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Dutch soclety has, for a long tlme, heen & fragmented society. Actualily,
vwver slnce the independence of the country, that's to say the beglnning of
the end of +he 16+h century. A fragmented socclety, but a very discip!ined
society. In fact, +he disclpline was necessary 1in order to prevénf

fragmentatton from growlng into chaos.

The fragmentsation of Dutch Scclety is not so much an ethnic fragmentatlon,
as we fInd In Belgium, where the French-speaking Pelgians face the DNutch=-
spoaking Belgians {the ¥alloons and the Flemish), and i+ is not a reglonal
fragmentation elther. i+ is more a religious fragmentation, and slince
religlon has a great Influence on the culture of the group concerned, 1t 1s
also, In certaln respects, a cultural fragmentatlon. I+ Is often over=
loocked shbroad that Holland has always contained a large and strong minority
of Catholics, amounting to nearly 40% of the total poputation. This fact,
i find, sti1l}! comes otftten as & surprise to many outsiders, accustomed as
they are to think af Holiand as a typically Protestant, even Calvinist,

country.

in a way, that Impression of Holland belng a Pro+esfan+,‘even Calvinist,
country 1Is correct, in that the Protestants have undoubtedly, for more than
three hundred years, constlituted the power efite in the country, not only
In matters of government but also In +these of commerce and generally of
civililsat!on. They have heen able teo put a stamp on Dufch'socie+y and
civiitsation., And they were able 1o do that, partly because the Cathollcs
were, for more than two hundred years, treated as second-class citlzens.
So 40 of +the Dutch nation remained deprived of any Jinfluence on the
polltical and cultural develcpment of the country. Even after their formal
political emanclpation, that occurred during the Napoieonic era in +the
beginning of +the 1%+h century, 1+ +took +he Cathollcs almost another
century, If not more, +to become emancipated socltally, +hat Is to say, fto
fill +the proportion of functlons 1In +the administrative, Jjudicial and

educational establishments to which thelr numbers entitled them.

The Cathellecs could only achieve this socliasl emanclpatlon through Internal
ditsclpline and solldarlity. As a mincrlty, though a large minority, but
nevertheless a mlnorlty, In & country ruled by Protestants, they organlsed
thelr whole |Ilfe arocund +thelr own church, meeting +t+helr non-Cathollc
compatricts no more than was strictly necessary. The Cathollcs could only
hold thelr own, and eventuallv partlcipate In the Dutch system, by Imposlng
a much stronger discipi{fne on themselves than the Catholic church f{n mbsf

Cathollc countrles needed to do.



So eventually, +he Catholics beceme a power In *he counitry, for many
decades constituting the largest polltical party. (For If aimost 407 of
all. voters vote for one party, that party easlly hecomes the largest par+ty
in the system whlch we have 1In +he HNetherlands, belng the system of
proportlonal representation.) So the Catholle party was for many decades
the largest party In the country.

Much the same can he sald of ancther minorlty - a more recent minorlty =~
+hat of +the fundamentallst Calvinists, which we call |[In Holiand +he
Gereformeserden. Mow +the dlfference between +the Catheollecs &and the
Gereformeerden |s “hat +he Gereformeerden I{dentify themselves wlith the
natlon, which +he Cathellecs for many, many centurles, dld not do for
obvlious reasons. The Gereformeerden ldentifled themselves with the nation,
- more speclflcally wilth the birth of +he natlen, the rebelllon of the Dutch
agalnst Cathollic Spain. The Gereformeerden saw themseives -as a body of
Gldeonltes, keeping +he Lord's commandments and through tdentlificattan,
they saw thelr own country as a kind of new Israel, a beacon for the rest

of the sinful worlid.

But they also lacked temporal power. After they spiit from, 1 can't say
the offlcial church, because we have no State church, hut from +the large
Meder landse Hervermde Kerk (they épllf In two stages around the 1830's and
around the 1880's) and formed +the Gereformeerde kerken, they lost +he
chance of havling temporal power for a certaln time. In a2 country +hat, for
all preactical purposes, was ruled by an cligarchy of rather liberal
pragmatlc Protestants, the Gereformeerden had little -influence on the state
of affalrs and the affalrs of state, although more on fts. clvitlsation,

because they ldentifled themselives, as | salfd, with *the natlon.

After the Introduction of parliasmentary democracy, ir the course of +the
former century, the Gereformeerden also tried +o achleve factual equality
through 1Internal dliscipliine and Isolation. "Our strength lles in
Isolatlion", {s a famous proncuncement by one of the Cereformeerde leaders,

whose name wlill be famlilar with some of you, Dr Abraham Kuljper.

So we see that a large part of the nation, 40% Cathollc and approximately
127 Gereformeerden, was organised along what has been called "the plliar
system" : a Cathollc plitar, several Protestent plliars (the Gereformeerde

piltar belng a very sitrongly discliplined one, the Hervormde Protestant



plilar more l{ccsely organised), +the Lliberal plltar stlll more loo;ely
organised, though nevertheless a plilltar, and as the Soclal-Democrats became
more and mare part of the polltical system, they also corganlsed themselves

in a2 pillar.

Mow, the characteristics of a plllasr are, first, l+s Isclatlon from other
plilars - there was |IT+Ie or nc cemmunlcation between fhe_ sectors of
popula%ion groups that constituted a plllar « there certainly was hardly
any Intermarriage. Second characterlistlc « the great loyalty which those
belonging to a pltlar felt towards thelr leaders, who could-.almosf
uncondltional iy count on thelr followlng. Now thls so-called pillar svsfem-
has ruled the country . for many, many decadess Although +he plltars
remalned more or less jsolated from each other, thelir respective leaders
formed the coalltion cablnets +that ruted over the country slnce the
beglinning of thils century. These leaders, although belenglng to dlfferent
pltlilars, were of course In close communlcation with each other. They
formed, so to speak, to remaln In architectural terms, t+he architrave - the

only link between the pillars.

Mow +thls system has been responslible for +the great stabllity which was
characteristic for Duteh polltical and soctal Iife during many decades.
This system even survived the +traumatic experlience of World War |l -
traumatic for those who have lived through these years., After flive years
of German occupetion, polltical life floweq back Into the famlliar
beddings, or fo use the architectural expression, Jelled again {into the
plliar system. The Social=Democrats, who had renamed themselves the Labour
Party tafter the British Labour Party), +ried efter the war +to break
through the plllar system and fo reorganise polltical [1fe along dlfferent
alignments, but they falled dismally In +he flrst electlons after the war,

That was In 1946,

It was enly after 20 years, in the course of the SlIxtfes, that this system

began to break down. What were the causes of this breakdown? Fowitd
mention several causes (there may be more). When | mentlon them, not 1In
order of priority or of Impor+an¢g. | als? wlsh to make c¢lear that they are

not completety Separate_ﬁrom each other, they interlock and mesh wl+h each

other and certeinly have:mufually'relnforted each other.



The flrst, very loglcal one, is the change of génera+lon.' in the Six+tles a
new generatlon came to the front and altso, In many respects, to power. 1t
had not consciously gone +hrough the pre-war vyears and war yeérs and
sometimes not even +the Cold War vyearss Now a change of generatlon |In
ttsefif Is not enough to cause such a breakdown as happened Tn the Sixtlies.
“After all, +he piller system had survived many succeeding generations, so.
in Ttself I+ Is not enough of an explanation, though It is part of the

expianation.

The second cause Is the war experlence. During.fhe war, more people than
the members of the polltical eiites who had formed the cballTion_cabine+s,
met ei+her iltegaily or semi=tllegally or even sometimes In concentration
camps or In hostage cahps and got %o know each ofﬁer much better, not only
personaliy, but alsc got to know thelr own cultures. So fhere.was.a kind
of permeatling Influence, vice versa, amonyg the Intellectual elltes in the

Netherlands during the war.

The third cause | want +o mentlon, Is the explosive expanston of the mass
media and especially televislion. I stress television much more than the
written press, because the wrltten press exlsted alsoc In the pre-television
ara, but at the time of the written press, everybody read hls own newspaper
and net the newspaper of +t+he other groupe. So there was no Inter-pifiar.
Infiuence. Televiston s a dlfferent story, becauss vou switch on
televislon, and you get suddenly somebody on the screen from & certaln
culture or sub-culture. Though you've known ab§u+ that sub=-cuiture, you've
never met a person I1ike that or llstened to hime And so you have a much
strongar mutual Influencling of the different sub-cultures, not exciuslvely

the retlglous ones.

The fourth cause 1s prosperlity. It aiso started In the early Six¥ies and
went on well into the Seventies. That orosperity gave pesopie felsure +to
read about things, to go out and meet other people. That aisc has been

instrumental In breaking down *this old system.

The flfth cause is the better educatlonal facliltles +that came about wlth
the rise of the welfare state. ¥hoie layers of popula+fon who had never
been accustomed to go to university, went to universlty, and that also had,

of course, its effect.,



Another cause |s democratisation. Now democratisation, agaln, 1s a naturai
phenomencn : once you start with democracy, democratisatlion sooner or itater
is inevitabie. Certainly, democratisation went very quickly during +the
Sixties, and {t+ meant +hat +he younger generation started to question the
tenets of +thelir leaders, which Is, t think, +the hallﬁark of democracy,
after all : you don't swallow unconditionally everything that is being Yold
to vyou. They not only guestlioned +he tenets and the policies of the
leaders of the eiites, but more often than not they rebelled agalnst thelr
!eaqars, and in the SIxties there was a change of political teadership In

practically al} parties.

The last, there may be more of course, but the last cause | wili mention,
is the process of secularisation. Many people ieft church, both +the
-Cathgliec church and +the Protestant churches, or, at least, no longer

followed unconditionatiy the words of thelr splrituai teaders.

Now these causes ied in combinatfon to what we can cali, what | call, the
"cultural revolution™ in Hoitand. To be sure, many of these causes were
prevalant in other Western countries aisc. | don't have to remind you of
the rebellion starting in the Berkeley campus in California and then +the
rebeiilon of +the Sorbonne in May 1968 and the rebeliions in the German
universities and elsewhere, in Germany in particular, degenerating into the

vicience, the murders, of the Red Army Fraction.

Now 1In Holland, this so-called "revoiutlon" was perhaps less violent,
certalnly iess violent than In Germany, but I+s affect may have been deeper
and fonger~tastings Since Dutch soclety had been so‘self-dlsclpllned, ohce
the restraints had slackened, the penduium swung perhaps more to the

opposite side in Holiland than was the case elsewhere.

The hotd of the churches on their followlng largely broke downe. This was
most spectaculariy the case in the Catholic church. Within ten years, the
number of religious callings went down to0 ebout 10%f of their original
number. Many priests could no longer stand the hardship of celibacys Tha
use of the anti-conception ptll, forbldden by +the church, became more
generail in the Cathollc previnces than in the nan-Catholilc ones. The Dutch
Roeman=Catholle church, which hed been uftramontanic In Its obedience to
Rome, became the grestest rebel of the world church, as was sthn in the

Vatican Councll of +the earily Sixties. In +the Protestant churches, a



similar process was cobservable, though tess sudden and radlcal, because the
Protestant churches glve more ruie {eeway +to dlssent than +the Cathollc

church usually does.

Even the secular Labour Party was affected. In the Slixties, the so-callied
New Left took over power In the Labour Party, challenglng many of the
tenets held by the previous generation that had heen responsible, or rather
co-responslble, for Dutch post-war pollcy of reconstruction, but alsoc  for
Dutch foreign policy. Holland had left 1ts century-cld neutrallty and had
become an enthusiastlc member of the Western Alilance MNATO and of the
European Co-operatlon groups such as the Eurcopean Community. The Labour
Party had been largely respensible for these choices and was therefore
responsible for the posf—war‘ forelgn and security policies of the
Nethertands. Now the New Left+ that had taken over power durling the Sixties
advocated, and still advocates, that Holland should he, again, a beacan in
a8 sinful worlid. They don't use these bibifcal words, because they are a
secular party, but It s lh+eres+lng tc note +that many of +he Labour
Leaders are. of Caivinlst origin. This misslonary zeal has a great appesl

on some of the Christian Democrats alsoc.

Mow +thls wupheaval had of course Its effect on the whoile political system.
Within ten vyears, the Cathollec Party, which, as | sald, had for many
decades been +the largesf party, lost nsarly half of (fs votes, +tumbling
from 327 1n 1963 4o nesrly 182 in 1972. So in nine years It nearly fost
half {ft+ts votes. The three major denominaflénal partles = the Catholic
party, the so-called An+I-Revolu{ionary party (the party of the
Gereformearden) and the Christian Histerical party (of the more Hervormde
peopte) had amounted In 1963 to about 50%, but tumbled down to 307%. This
was, for Dutch clrcumstances, a landsllde, an ongoling tandsiide actually,

because there were several elections during that period.

Thls upheaval has, of course, also affected the country's forelgn policy.’

This +theme, +the new Outch forelgn pollcy after the Sixties, calls for a

dissertation In I+self. That | will not give to vyou. At this stage, !
will Ilml+l myself +to one subject : +the Dutch attitude towards South
CAfrica. I wiil try +o give an all oo short anailysis of this attitude,
without taking sides. | see my role here more as that of someone who s

fry(ng to exptain that att+ltude than as that of a schoolmaster, let slone a

Dutch uncle.



This being salid, | want 4o stress flrst that the change In attitude among

the Dutch towards South Afrlica antedates the "cultural revolution” of the

Sixties. In fact, the watershed has not been that "revolution™ of the
Sixties, but ¥Yorld War I1l. As | said before, Vorld War || hés‘been for
many Dutchmen a +Yraumatic experience. Now, one of the effects of that

experlience was that, having seen 907 of +helr own Dutch Jews deported and
not seen them coming back because they were gassed, many Dutchmen have
become allergic to any dlscrimination on a raclal basis. No doub+.'fhese
feelings contained a large element of gullit-feellng - not having been able
to prevent effectively the ultimate consequences of one raclal pollcy (the
Nazl pollicy against the Jews), many Dutch reacted wlith ail fhg more
fervour, with a vengeance you mlght say, agalnst what they considered to be

another pallcy of raclel discrimination.

Another vyardstick that many Dutchmen continued to use for a long time after
World War Il was the ouestion whether people anywhere In the world had,
during " the War, been more or less pro=Germane. Now +they had reason to
believe that come of the members of the Covernment that had taken power In
1948 In South Africe had not, right from the start, heen uncendlitlionally on
the side of the Allles.s Now, whether right or wrong, *thls Impression also
had some Influence on the attlitude +toward South Afrlca on the part of
those, and there were many, who malntalned strict standards on thls Issue.
I might add that the Dutch Gereformeerden, who had taken a disproportlon-
ally |arbe part In the resistance agalinst the German occupler, were not the
least strilct on +the questlon what slde people had been on during the war.
And | think +that accounts largely {for the dramatic break between the

Gereformeerde kerken and their fellow bellevers In South Africa.

These attltudes, | want to stress, had already affected pub!llc opinlon and,
through publlc opinion, government polley brefore +the upheaval of +the
Sixtles. '+ was a conservatlve Forelgn Minister, Mr Luns, who 1Is now
Secretary=-General to NATO, who declided declded In the middle Sixties, |
think 1+ was In 1965, to give 100 000 gullders to the so-called Defence and
Ald Fund oflCanon Collins, "for ald to those persecuted under the apartheld
legislatlion 1In South Africe”. Now | have reascn to believe that Mr Luns
did not do that mainly, or at least not primarlly, out of real compassion
with +those persecuted, but he thought It was expedlent, for reasons of

domestic polltics, to do +that. ! want to remind yau agafn of the political

syestem in Holland : governments are always coalltlon governments, mostly



based on a small malorlty and, therefore, finding it cften necessary to
court the opooesltlon on polnts that may not be vital to +helf own survival
- not to speak of courting those memhers of +thelr own partles (the
government partles) who may be suscentlble to certaln slogeans from +the

ocpposition.

. Now soon after +hls gesture of Mr Luns (there 1Is no causal Iink), the
upheaval of the SIxtles started to pour fuel on this flire. One of +the
characteristics of that upheaval has, as | have already sald, the need felt
to rebel agalnst practically everything +the former generation, and
certalnly the so-catled "establilshment", had §+ood for. As far as forelgn
pollcy ts concerned, thils meant fha* instead of {identlflication with the
"West" in general, for which the former es+abllshmen+ hat been responsibie,
the alllance with the lUnlted States and the European co-operatlon, came a
need for 1dentification with the "antl-West" - not so much the Soviet Unlon
because that had already heen dlscredited slso In the eves of the leftlist
generation In +the Slixtles, and certainly " after the Intervention In
Czechoslovakia = but an lIdentiflcatlon with Third Worild .In general,land

with specliflc succeeding Thlird World countries 1n particutar.

Coupted wilth an urge to manifest solldarity with those oppressed all over
the world - oppressed polltlcally or oppressed economlcally « [+ was almost
‘natural that South Africa's poltcy of apartheld or separate development, or
whatever name vyou want +to glive 1+, but in Holtand i+'s still calted the
system of apartheld, that t+his pollcy became eQen more the buff.of attacks

than before.

Now again, this Is not typical Just for Holland. All over +he VWestern
world, there was this need for ldentiflcation on the par+ of the younger
generation with revolutlions, a kind of romantic identlficatlon wlith
revolutions and beoples oppressed. Nor was South Africa the only butt of
the hopes and anger and frustratlons of a younger generation. But In my
country there was perhaps, as far as South Africa was concerned, somethlng
added to +this, and thlis was the reallsation of a kiInship between +the
Hollandersﬁand Afrikaners. Not despite of, but because of that kinship,
the opposlition in Heolland agalnst what happened In Scuth Afrlca was perhaps
stronger than elsewhere. And here agaln, a certaln gullt complex may heve

played, and maf still pley, a role.



Now you don't have to tell me +that +thls attitude, as In most poral
attitudes +that are translated into politlcs, entails a certaln. amount of
hypocrisy, and 2ls0o an unwlllingness to be Informed about the facts belyling
the Imege, and, even more, an unwililngness to constder the conseduences of
any alternatives. This ail belongs, soc to speak, to the game of those who

dc not bear any responslibillty.

I+ 1s not for me to judge whether or not +the slttuetlion In South Africa
gives a certain obJectlve justiflication to thess reactions - be they ever
so divorced from a reallstic pollcy that really wants to achieve results.
i+ would, however, be a mistake to judge these reactlons coniy on the basls
of their Inevitable by-products of doublie standards and superficlalness,
and to overlook the core of genuine lIndlgnation and concern caused by the

perceptlon of what happens in South Africa.

! agree with what my compatriot Frilts Dekker wrote about two vyears ago in
+he publication of +his Institute, a paper that he had submlitted to 'a.
Workshop on t+he Rutch Foreign Poliicy towards Africa, and | quote ane

passage wlth which | agree :

"However grest +he rellglous and poiitical dliverslty of
the Dutch populatlieon, there are only marglnal dlifferences
in the settitudes of +the varlous groups and politlical
partles to human rights and development. In 2
parllamentary democracy such as the Netherlands, any
governmeent which attempted +to deviate from +this pollcy
wouid be committing pollticai suiclde.”

There may be disagreement on methods, on the best way to achieve results,
there 1s no dlisagreement on the substance and goais of & poilcy that gives
high prleority t¢ human rights. And as far as develcopment ald Is concerned,
the Importance that 1Is glven, wlthin the framework of the total Dutch
foreign pelicy, to development aid, has had as a consequence that the Dutch
Interest 1In black Africa has grown. These interests have historically
never hbeen very great, the Iinterests went toc, as you can Imagine, more to
the south-east Asla, where the great emplre of Holland lay during three
centuries. But 1f develonment ald, as a Dutch development ald does,
concentrates on the least developed countries, and if, of the 31 officlially
recognised 1east developed countries, 21 are In bltack Africa, vyou can

Imagine that Dutch Interest In black Afrlica has grown.



Thls increase in Interest 1s also a result of Holland's membership of the
European Community. The greater part of the ald which Is given by the
Eurcpean Community under the Lomé Conventlon between the Communlty and Its
- formerly colonial states goes Yo black Africa, because .mcs+ of these
natlons and countrles are In black Africas Thils alse has created a tle of,
what | would call - usling, wlth your permisslon, a Marxist term - & tle of
“objgcflve“ Intferest between Holland and bléck Afrlca, which, of course,

"has also lts effect on the Dutch attltude towards South Africa.

In flnlishing my +t&lk, | am returnlng to the present situatlon 1In my
country, of which the ettitude towards South Africa Is only a symptom.
Sociologlcally and, therefore pollticalty, things are st+ill in & flux. At
present, a cénf?e—righf cablnet is In power, based agaln cn a small
parilamentary majérlfy- That cabinet calls ltself & "no-nonsense” cahinet,
using the Britlsh word, and I+ must be sald that 1t has In fpcf introduced
draconlc measuras In order to cut publlic expenditure which had grown out of
all proportion. The cablnet, with these measures, has weathered all
opposltlon thusfar, even a three-week strike by the civil servants, causling
a near-breakdown of many publlc services. This In Itself shows how thlngs
have changed tn Holland because |t was inconcelvable a coupnle of yvears ago

that civili servants would ever go on strike.

Accordlng to publlc oplinlon pol{s, that "nro-nonsense" cablnet of today has
lost i+s parllamentary majority, but electlons are stil! two years off, and
my personal guess Is that this government will sit these two years out and
may even, |If present polictes are shown to bear frql+ - {+'s a blg 1%, |

admlt - malntaln Its majorlity and rule for another four years.

But it would be & mlistake to assume that the more conservéflve compositlion
and the more conservatlve po!iéles cf the present cabinet would alsoc entall
a more for+hcom|ng at+itude towards South Africa. To be sure, thls present
government 1s coposed to a unllateral oll boycott of South Africa, whlch
the Second Chamber of Parliament has voted, in 1979, but +the succeedlng
Governments have not Implemented that resclutlon. This government Is also
opposed tc a unllateral oil bovcott, for whilch the left Is clamouring and
which a Ief+;of-cen+r? government, 1+ it will come to power again, might
wlsh to iIntreoduce, but +o belleve that this "no-necnsense® government would
be ready *o0 revoke measures taken by prevlious governments such as, for

Instance, the cancellation of the cultural agreements with Socuth Africa,



would be to underestimate two factors : one a tactlcal factor which | have
already mentlioned, but | went +to repeat, and the second a much more
fundamental! one. it would underestimate, first, the extent to whlich right-
of-centre governments are usually eager to galin support of the left-of-
centre opposition on Tssues that are not conslidered vital fo the cablnet's
general policy, or even stronger, the cabinet's survival {(and South Africa
1s not vital ftor a Dutch cablinet’s general policy or even less for 1ts
survival). And second, and much more fundamentally, [t would underestimate
+the extent +o which +the feelings in South Africa, wuninformed and

hypocritical as they often may be, are genuine.



