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Democracy and foreign policy in the Netherlands*

P. R. Baehr

The various meanings of the concept of "democracy’ have been, and still
are, the subject of extensive debate. Opinions—both scholarly and popular
—differas tounder which precise circumstances a political system should be
called ’democratic’. Nevertheless, certain features have emerged which
seem to have found rather widespread acceptance. Thus Lestie Lipson’s
approach, calling democracy ’that government of the people which is
conducted by representation of their choosing on their behalf and under
their ultimate control’! probably comes close to what most people have in
mind when speaking of democracy as a form of government.

In most countries with a democratic form of government, a parliament
in one form or another represents —or is at least supposed to represent—the
views of the people. The main duties of parliaments consistin debating and
adopting legislative acts and keeping watch over the actions of the executi-
ve. This kecping watch extends in principle to all sectors of the public
realm. At least in principle no public sector is excluded from control by
parliament acting on behalf of the people.

Theneed toincludeall political sectors as subject to the people’s ultimate
control in a democracy is not as self-evident as it may seem. In their
well-known writings on the principles of government, Locke and Rous-
seau both excluded foreign policy from the control of the people. Locke,
writing in 1689, virtually excluded the 'federative power’ from parliamen-
tary control:

’... whatis to be done in reference to foreigners, depending upon their actions
and the variations of designs and interests, must be left in great part to the

* This is aslightly revised version of a paper presented at the symposium "Democracy
and Foreign Policy’, March 25-26, 1982 at Noordwijkerhout. I thank Bernard Cohen
and the members of the interuniversity studygroup on domestic influences on foreign
policy-making for their critical comments.




prudence of those who have this power committed to them, to be managed by
the best of their skill for the advantage of the commonwealth’.2

More than seventy years later Rousseau held substantially the same view:

"Ce qui importe essentiellement a chaque citoyen, c’est 'observation des lois
audedans, la propriété des biens, etla sireté des particuliers. Tant que toutira
bien sur ces trois points, laissez les conseils negocier et traiter avec I'étranger.
Ce n’est pas de 1, que viendront les dangers les plus a craindre’.?

Not necessarily as a matter of principle, but mainly for practical reasons,
both philosophers held the view that questions of foreign policy should be
dealt with in a manner clearly different from other political issues.

Despite the considerable influence these writers have had on the deve-
lopment of modern political thinking, their views on popular control of
foreign policy seem to have been virtually ignored. Their views are not
reflected in any present-day constitution. On the contrary, in certain
systems, such as the American, special provisions have been made to
guarantee the influence of the people’s representatives on the formation of
foreign policy. An explanation for this phenomenon is probably that
people would consider it contrary to the essence of democracy to exclude
popularinfluence from this crucial area of policy-making and that, besides,
itis oftendifficultto draw a clear line between domesticand foreign policy.

This paper deals with various aspects of democratic control over foreign
policy in the Netherlands. It deals with the role of parliament, political
parties and various special interest groups. Concluding observations con-
cern the limits of democratic control.

The present-day situation in the Netherlandsis vastly different from that
of the nineteenforties and fifties, when the nation was faced with important
decisions in the field of foreign policy: membership of the Brussels Pact,
NATO and the European Communities — decisions which were of crucial
importance to the international position of the Netherlands and which,
apart from rather perfunctory parliamantary debates, in the absence of
much public interest, were taken in a spirit of consensus. However, since
the early sixties this consensus has disappeared. An increase in interest in
matters of foreign policy, especially among certain active groups, can be
observed. This increased interest goes together with feelings of frustra-
tion, because the government has shown itself unable or unwilling to
comply with all demands. A great deal of the more fundamental decisions
in the field of foreign policy are necessarily of a secret or semi-secret nature.
At times it is in fact impossible to supply the needed information to the
public; often the athorities consider it undesirable to give full information
about the state of affairs. President Woodrow Wilson’s principle of "open
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covenants openly arrived at’ is seldom — and then only temporarily — put
into practice.

When looking at the problem of democratic control over foreign policy
in countries as diverse as the United States and the Netherlands, one has to
take into account major differences in the political systems, such as have
been mentioned by Bernard Cohen.# He has rightly pointed out the
differences in the organization of power, the nature of the political party
system and the structure of political norms. Ons has to be aware of these
fundamental differences, before one can begin to compare the ways in
which democratic control over foreign policy is organized.

Parliament?

The possibilities of the Dutch parliament to exert control over foreign
policy are based on the constitution. The formal and actual authority to
make and determine foreign policy rests in the Netherlands, as in other
countries, with the national government. More precisely, itis the Minister
of Foreign Affairs who is in charge of foreign relations. He heads the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and directs the representation of the country
abroad. Since 1965, a separate Minister without Portfolio has been in
charge of development aid. A junior minister (Staatssecretaris) is usually
charged with problems of European unification and integration. Initiati-
ves in the realm of foreign affairs rest mainly with these officials. It should
be noted that such matters as international treaties, the appointment of
ambassadors and otherimportantissues of foreign policy must be formally
submitted for approval to the Council of Ministers.®

The parliament — the two chambers of the Staten-Generaal, — must
aprove declarations of war, unless ’... as a result of the actual state of war
consultation with the States General has turned out to be impossible’.” It
must also expressly or tacitly approve treaties with foreign states.8 Fur-
thermore, both chambers of parliament debate the annual budget, whichis
accompanied by an explanatory memorandum for each department in
which the minister states the main lines of policy he intends to pursue. The
foreign policy debates in the politically more important Second Chamber
are often preceded by public or private sessions of its foreign policy
committee. This standing committee is composed of the foreign policy
experts of the different fractions; it holds no formal constitutional powers,
nor can it prevent proposals from reaching the floor for full parliamentary
debate. On his own initiative or on request from the parliament, a minister
may prepare a formal paper (nota) on any aspect of concern to his depart-
ment, which will be debated in parliament. Such debates may or may not
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lead to further action by either the minister or the parliament. Finally,
members of parliament can put questions to the minister in either written
or oral form; they may also lead to full-scale parliamentary debates.

Anotherimportant constitutional provision states that, in the interest of
the development of the international legal order, treaties may deviate from
the constitution; such treaties need a two-thirds majority of the votes cast
in each chamber of parliament.® The constitution states furthermore that
self-executing provisions of international treaties can be invoked in the
national courts. They override national laws and even the national consti-
tution itself. 10 3

The foreign minister is unquestionably the dominating figure in the field
of Dutch external relations. Members of parliament have often complain-
ed of their lack of influence in the field and have shown signs of frustration
when confronted with their powerlessness. This may help to explain why
the role of the opposition in this respect is also rather limited. It must
restrict itself to raising controversial matters and putting critical questions
to the minister, whenever an issue arises that merits such questions. An
important factor that has contributed to the weakness of the opposition has
been the absence, during almost the entire period since the Second World
War, of fundamental differences among the major Dutch political parties
over foreign policy.!! One of the major reasons for the strength of the
foreign minister — as that of other ministers —lies in the coalition character
of Dutch politics. In the Netherlands no political party commands an
absolute majority in parliament. In the absence of permanent coalitions it
usually takes several months of negotiations after the electionsto construct
a government coalition that can command a parliamentary majority. In
recent years this coalition was formed on the basis of a formal agreement
(regeerakkoord) between two or more parties in which the main policy lines
for the newly established government are lined out. Although parliament
has the constitutional right to force the resignation of any minister, it has
beenreluctant to doso for fear of upsetting the carefully balanced and often
rather fragile government coalition. The resignation of one minister may
lead to the resignation of the entire cabinet, which means another round of
lengthy negotiatons or new elections —neither of which may be welcome.
Thus forcing a foreign minister to resign is a means of last resort that has
rarely been used in the history of Dutch foreign policy.!2 Cohen quotes a
Dutch member of parliament as saying: *You don’t bring a government
down on a foreign affairs issue’.13 That feeling, which since 1945 is
prevalent among parliamentarians, unquestionably contributes greatly to
the political strength of the foreign minister, as examplified by the long-
time (1952-1971) incumbent of the office, Mr. Joseph Luns. 4
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Although foreign policy can be the subject of debate in both chambers of
parliament, it is the Second Chamber that pays most attention to foreign
affairs. The debates cover both substantive matters of policy and organiza-
tional or procedural matters. They often go much further than discussing
the principles and foundations of foreign policy and may refer to the
methods the Minister of Foreign Affairs should use to execute his policies.
If one thinks thata parliament should limit itselfto the principles and leave
the details to the government, this is notan opinion shared by many Dutch
members of parliament. Thus in recent years the Second Chamber has
repeatedly dealt with the problem of the 'merger’ of the separate diploma-
tic service with the other divisions of the department.1> Although this
matter has been debated for more than ten years and although subsequent
foreign ministers have expressed their willingness to bring such a merger
about, ithasas yetnotsucceeded—mainly because of resistance from inside
the department. Another organizational matter which has drawn the
attention of members of parliamentis the organization of the human rights
division. It has been argued that human rights should be transferred from
the international organization division to a separate directorate to empha-
size the overall political aspects of human rights, apart from those aspects
dealt with by international organizations. A high-level official within the
department should be entrusted with the co-ordination of human rights
policy bothattheintra-andinterdepartmentallevel. Foreign minister Max
van der Stoel has rejected these proposals as they would interfere with the
existing structure of his department and would cause other divisions to be
less involved in human rights. He did, however, set up a departmental
co-ordination committee for human rights, which meets monthly to
discuss human rights affairs.16

On the whole, parliamentary efforts to reorganize the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs have met only with limited success. One of the problems
parliamentarians face is that it is impossible for them to attend to such
matters on a more or less permanent basis. Other matters command their
attention as well. As organizational matters have to compete with matters
of substance in foreign policy, there is usually not enough time left to deal
with them exhaustively. The right of the parliament to take up such
questions is seldom disputed. Its effect is only rather limited.

An important point concerns requests for information. As far as parlia-
mentary requests go, the government usually avoids an outright refusal, if
at all possible. It may often prefer to give the requested information in
confidence to the respective parliamentary standing committee. This type
of information cannot of course be used publicly. Therefore it cannot help
parliament in its role of what Woodrow Wilson once aptly called ’clari-
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fying public business for public comprehension’. It increases the parlia-
mentarians’ knowledge, but they are prevented from using that knowled-
gepublicly. Therefore, one might wonder, in order to serve their function.
as representatives of the people, they might even be better off #ot having
this confidential information at all!

Although the government normally has an advantage of information
over the parliament, occasionally it is the other way around. Or, at least
members of parliament may present information in public session, which
they have received through private channels or through the offices of
private or public interest groups. By skillful presentation of such new
information parliament may be able to redirect details of foreign policy. It
all depends, however, on the susceptibility of the foreign minister to such
information. If he is not willing to adapt his policies accordingly, there is
relatively little the parliament can do, short of forcing him to resign —a
sanction which it is reluctant to apply, as we saw before.

So far we have discussed parliament as an almost monolithic entity
facing the government. It is obvious that in general the parliamentarians
who belong to the government parties will be more sympathetic towards
that government than the members of the opposition. Members of the
opposition may be tempted to start conducting foreign policy, while out of
office. They make promises to foreign government about policies they
intend to pursue when their party will occupy the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs. This has happened occasionally when Dutch members of parlia-
ment visited foreign governments or liberation organizations.1”

A more common way for members of parliament to take part in the
execution of foreign policy is their membership in governmental delega-
tions to international conferences and meetings of international organiza-
tions.18 This practice is by no means limited to the Netherlands. Many
member-states of the United Nations include members of their respective
national parliaments in the delegation to the meetings of the General
Assembly and to other meetings of UN bodies. The main reason that is
usually given for including members of parliament in governmental dele-
gations, is the importance of having them participate in international
diplomacy, to make them acquainted with the international background
and with the atmosphere in which international negotiations take place.
They are then assumed to be in a better position to understand the activities
of their government in the area of foreign policy. Furthermore, it has been
noted that parliamentarians of different nationalities can have an informal
contact with each other and with foreign diplomats, even in cases when
official contact on a diplomaticlevelis not possible because of international
tensions.!® Another argument in favor of including parliamentarians in
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governmental delegations is the strengthening of the co-operation be-
tween government and parliament in foreign policy.?°

There is, however, also a negative aspect to this argument. Members of
parliament who have been part of a governmental delegation may later be
inhibited in their criticism of the government. Once they have participated
in preparing official positions — some of which they themselves may even
have presented before an international forum — they may not be able to
dissociate themselves from these positions afterwards.?!

In the Netherlands, the practice of sending members of parliament to
international conferences and international organizations was not serious-
ly challenged for a long time. In 1968, however, a Laborparty member,
who had served as member of the Dutch delegation to the UN General
Assembly, raised the issue in a number of interviews. He argued that as a
member of the opposition he should not have been put in the position to
help to carry out the government’s policies; he expressed himself in favor
of an observer status for members of parliament in the delegation.?? In
1970, after having consulted the Foreign Affairs Committee of the Second
Chamber, the foreign minister decided to give the members of parliament
henceforth the status of ’special observers’ in the Netherlands delegation.
This practice has since then repeatedly been reconfirmed by subsequent
foreign ministers.?3

Though this practice may be of some practical use, I agree with Voor-
hoeve that membership of parliamentarians in government delegations is
’constitutionally peculiar’.?* The title of ’special observer’ is more correct
from a formal constitutional point of view; materially it remains curious
that members of parliament serve, if only on a temporary basis, in a
capacity for which they have not been elected. Even stranger is the Dutch
practice to include a representative of women’s-, youth- and labor-
organizations in the annual UN delegation. It is a remnant of the original
idea that the United Nations General Assembly somehow should ressem-
ble a kind of world parliament. It has never become clear why the Nether-
lands government has decided to select these three segments of the popula-
tion and not others. Although it certainly must be a rewarding experience
for the individuals who benefit from this practice, it is a tradition that
should be abolished immediately. It suggests a kind of ’"democratic’ senti-
ment in a conference which in fact is no more than a meeting of official
governmental representatives.

As Voorhoeve has convincingly argued, itis hard to measure theimpact
of parliament on foreign policy with precision.?> He has rightly drawn
attention to the circumstance that the foreign minister sometimes anticipa-
tes certain criticism and may adapt his policy accordingly. It is then
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impossible to demonstrate with certainty that a change of policy has
occurred because of parliamentary wishes. In this light I am inclined to
qualify Cohen’s conclusion that ’parliament, and the parliamentary frac-
tions, have little impact on the foreign-policy decisions of the govern-
ment’.2°He may have somewhatunderestimated the considerable exchan-
ge of views that takes place beyond the public view. Cohenis right, on the
other hand, if he is referring to those cases in which the foreign minister is
strongly opposed to the wishes of parliament. Apart from forcing the
minister to resign— which is not done for domestic political reasons —there
is relatively little the parliament can do. This conclusion is in accordance
with the views held by a majority of the Dutch foreign policy elite —
parliamentarians and non-parliamentarians alike — interviewed in 1976.27

We turn now to other methods of democratic control over foreign
policy.

Political parties

One of the main functions of political parties in democraticsystemsis toact
as organizations of candidates for public office. These candidates and the
programs which they present are meant to provide the voters with alterna-
tives at the polls. In this respect political parties can be regarded as a stage
preceding parliamentary control. However, studies on the behavior of the
Dutch voters donotlead to the conclusion that foreign policyissues play an
importantrolein deciding their votes.? The national elections of 1981 may
to some extent have been an exception in this respect. The modernization
of theater nuclear forces (TINF) played an important role in the shaping of
the parties’ programs. However, as the campaign progressed, it seems that
this vital defense issue was not very much emphasized by the various
political parties—with the possible exception of theliberal party (VVD)—as
they all had strong internal differences of view on the subject. There was
little inclination on the part of the major political parties to stress these
differences. Everts has however, pointed out in a preliminary study that
the nuclear weapons issue nevertheless became a major issue in the cam-
paign due to the impact of public interest groups which expressed a rising
public concern, as reflected in public opinion data.? But even that impact
was only limited:

‘While it is impossible or at least very difficult to establish with any certainty
the degree to which considerations of foreign policy actually affected voting
behaviour, there is some evidence that a minority among the electorate did
indeed change their vote according to their preference, with respect to nuclear
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weapons. Thiseffect, however, was muchsmaller than opinionsurveys onthe
topic would lead one to expect’.30

An overall analysis of the 1981 elections does not seem to indicate that
foreign policy issues were of great importance in making people decide
their votes. In response to a general question ("Why have you voted for this
party?’) most people gave rather vague and general answers (religious
belief, the party program, traditionetc.). Only 5% referred to one or more
specificissues.3! So far at least there seems to be no reason to alter the view
that foreign policy issues donot play animportantrole in deciding people’s
votes — not even in 1981.

Within the political parties it is usually a relatively small group of people
thatisinvolved in formulating the part of the party program that deals with
questions of foreign policy. Van Staden quotes the then international
secretary of the Laborparty as saying:

’Of the party as such it can be said that it functions only in main lines as
intermediate structure for decisionmaking with respect to foreign policy.
Main lines are established during party conferences. Afterward, it is only a
very limited group of partymembers that functions as intermediate structure
in the decisionmaking in foreign policy’.3?

It should be noted that, compared to the other major Dutch political
parties, the partyconferences of the Laborparty pay a greatdeal of attention
toissues of foreign policy and national defense. Questionssuchas NATO-
membership, recognition of the German Democratic Republic, South
African Apartheid, TNF and matters of development co-operation have
received much time and attention at its partyconferences. Yet, theimpact
of the party’s views has on the whole remained limited. 33 This observation
is also true — or perhaps even more so — for the other major Dutch political
parties. The members of parliament—though put forward as candidates by
their political parties — are not bound to follow their party’s instructions
with respect to either domestic or foreign policy issues. They have a
‘responsibility of their own’, as members of parliament declare whenever
they disagree with views of partyorgans. This entails of course the risk that
they may not be putup as candidates again for the next election, but by that
time so much may have happened that the disagreement in question may
have been forgotten in the meantime. Memories are short in politics.
What is true for members of parliament, is even more true for govern-
ment ministers. As long as they remain within the broad outlines of their
party’s political and election program — which often is suitably general, if
not vague, with reference to foreign policy — they remain relatively free to
conduct foreign policy along the lines they see fit. A typical example in
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1975 of disagreement between the foreign minister and his political party is
related by Voorhoeve.34 Foreign minister Max van der Stoel — as well as
prime minister Den Uyl and defense minister Vredeling, all members of
the Laborparty — disagreed with a resolution adopted by the partyconfe-
rence to the effect that the Netherlands should leave NATO if it had not
made ’an essential contribution to detente’ within three years. Continua-
tion of NATO-membership, which was to be reconsidered regularly, was
made conditional on a peace and detente policy. Other demands included a
non-first use declaration by NATO with respect to nuclear weapons,
rejection of a European nuclear force, nuclear free zones in Europe, no
nuclear tasks for Dutch forces in NATQO, a unilateral cut of Dutch army’s
ready troop strength by 20% if international troop reduction negotiations
failed and, finally, a reduction of defense expenditures to 3% of GNP
before 1978. The government ministers had the advantage of being sup-
ported by the Laborparty’s parliamentary fraction which also kept its
distance from the partyconference’s resolution. 3> Van der Stoel, although
relatively unpopular among some of the younger, more radical members
of his party because of what was considered to be his too careful and
accommodating views toward NATO and the United States, remained in
office. In view of the conflicts with his party itis interesting to note that he
became again foreign minister when the Laborparty returned to power in
1981. The support he received from the leader of his party, Mr. Joop den
Uyl, was clearly of crucial importance in this respect.

Van Staden has made a distinction between directand indirectinfluence by
political parties on foreign policy.3¢ Influence is directly exerted if a
political party approaches the government with the request to adopt or to
reject a certain policy. Influence is exerted indirectly if a party makes
pronouncements on situations in, or policies of other nations, which may
haverepercussions for Dutch foreign policy or theinternational position of
the Netherlands. Het gives the example of the meetings of solidarity with
Israel which were held by Dutch political parties during the Octoberwar of
1973, which were considered by the Arab states as unfriendly activities on
the part of the Netherlands government.37

In regard to political parties, as we saw before with parliament, the
government may resort to anticipatory reactions. The government may
take the reactions of voters, as expressed by the political parties, into

account when preparing its policy positions. Van Staden has called atten-
tion to this phenomenon, when he pointed out that sometimes efforts are
made on the part of the government to mollify its potential supporters.38

It is not possible to determine the influence of Dutch political parties on
foreign policy with any degree of certainty. Of some relevance may be
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what members of the Dutch foreign policy elite think that the influence of
political parties is. In a survey conducted in 1976 among members of the
foreign policy elite® 46% attributed 'much’ or ’rather much’ influence to
political parties (table 1).

Table 1: Influence on foreign policy perceived as 'much’ of "rather much’ (in %)

"Officially foreign policy is formulated by the minister of foreign
affairs. Next to him other groups influence the making of foreign
policy. Please indicate of the following listed groups whether you
think that they have much, rather much, some, very little or no
influence in the making of foreign policy’.

The cabinet 87
Officialsand diplomats 67
Second Chamber 62
Political parties 46
Business 22
Press 16
Television I
Radio

Laborunions

Publicinterestgroups

Churches

Source: Peter R. Baehr et al., Elite en Buitenlandse Politieck in Nederland
’s-Gravenhage: Staatsuitgeverij, 1978, p. 154.

The table shows that those groups which, because of their formal position
are close to foreign policy-making (the cabinet, parliament and high
officials and diplomats) are also considered to be most influential. Al-
though political parties receive a higher score than public interest groups,
Van Staden has argued that the assumed influence of the former is partly
based on activities of the latter.* He emphasizes the point that public
interest groups try to exert influence on the making of foreign policy via
political parties. He warns against the danger that political parties, out of
fear of appearing not sufficiently 'radical’ or ’progressive’ are taken in tow
by certain public interest groups, which are more singleminded in their
approach to politics and fail to view their political demands in relationship
to overall policy. Thus the coherence if not the continuity of foreign policy
may be endangered. We shall return to this point at the end of this paper.
One way to make foreign policy more responsive to domestic political
reality has been the suggestion to furnish the foreign minister with a special
political advisor. It is hardly surprising that the top officials in the depart-
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ment werenotin favor of thatidea, whereasamajority of the foreign policy
experts within the political parties rather liked the idea (table 2).

Table 2: Desirability of appointing political advisors by the Minister of Foreign
Affairs (in %)
’Do you consider it desirable that a Minister of Foreign Affairs has his own
political advisors at his disposal?’

desirable not desirable don’t know
Business 16 84
Officials 19 76
Advisory bodies 34
Parliamentarians 36
Church leaders 44
Public interest groups 47
Media/universities 48
Political parties 63

Source: Baehr et al., op. cit., p. 164.

It also appeared that the views on this question varied with political
background. Supporters of the Laborparty were in favor (68%), whereas
this was only the case with minorities of the christian-democrats (21%) and
the liberals (18%).

After the elections of 1981 the new government opted in favor of the
appointment of political advisors. Since thenanumber of ministersamong
whom the Minister of Foreign Affairs, Mr. Van der Stoel adopted this
fractie. His successors, Van Agt and Van den Broek, discontinued the
practice. It lasted not long enough to tell, whether it gave the party an
opportunity to exert more direct influence on foreign policy or vice versa.

From a point of view of increasing democratic control over foreign
policy an increased influence of the political parties should not necessarily
be seen as a positive development. Whereas parliamentarians are elected to
represent the people in controlling, among other things, foreign policy,
there is not necessarily a democratic element in the ways political parties
operate. Within the partiesitcan beanestablishment, aparty oligarchy that
takes all important decisions, which have to be accepted by the members.

Special interest groups

The phenomenon of special interest groups dealing with aspects of foreign
policy has gained inimportance in recent years. The term ’pressuregroups’
which was often used in the past and which had a certain pejorative
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connotation, has been replaced by the term ’action groups’ (actiegroepen)
which are found in all walks of publiclife in the Netherlands. Weshall refer
to ’special interest groups’ to include both groups that represent particular
group interests, for instance in the field of business and economics, and
single purpose or action groups. These special interest groups have the
advantage over political parties that they can act more quickly and more
directly. They havenoneed to consider their positions with regard to other
political issues or their relations with other parties, for instance within a
coalition-government. They can devote all their time, energy and enthu-
siasm to further the one purpose they have in mind, and try to persuade
parliamentarians, political parties and the government to adopt their posi-
tion.

"Representative groups’ represent particular group interests with regard
to almost any issue area, including the realm of foreign policy. Much has
been written about the ’military-industrial complex’, although it has
appeared difficult to pin down its influence with regard to concrete issues
of foreign policy.*! Multinational corporations provide another example
of a group interest that reaches across national boundaries. The labor
movement has also made an effort to organize itself internationally —so far
with mixed results.

The war in Vietnam showed a great upsurge of activities by special
interest groups both in the United States and elsewhere. Also in the
Netherlands many groups exist that deal with foreign policy issues on
either a geographical or functional basis. Examples of the former are
provided by the committees dealing with Soutern Africa, Chile, Indonesia
and the Palestinians respectively. Examples of the latter are Amnesty
International, the Netherlands Organization for Development C-
operation (NOVIB) and the Interchurch Peace Council (IKV).42 All of
them try to influence foreign policy with regard to particular concrete
issues.

The issue of the war in Vietnam has been an obvious example of the
activities of such groups, but there are many others such as the antinuclear
tests of the "sixties, the activitiesin supportof developing nations oragainst
what remained of western colonialismin Africa. Inrecent yearsagreatdeal
of activity has focused on human rights issues and the problem of nuclear
armament. The effectiveness of such actions is a matter of debate.*? The
least one can say is that these groups succeed in getting publicity for issues
or certain aspects of issues on which the government might prefer to
remain silent. These groups can speak out where a government may
hesitate to do so for fear of violating the ’"domestic jurisdiction’ of another
government—one of the reasons why national governments often refuse to
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comment on political situations in other countries. Even more important
may be the fact that special interest groups through private channels
sometimes possess knowledge and information, which national govern-
ments and parliaments lack. Well-known examples of such groups are
Amnesty International and the Southern Africa Committee (formerly
Angola Committee) in the Netherlands.44 This knowledge and informa-
tion provides the special interest groups with a measure of authority which
will make decisionmakers prepared to listen to them, when they express
their views.

The activities of the IKV have been dealth with extensively by Everts. 4
Therefore I shall limit myself to one aspect of its activities which has more
generalimplications. This refers to the mass demonstration against nuclear
weapons in Europe, organized by the IKV on 21 November 1981 in
Amsterdam. It drew approximately 400.000 participants which made it
the largest demonstration of its kind ever held in the Netherlands. Much
thought has been given to the question of what the precise meaning of such
ademonstration is for government policy or whatit ought to be. Should the
fact that so many of its citizens feel sufficiently motivated to come to
Amsterdam to demonstrate for a day have a drastic impact on a govern-
ment’s policy? And if so, what should the government do? Undoubtedly,
the participants in the manifestation came to Amsterdam with different
motivations and different purposes in mind.4® Many came to oppose the
basing of modernized theater nuclear arms in Western Europe; others
emphasized the importance of including the situation in Eastern Europe as
well. The organizers made an effort to avoid the demonstration from
turning into exclusively an anti-American or anti-NATO meeting.4’

The way the Amsterdam demonstration was interpreted afterward was
in itself an interesting political phenomenon. Many —if not most — Dutch
political leaders tried somehow to identify themselves with the cause of the
demonstrators, evenifthey had not participated themselves in the demon-
stration. During a meeting of his party that same day in Breda prime
minister Van Agt expressed his sympathies and those of his party with the
demonstrators in Amsterdam and announced 'new initiatives’ by his
cabinet with respect to the coming American-Soviet arms control negotia-
tions.*8 Questioned a few days later by members of the parliamentary
opposition he said that he wanted to express the concern felt by the
government with regard to the continuing arms race and nuclear arma-
ment in particular. He referred to the grand’ (groots) demonstration and
denied that he had ’endangered parliamentary democracy’ by arousing
expectations among the people which he could not fulfill - as the opposi-
tion had suggested.4® Mr. Van Agt said that he was sure that this event
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would influence the behavior of governments here and elsewhere: "The
fact that so many people have expressed their concern about nuclear
armament leaves no government unperturbed’.%? In an editorial the lea-
ding Dutch quality paper NRC Handelsblad commented that the fall offen-
sive of the peace movement would have a political impact, ’but nobody
knows as yet in favor of whom’.5!

The least that can be said is that the form —if not the substance —in which
strategic options are presented has changed. Thus it was argued by some
commentators that President Reagan’s "zero option’ proposal was some-
how connected with the impact of the peace demonstrations in Bonn,
Brussels, Amsterdam and other Western European capitals.52 It has also
been said that the NATO Council of Ministers in its December 1981
meeting stressed the ’peace’ issue more than ever before, influenced as it
appeared to be by the massive peace demonstrations.33 There is, however,
also considerable evidence that there existed little, if any understanding in
Washington for Western European concerns. Protests were laid by an
Assistant Secretary of Defense to "Protestant Angst’, and European church
leaders were charged with exploiting fear of nuclear war in order to revive
flagging church membership;5* President Reagan envisioned a nuclear
exchange between the United States and the Soviet Union that would be
limited to Europe and not erupt into a world war; he also suggested that
peace movements in Western Europe were directly or indirectly financed
by the Soviet Union, implying that therefore their views could be discoun-
ted. These statements indicate by no meansa strong positive impact by the
peace movement — at least not on the government of the United States!

In summary it can be said that special interest groups supplement the
activities of the parliament and political parties in the democratic control
over foreign policy. Their organization is often of a somewhat less formal
type which enables them to react quicker to new developments. They have
contributed to what is often seen as the ’politicization’ of the foreign
policy-making process.

Politicization of foreign policy

In the Netherlands more people and more groups tend to get involved in
and to express themselves on political questions—including foreign policy
—than ever before. This phenomenon which is often called one of ’demo-
cratization’, does not necessarily signify an increase of the possibilities for
democratic control. While public groups on the one hand may functionasa
help to the bodies that traditionally control the political process — parlia-
ment, political parties — they may on the other hand also help to confuse
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issues or to give too strong an emotional orideological emphasis to certain
issues at the expense of others. Van Staden has called attention in this
context to theaugmented ideologicalloading of Dutch foreign policy since
the early ’seventies.55 He has criticized by implication this ideologization
of foreign policy which s ... tantamount to the application of rigid moral
standards to the making of foreign policy decisions. It comes down to the
judging of international developments in terms of good and evil, rather
than in terms of what is feasible and [what] not’.5¢ An interesting, but
relatively minor example of this thinking was supplied by the people who
founded the committee "We go to Moscow’, with the aim to organize a
peace manifestation on the Red Square in Moscow. This was thought to
provide an answer to the supposedly too anti-American character of the
Amsterdam demonstration of 21 November 1981. A few thousand Dutch-
men apparently expressed their willingness to participate in this counter-
demonstration.5” The Soviet authorities were not amused. The request
was rejected. Secretary Lochschin of the Peace Committee of the USSR
expressed ’surprise’ at the request and stated that the Dutch committee
apparently was badly informed about the efforts that were made in the
Soviet Union to further international peace.® Such rather amateurish
efforts at making foreign policy do not facilitate the task of the foreign
minister. He is faced with a continuous stream of requests, which he must
find impossible to honor. A rather new development is that local and
regional representative bodies tend to express themselves publicly on
issues in the field of foreign policy and of national defense that used to be
reserved to the national government. Thus it is not uncommon that muni-
cipal or provincial councils pass resolutions forbidding the placement of
nuclear weapons on their territory. If this turns out to be a permanent
trend, it may impede the possibilities of the national governmeni to decide
onsuchissues of vitalimportance to national security. One cansympathize
with the concern felt by these local communities, but the final decisions in
this field should be left to the national government, as controlled by the
nationally elected democratic assemblies.

An astute foreign observer foresaw some of these developments more
than twelve years ago. Robert W. Russell, a visiting American professor,
observed that a more active public involvement in policy-making would
seem likely to restrict the freedom of manouvering manoeuvering the
foreign minister. The first effect he expected from politicization in the
Netherlands was that there would be quantitatively less Dutch foreign
policy regardless of changes in its content.>® There seems to be considera-
ble evidence that bears out this prediction, as Voorhoeve has made clear.
Russell also predicted that an increased involvement by the masses in
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foreign policy would mean a tendency to move away from the United
States and NATO, possibly toward neutrality, but clearly toward a more
favorable attitude toward the Soviet Union, more interest in disarmament
and lessened military appropriations.®! Although not all of these predic-
tions have as yet materialized, one cannot deny that there exists at least a
tendency in that direction. Van Staden has indicated, quoting Irving
Kristol, that it is easier for a relatively small nation, such as the Nether-
lands, to follow a policy of ’clean hands’ in international relations: 'Indeed,
unlike great powers, small states can afford the luxury not to act and to
pursue a pseudo-foreign policy based upon solemn exhortations to the rest
of the world to save itself’.62 It is against this background that the idea
should be viewed that the Netherlands should setan example for the rest of
the world to follow, that it should serve as a kind of pilot country (gidslan-
d).93 This phenomenon — missionary thinking, clean hands and a strongly
ideologized foreign policy — is strengthened if it happens to accord with
thinking on an official level —asis increasingly the case today, as witnessed
by an increase in neutralist thinking in the Netherlands. It has already
served to coinanew term, "Hollanditis’ —originally used to criticize recent
developments in Western Europe,®* but now increasingly adopted as a
term of approval by the peace movement ('Let Hollanditis spread all over
Europe’).

The limits of democratic control

We turn finally to the limits of democratic control over foreign policy and
whether and to what extent it can be increased. Voorhoeve has posed the
question whether Dutch foreign policy should be called undemocratic:

‘Ifdemocracy would mean thatalarge share of the population has to participa-
te actively in decision-making, this conclusion would be correct. One would
also have to conclude then that the foreign policies of most, ifnotall, democra-
cies have usually been undemocratic. If a democratic foreign policy means,
however, that the barriers are low against those who want to participate to
study the problems and devote some time to establishing contact with the
foreign policy makers, the conclusion is not correct’.53

He prefers to characterize Dutch foreign policy as a ‘meritocracy’ where
participationis 'earned’ by those who have knowledge, judgment, a desire
to take part, and have or make time for the subject.

Anoftenheard argumentis that democratic control over public policy in
general and over foreign policy in particular should be increased. New
ways should be thought up to make democratic control more effective. A
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minimum condition for such control would seem to bea political systemin
which the free exchange of information is guaranteed and in which the
right to debate and the freedom to criticize the government’s policy are
assured. More than that: the government might even actively stimulate
such debate by handing out information, as it were, to the interested
public, by encouraging from time to time a thorough public discussion of
the fundamentals of its foreign policy. One of the few governments that
have ever taken the initiative for such a debate, has been the government of
Canada. Itdid so in the context of a thorough and comprehensive review’
of Canadian foreign policy and stimulated the debate by publishing a series
of popularly written booklets on various aspects of Canadian foreign
policy.% This argument may be carried a little further by not stopping ata
public debate of foreign policy, but by actually giving the people an
effective voice in the decision-making process. Referendum procedures
which are used insome countries for this purpose have often been subjected
to severe criticism. 7 It can be abused and it can also mean a weakening of
parliamentary power. Yet, it can also be argued that in important matters
such as joining or leaving international organizations or a potentially
supranational community, the voice of the people as a whole should be
heard. Recent history has shown in the case of the EEC referendums in
Norway, Denmark, the United Kingdom, Ireland and — most recently —
Greenland that the people, after extensive debates in which all political
parties, special interest groups and newsmedia took part, can express a
clear preference. It has been said that in some of these cases the debates
which preceded the referendums were often rather violent and emotional
and that many people voted for or against entry in the European Commu-
nities for the wrong reasons. But who can say that the debates among the
official decisionmakers themselves never become emotional or violentand
that they always reach their decisions in a purely rational way and for the
’right’ reasons?

Improving the means of democratic control at the national level would
only partly answer some of the problems which haveariseninrecent times.
’Multinational politics’®® develops freely, almost entirely devoid of demo-
cratic control. This means that new methods of democratic control at the
multinational level will have to be thought out. These new methods will
have to go beyond such relatively traditional ideas as a further strengthe-
ning of the European Parliament. It seems that what is needed is the
development of at least some kind of a sentiment of a 'multinational
political community’.%? What would be needed to bring about such a
community would be the perception among the people—or atleastamong
theelites—ofa common interest, possibly combined with the perception of

54

P. R. Baehr Democracy and foreign policy in the Netherlands

an external danger threatening this common interest. This would help to
create the social climate in which the institutional arrangements for new
means of democratic control would flourish. Untilsuchasocial climate has
been created, scholarly efforts can be most effectively directed towards
increasing the understanding of multinational politics; political scientists
may lay the groundwork on which new institutions for popular control
can be built later.

Conclusion

The case for strengthening democratic control over foreign policy rests
ultimately on an article of faith. This is the assumption that the world and
the people in it will be better off, if they are given a certain measure of
control over public policy in general and foreign policy in particular. This
is an assumption which as such is unfalsifiable. Whether one wants to
accept it or not, will depend on what one considers desirable for mankind.
Is it a peaceful world without armed conflicts? Or is it a world in which all
human beings have an equal share in the world’s resources? Both views of
anideal world may easily come in conflict with each other and neither may
be furthered by a greater measure of democratic control over public policy.
Most of us may be too sceptical to accept Immanuel Kant’s optimistic view
that full participation of the citizens in decision-making on matters of war
and peace in a 'republican’ form of government would guarantee the
establishment of peace.? It should be kept in mind moreover that Kant’s
was a rather limited concept of active citizenship, i.e. those who held the
vote excluded women as well as apprentices, servants, woodcutters,
plowmen and resident tutors.”! The people, when given power, are not
necessarily more peaceful than their governments if their perceived inte-
rests clash with those of other people.

However, one need not be as optimistic about the possibilities of demo-
cratic control as Kant to become as pessimistic as some other writers.”? If
one grants the people too much of a say, this will introduce vile emotiona-
lism and irrationality into the field of foreign affairs—so the argument goes.
This argument has already been dealt with, when we discussed the possibi-
lities of using referendum procedures in the field of foreign affairs. Again,

granting the possibility or perhaps oven the likelihood of emotions and
irrational views in the discussion of foreign policy and conceding that
Almond was perhaps right in attributing ‘'moods’ to the general public’3 -
who tells us that government officials are not subject to moods and who is
going to decide what is the correct degree of rationality or irrationality in
the field of foreign affairs? Public discussion of foreign policy does entail
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certain risks. It depends on one’s ultimate values whether and to what
extent one is prepared to accept such risks.

In pondering how far one is prepared to goinsubjecting foreign policy to
a greater measure of democratic control, the twin aspects of coherence and
continuity should be considered. One may consider coherence in foreign
policy too much endangered by a larger measure of popular control.
Sudden reversals and changes in foreign policy may make a nation into an
unreliable and untrustworthy partner in international relations. Also the
need for a certain degree of continuity in foreign policy has been stressed at
various times. One may wonder of course how coherent and continuous
traditional foreign policy-making has been and what precisely would be
the consequences, if the need for coherence and continuity would be less
emphasized thanitistoday. Nevertheless, oneshould be conscious of these
factors and take them into account before arriving at conclusions.

What finally remains is the apparent need for secrecy in foreign affairs.
Instances abound of prospective political leaders having clearly expressed
their wishes for openness in foreign policy, who abandoned these views
quickly once in power. The new revolutionary government of the Soviet
Union immediately published the secret foreign policy documents of the
prerevolutionary regime, but that was to be the first and last instance of
such openness in Soviet foreign policy.

The question properly phrased should evidently not be whether thereis a
need for secrecy in foreign affairs, but how much secrecy isneeded. Itis very
difficult to be specificinregard to this question, except tosay thatdemocra-
tic control over foreign policy, in order to be effective, is in dire need of
certain vital information. To provide this information may conflict with
traditional conceptions of the need for secrecy in dealing with foreign
nations. Again, one may ask oneself whether the traditional ways of
dealing with foreign nations have always been that overwhelmingly suc-
cessful. It would all depend on how one wants to define a concept such as
’success’. Clear criteria do not appear to exist as to how far secrecy in
government with regard to foreign relations should go. The point of these
concluding observations has merely been to question the unavoidability
and traditionally felt need for coherence, continuity and secrecy in dealing
with foreign affairs, at least as far as it hampers a larger measure of
democratic control.

Recent history would seem to suggest that the United States and the
Netherlands are two countries in which the limits of democratic control of
foreign policy are continually putto a test. More systematic informationis
needed about the actual process of the ways in which domesticactors try to
influence foreign policy and to what extent these efforts meet with success.

56

P. R. Baehr Democracy and foreign policy in the Netherlands

To gather such information for the Netherlands, an interuniversity re-
search group is now engaged in the second part of a study on domestic
influences on foreign policy-making. Some information about this re-
search program is provided in an appendix to this paper.

Appendix: Research project on domestic influences on foreign policy-making in
the Netherlands

The research project consists of three related parts:

(1) ageneralsectionin whichascheme ofanalysisis developed, in which the factors
that play a role in the process of domestic influences on foreign policy are
discussed,;

(2) anumberofcase-studiesrelated toaset of differentissue-areasand to controver-
sial decisions;

(3) a section in which conclusions are drawn on the usefulness of the scheme of
analysis formulated in the first section.

Theresults of the case-studies may lead to areadjustment of the scheme of analysis.

Hypotheses will be formulated that will be partly tested in the case-studies. One
of the hypotheses is that efforts to influence foreign policy decision-making can
succeed only with parliamentary support. A second hypothesis is that the defini-
tion of the decision situation plays a central role in the determination of influence
processes. Political struggle will toalarge extent be determined both by the content
of the issue in question and by the definition of the decision situation. It is assumed,
forinstancethatthe degree ofautonomy ofthe Netherlandsand the consensusin the
society, varies with the degree to which the policy process extends to mass-
groupingsin thesociety. Also, the greater the degree ofautonomy and the stronger
the consensus in the society, the greater are the possibilities of influence for
domestic actors on foreign policy. The success of the efforts to influence will be
greater in an early phase of the decision-making process than in a later phase.

The case-studies have been selected to cover various issue-areas of foreign
policy. Next to the general questions more specific questions will be asked in the
case-studies for purposes of comparison, such as:

— to which aspects of foreign policy are efforts to influence directed? What was the

content of the proposed policies?

which groups and institutions have tried to influence policies? How and in which

phase of the process of decision-making?

what kind of wishes did they have with regard to the policy at stake? Did they

want to change or support the proposed policy?

which conditions determine the effectiveness of efforts to influence by various

groups and institutions?

The procedure consists of a qualitative analysis of public sources, like the procee-

dings of both chambers of parliament, government papers, pronouncements by

government officials in organs of international organizations or at international
conferences, interviews and other public statements, publications of special inte-
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restgroups. Also the data of public opinion polls and of the material collected in the
first part of the research project, which was already published, are used. Further-
more, interviews are held with persons who can supply general information, like
members of government, parliamentarians, civil servants and spokesmen of spe-
cial interest groups.

The framework of the publication will be as follows:

0.The process of foreign policy-making
— The decision situation
— The phase of decision-making
— The decision-making process
— A scheme of analysis of factors that play a role in the process of domestic
influences on foreign policy

A. Inputs — environmental factors

1.The external (foreign) operational environment
— Introduction
— The division of power in the world and the position of the Netherlands
— The external economic dependence of the Netherlands
— Membership of international organizations and alliances
— The relationship between the Netherlands and the United States and the
German Federal Republic

2.The internal (domestic) operational environment
— Material resources
— The political culture and opinions
— The role of different actors in the process

B. Policy-makers and decision-making process

3. The policy-making and — executing apparatus — civil servants and diplomats
— Recruitment and socializing
— Communication
— The psychological environment of the policy-makers

4. The process of decision- and policy-making

— The structure of the decision-making apparatus and the policy-formation
- Decisions

- Policy execution

- Control of policy by the parliament

P. R. Baehr Democracy and foreign policy in the Netherlands
C. Some case-studies of foreign policy issues

s. Some case-studies

— Security policy (modernization of theater nuclear forces)

— European integration and economic co-operation (the European agricultural
policy)

— Aid and development policy

— Human rights, other world interests (Argentina and Chile, Greece, South-
Africa)

— Specific regions (the Middle East)

D. Conclusions

6. Conclusions, readjustment of the scheme of analysis.
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Onderzoek

A decision theoretical analysis of decisions of the
Dutch government with respect to the intervention of

the Security Council in Indonesia in the winter of
1948/1949*

by I. N. Gallhofer, W. E. Saris

1. Introduction!

During World War II the Netherlands East-Indies, later Indonesia, was
occupied by Japan. On August 17, 1945, after Japan’s capitulation to Allied
power, Sukarno, an Indonesian nationalist leader, proclaimed the inde-
pendence of the Republic of Indonesia. This government exercised its
authority mainly on the most densely populated and economically most
developed islands of Java and Sumatra.

When the Dutch returned under the leadership of the lieutenant Gover-
nor-General H. J. van Mook, they reinstituted control mainly on the
islands outside of Java and Sumatra. At this time Van Mook developed the
idea that the archipelago should be reorganized on a federal basis compri-
sing four equally autonomous components — Java, Sumatra, Borneo and
the Great East—which should become sovereign after an interim-period in
which the Dutch still would exercise the power, and form the United
States of Indonesia (USI). The latter also would be linked with the King-
dom ofthe Netherlands by a Union, headed by the Queen, in order to look
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Foreign Affairs and the former Ministery of Overseas Territories we thank the
secretary general mr. F. Italianer and the vice-secretary general mr. J. W. van den
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careful work.
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