority) and an
intense dislike of totalitarianism were all-important, they certainly served to enhance the
approach of the Dutch to their foreign policy concems. Specific examples can be found,
which illustrate well the need to justify in strong terms all their actions, including even the

territorial claims, and to somehow combine high ideals with pragmatic economic concerns.

That the Netherlands should extol international law is hardly surprising. To understand its
importance in the post-war years, it is necessary to turn back. The Dutch, depending on
trade as they did, enshrined their ideas in Grotius’ “Mare Liberum” published in 1609. As
Heldring points out, “the foundation was thus laid for a typically Dutch tradition which
tends to regard international law as a substitute for foreign policy.”** The seventeenth
century statesman Johan de Witt further clarified a typically Dutch attitude when he wrote
(see pages 14 and 15) that the interests of the Dutch state were peace and quiet everywhere

and that commerce be carried on unimpeded.'”

Heldring also points out that as the power of the Dutch state declined after the Congress of
Vienna, the pacifist tradition became all important. The statesman Rudolf Thorbecke wrote
in 1830 that the Netherlands did not take part in the envy and enmity of the great states. He
went on to infer that Dutch policy, being free from lust for power, was the most impartial

judge of other nations’ lust for the same.'*

Further expression was given to what Heldring terms “moral arrogance” by Cornelis van
Vollenhoven in 1913, when he justified the Netherlands’ suitability for taking the lead in
founding the League of Nations, by saying that the Netherlands were superior to France in
prosperity, and to both France and the United States in unsuspected* disinterestedness.'’
In 1939, the Dutch Prime Minister, de Geer, described Dutch neutrality as a “beacon in a

dark world.”**

(*unquestioned would be a better translation)
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The religious characteristics of the Dutch added (and still add) an element of morality to
their emphasis on international law. Although Catholics outnumber Protestants by a ratio of
about four to three, the Calvinist element was always a strong factor, even among many
Catholics. One has only to look at the party system in the Netherlands to understand the
influence of religion in Dutch politics. Ever since the war, the Catholic People’s Party has
always been in the Government, while the two smaller Protestant parties have also been in
coalitions. (In 1981, the three religious parties merged into the Christian Democratic
Appeal) There was therefore a strong anti-communist (ie anti-atheist) ferv?ur “}lch found
its expression in the Netherlands not recognising the Soviet Union until 51941 Indecd in
1934, the Dutch had voted against the Soviet Union’s inclusion in the Lcague of Nations.
Following the war, the Dutch developed more reasons for disliking communism, centred
on their experience of having been occupied by a totalitarian state. As the Soviet Union’s
grip increased on its East European neighbours, the more the Dutch found themselves

moving West.

While it is difficult to try and gauge the precise degree of influence on foreign policy
exercised by national characteristics, some examples suggest it was strong during the early
post-war years. The Foreign Minister, van Boetzelaer van Oosterhout, told Parliament in
1946: “If the UN were to fail, it will not be because it was based on wrong principles, but
because Mankind in its shortsightedness and unwisdom again fails to grasp the hand
stretched out for its salvation, in accordance with God’s plan.” Stikker, when criticising in
his memoirs the idea of a European federation, alluded to the fact that of Adenauer,
Schuman, de Gasperi, van Zeeland and Bech, he was the only Protestant.’® Such
statements, which clearly show that religious morals were a strong factor, were not just
restricted to parliament and memoirs. When the Dutch Cabinet discussed the territorial
claims on Germany, on 27 September 1945, van Kleffens, a strong proponent of the
claims, said that St. Augustine, Thomas of Aquinas and Vitoria (the Spanish International
law expert), had all recognised annexation as compensation in a justified war.'”> That
statement, more than any, epitomised the Dutch attachment to both international law and
religion, in their political life. At the Paris Peace Conference, van Boetzelaer van
Oosterhout said: “We are recognised as a people of moderation and good sense. It is

however, precisely this objectivity, together with an acute sense of justice, as evidenced
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through our country’s history by many of its prominent men, which objects to resuming
international relations as if nothing had happened.””® This declared attachment to justice
and religious morals goes some way towards explaining why the Dutch tried so hard to
gain territory from Germany, and also serves to show why they felt so strongly about
negotiating with Sukarno on the Indonesian question. The British Ambassador wrote: “The
Calvinist streak, which is just below the surface in every Dutchman, gives them a genuine
moral distaste for negotiations with such people as Sukarno...””* It is therefore important
to be aware of national characteristics, particularly regarding religion and justice, and not
only trade, when analysing the Dutch foreign policy perspective on the question of German

rearmament and Western security.

1.7 CONCLUSION

These national characteristics, emphasising, as they do, justice and religion, permeate the
nature of Dutch neutrality, founded on a desire to be left alone and to avoid war. They
throw into relief the way the Dutch handled the German problem, particularly the territorial
claims, based as they were on a curious mixture of hardnosed commercial considerations
and a sense of justice. The feeling of indignation that the Dutch felt over Indonesia was
enhanced, too, by this sense of justice. On the question of European co-operation,
however, the Dutch were more pragmatic, and their attachment to commercial
considerations, as will be seen in the next chapter, was to come to the fore, as was their

preoccupation with Germany.
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