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Introduction 

SMALL STATES AND FOREIGN POLICY CRISis:· 

THE NETHERLANDS AND THE 1940. NAZLINVASION 

Stu di es of small power crisis dee is ion-ma~ing have been re 1 ati vely rare 

(See Fox,--1959; B~rston, · 1973.; and Vital, ·l967 ~nd J97l.} and, hence the_ ways. 

··such states use their· foreign pol icy options .are not well ~nderstood. Because··· 
·' . . -. . -

of their :complex dependence on nearby 'and/or large states/there -fs·. reason to 
. -. ~, . 

focus on small states I·. decisions "and exoe~t ·them to: be ·bas~d on considerations' 
·. . . -·. . . : - . . . . - . . . : ·- ' . -~ - . . ',· . ; ' . ' - . . . 

rather different from those _of major powers: .. 

In. September!! 1939. the II phoney \'lat''. began in ,Europe ~·it,h the _Britt_5-h and 

French eyi_ng German troops and promising llnot Jo shoot if<you don't. u With 

. . the offjcial declaration ·of _war the pressure was bn the S'11al t neutral states 

betwee~ and· around the Allies and Germans:--and especially on theNetherlanci~, · 

Belgium, and Switzerland. Their.leaders-had to wrest1~: with·a high probability 
. ." '· . . . _·. · ... , . . 

. of mn itary violence nearby, and with the tempting vulne,rability of their . 
. • , I • . 

countries~ Such threats represent the ultimate·survival crises for small 

states, and hence -are 1 i ke ly to revea i much about the ways sma 11 . power leaders 

str_uggle to forestall loss ?f power and destructiono This study will concern 
. . . 

the Dutch, who maintained official neutrality :throughout the "phoney war" and 

were ultimately invaded, bombed, and occupied by advancing Nazi forces in May, 

1940. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . ' . . . . 

Crisis researchers have· empha~ized the importance arid inte_rplay .of threat_ 

perception, time pressure, communications and infonnation processi_ng. consider.:. 

ation of·-alternatives, bureaucratic conflicts, and types of decision-makin,g 
. . 

groups~ These factors supposedly affect th~ probability of misperc~ption and 
. : . . . . ' . •, 

the adequacy and appropriateness of response to the crisiso (See Hennann, 
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1972; Allison, 1971; Holsti, 1972; Jervis, 1976; Kelman~· ed .. , 1965; and · 
. . . 

McClelland, 1964 and 1968.} .Michael Brecher (1977} has incorporated ex-

__ eectations :about such interplay into. twenty~two research questiQnS. concerning C •... • 

crisis dynamics. It is useful to ·address these questions for the Netherlands 

invasion crisis,. to determine whether'the patterns in Nor~hern Europe~ 1940, .. 

~~are similar .to those of other cases and.account ·for the vari~-tion· in foreign 

· . ~poli.cy responses·:.and success in other· cases •. Perhaps th~se are not. the right 

--res_earch ·questions~ ·but it,is .. difficult:to k~oW ~ithout~-co~patativ~analysis 

-of case studies. Each research question is cqnsidered in·turn. below.·.-

... For purposes of: analysis, the·. eight-mo~th Dutch~ crisis will .··be diyJded _ 

into five segments or periods, corresponding ~o the time bef~re, d~ring,·and 
. - ". . . . . ',' ·:. . . 

after· ~hree· majo_r warnings _of German attacke; These_warnings· or alannswere · 

·sounded by an •informer within ·the Germ~n. high command, as ·well as by·the Allied 

~- -powers. In fact,· the Outen ·were specifically warned of: impending invasion twenty-

nine times and, : as seen below, it .was partl.Y:- the-cumulative disbelief and 

:insensitivity to .warnings; as.,Hitler -r~peatedly-changed the in~asioti plans, · 

::.that limited consideration of options- in ·the ~Hague:.' The crfsis• stages• j'riclupe 

.:the pre-World War tension (1938-39), dee-la ration -of Europearf-war (September- · 

October, 1939), the first alarm and.resultant -sensftization (November-December, · 
•. . 

-1939), the second alarm and-resultant sensitization (January; 1940:..:ApriT; 1940); 
. . 

. . 

.~nd the third alann beginning with the fall of Denmark and Norway, including 

direct warning- of- Nazi invas·fon of Holland :(Jtprlt-May ," '1940J.==:·-= : -
' ' 

:The Connection Between Threat and The Perceived Need ·for Info·rmation 

- Some scholars hypothesize that deep-enin·g threat~will s·purleaders· to find 
- . . . 

as much i nfonnati on as possible about pos-s ib le==so-1~utic:,ns ·a:nd- c~o·rrse(JlJences ,- -

while:: other scholars-· d aim: that_ the pr:e-s·s·ures-: 'Of- threa te·n-i ng s=rtuatfohs 1 eave 
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.· \ 
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too little time and .inclination for extensive' information searcfr~ (See 

Hermann, 1969b, pp. 129, 158, and 161; and _Burton, 1968, pp. 76~77.) Obviously, 

in one case study it is impossible .fully .to evaluate these. rival hypotheses, . 

but in 1939-40the,Dutch did not actasJf they felt an.increasing need for 

more_ information.. This was ~specialJy true after• th~ Venlo incident of 
. November 9, in _which British and .Dutch intelligence agents were trapped and 

captured by German agents inside th·e Netherland;,while ·seeld~g to :contact 

German d·issidents. Th1°s inci_dent so embarrassed· the ·supposedly n~utral 

Netherlands ~government that _the anti..;Na_zLhead of Dutch military" intelligence, 

.· Majof Gen~ral J. Van Oorschot, was dismissed and replaced by an ol_def' man who .. 

had no conception. of the techniques necessary to obtai~ tnformatfon in a, post- -

World War I trisis situati.on. (As late as April, 1940, the ·new intelligence 
..... •. . . . . . . ·. ; ·. . ' .. ·... . :·' .. ··· . ·•._· . / .. 

_chief, Lt. General H. A. C. Fabius, asked:the German military attache to ~e-

clare on his word of honor that there would be no attack; Fabii.is belieyed that 

· · Hitler ·would not risk "international prestige" with such an attack. See _be ·. 

Jong~ ~969a, Vol. II, P. 109.) Unfort~nate1y the Ven lo incident occurred just ,.-4./-. 

· three days before the expected November :i2 German attack on Holland, of which 

the Dutch_ had been warned on November 7 by Maj.or. General G. J .. :Sas, their Berl in 

military.attache'. When Hitler changed his plan and no atta~k.-occurred on the 

12th, it seemed that the whole thing had been a trick and Sas had-beeri hoodwinked. 

The credibility of his subsequent warnings ·was, therefore, suspect. 
. - . . 

Desire for infonriation_and contacts abroad became secondary to the govern-

ment's desire 'not to further provoke the Germans or fall into more German traps ·· 

by believing false alanns and thus revealing secret:defense and mobilization 

plans. The Dutch had· reversed themselves·, since _previ~usly intensiv~ cooper-
- . . .. ~ ' . 

ation had been maintained w·ith the British and French secret services and 
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military planners, although few officials spoke about it since government dis-
.-·,. . .. _ /< . ' ... · . . ... -· . ·. 

approval was assumed. In 1937.the. French ha~ ,promised Dut~h intelligence to-. _._., ..... • ._·. 

. . 

lirush" to Holland's assistance.· (De Jong, 1969a, Vol. II,: p; 8ff.} ·rt,e Dutch 

passport control office had become an unofficial ,.subsidiary_ of the British ·· . . . . . . . - - . . . ' . . 

• ·secret In,telligence Service~ This ·1ed to·the Venlo entanglement atidthe sub-
. . . .- . ~ . . -~ . . . ' 

_ sequent Dutch reaction against further conniva.hce. Srna1} states struggling to 

. preserve_ neutral Hy and, as shown belo~,.·whos~Jeadershave n~·'confidence in 

the defe~se: or a$S i stanc~ • of nearby· f~i endly large powers~ .may ·. recede, into an 

insulated she 11, ·. shunning informat,ion exchanges·;. Jn order not· to provoke nearby . ·. 

hostile Jargi powers.· ,, .• 

.. · ._ 

. . ., :: . ·_·> : . ·: ; .· -, ----

In addition, even in sm_all states,/ bu;eaucratic jealous}~s andpressure for 

conformity (discussed further below) may cause distortion rif infor~ation.. · · The .· 

Dutch ~nned force~ supreme commander until- FebruarY,.1940, Gener~lI.H.-

• Reynders, attempted to have all military intell igenc~ data charinell ed to hi-m · 
. .. . . . . . .- . - . ' 

- before distribution to ministers (includi~g t~e defense_ minist~r) or the Queen. -
. . - . - -

·_ This was due both to his rivalry with the defense minister,_ and his desire to ·, 

conde~se the "raw" warnings coming' from Sas in Germany so. as not to overly .alann 
. . . 

the civilians and affect their estimates of attack probability. (Enquette, la. 

PP~ 24-28 and 95-101.)' 

Objectively speaking, the Dutch had the necessary information to predict 

precisely the data of Gennan attack (althoug~ the date.kept changing) at least -

a week ahead of each projected attack. They knew that attack plans exis:ted, 

and in January, 1940 were even informed by ·the Belgians _(who had captured a 

German flier) and by German dissident, ColOnel Hans Oster, ofthe attack 
. . 

'strategy-for the Dutch campa_ign-:..the so-called "Schwerpunkt" swing south of· 

the Rhine and Maas rivers accompanied by a, qu1ck drive:against Rotterdam.· 
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. (Mason,' 1963; p. 555, ·~iti:n·g Enguette, le, p~ •. 2o{and 254.r One·: of the 

officials present at the.final crisis meeting ~t the foreign minister'.s home ·•. · , 

in-the Hague ori May 10, 1940 claimsthat even hearing repprts of German air 

attacks; .those -in the room ·estimated· the chance of the at·ta~k being real at 
. . . - . -. 

.• only 70-80%. ·. (Personal confid~nti~l interview· with· th~ Juthor:, The HagLte, 
0 •• < ':" D: ••, 

April, ·1g1z.). Mason explains the treatment of information passed- by the Dutch· 

~il ftary attach{ ii,- Berl in: 

: 
11 
••• < the Dutc·h, ·informed· by ·ester .of each proposed dat~:of attack, 

were. in effect "over-warnedl' and thoroughly confused .•. ·· The more 
detailed the information relayed by Sas was, the more the reli·- .: · 
ability of his source ... was disputed~ Sas was almost recalled 
from ·his post when _he persisted in vouching for his informant, • -- · 
particul~rly after reporting that this informant was :also plannil')g 

·. the assassination of Hitler .•. No one could imagine that such a 
Prussian officer in fact existed. II (Mason, 1963, p~ 557d · 

Thus~- infonnation flow looked quite similar to 13atterns reported for other 

crises---particularly Pearl Harbor (see Wohlstetter, 1962)in:which suffident · .. 

and perhaps even overly abundant warnings andiinformation existed~·but in which 
,. - . . . 

the_threatened government could not-..:for:reasonsof cognitivedisson~nce (See 

Festinger, 1957}, psychological "groupthink" (.see Janis, 1972), or bureaucratic 
. . 

bickering and over-load--~ake effective use of the ,information.to prevent or re~ 
- - . . . . 

lieve the attack. Indeed, in order to lessen the dissonance of incoming· infer-
. . 

mation .and its conflict with expectations_, ·the Dutch government nearly .in _effect 
- . . . . - . 

cut_ off its ·ears by dismissing their_ intelligence chief anci considering .the re-

call of Sas. 

The Dutch shut off information for one additional reason; a feeling of· 

profound powerlessness and belief that few alternatives existed. Thus, there 
. . 

was little perceived reason.for further i~fonnation" search. The problem . 

in small as well as large power crises may be less .the ava~lability of.• 

': t 

.'"'»,:;"'.:z:.~-- .:. 
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than_ the premature closure of search-·for-alt~rnative remedies (see below), and-. 

· the inability or unwillingness to disttngu1sh accurate from inaccurate- infor- · 

mation. · 
. . 

. . 

·Influence of Hi stori cal ·Legacy on ·oeci sioh-Makers in Threat Situations_· 
. . 

. . 

· The relative·success of Dutch neutrality in .the-first wo~ld. war .had a 

· profound· effect on statesmen in the' thirties, esped~ lly as Briti-sh-French 

determination.to uphold the terms of the Versailles Tre~ty and league.of Nations 

Covenant i:!issolved. While the Dutch ha.d b'een pri_me supporters :of collective 

security notions embodied in the League; including >the p~ovisions'allowing 

. _ tran_si:t and su~port for Lea~ue-authori~ed forces attemptin~ to' discipline 

aggl"essors, ~fter the Munich example the Dutch joined the Belgi~ns and Nordic 

. states :fn. withdrawing from these commitments and reverting to strict ;diplomatic · 
' ., --·• I ·, • ••• - • ' 

ne~trality. As seen below, thts neutrality wasTiot always·scrupulous,'and did 

not ~~curately reflect anti-Nazi emotional: reaction .in much ·of the Netherlands, -
. .. ' . -,, . . ' 

nor~the expectation in the Hague that-an attack would c.ome from Berlin rather 

- - :_'tbal)_London~or Paris •. Nevertheless, neutrality became. a convenient fall-back 

. for leaders perceiving few other' viable alternatives. It was hoped that the 

_Netherlands--and specifically "fortress Ho_lland 11
• (the original Western provinces} . 

:a-might be spared attack and occupation as in 1914, even if the Gennans swept 
. . . • -c· - . 

-. ··- -
through Southeastern Dutch provinces: If the Gennans did attack, Foreigl'.l Minister 

~ - ,. - - . 

. Vaf! K1effens arid ~il-it~~y' ~o~;nders a-s;~me~ \h~t the Dutch army could hold out 

for five ,or six ~ays until British-French help arrived. Because_ of the need to .. · 

remain outwardly neutral, however~-so as not to provoke an attack;.-this assump-
~,.. .. . ~ . - ' 

-
tion was based on rema~k~bly little effective consultation and strategic co:-. 

Qrd1natfo,n with the Allies who w~re expected to help. A fundamental ·French-

Dutch disagreement as to where defense lines should be-drawn was allowed to 

remain unresolved thro~ghout 1940. 
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--- As the crisis deepened in 1940, and as no remedies<seemed,ava{iable, one 
- - - -- , - - - - : : -•, I - - -, : _, ,- -., - , , , 

Dutch parl ,amentarian after another rose fn _ the Second -~hamber to denounce 

Winston Churchill's call for cooperation in_the war effort by blaming the 
.. ', - ::· . ' •--.. . 

Allies for the harsh Versailles peace whi~h all_O\·ied someone like" Hitler to 

emerge. As "Rome burned 11 around th.em, Dutch, po,-iticians' began to so~nd -like 

--- history professors, probably 'for ·want of an;thing bette~ to 1o. _-_ Hi sto-ri cal -

_- -- legacy provided ready ex~uses f~r Dutch ·policy, even if ft, _di d not: ftill y · de- -
- .· . ' - ~-... " ' . ' . . 

-_- termine Such pol icy.-. -- -_ 
- . - ... . ·. . 

Threat and the Relationship Betwee-n Decision-Makers ancf Subordinates 

- Most of the major decisions during- the ejght crisis months were ·concentrated . . ' . - . . . 

in a relatively small group of top decision~makers, wit.hthe cabin'et:as a whole _­

in thedark on certain key matters-'7such as the specific lines of defense from 

invasion decided on by the new supre~e commande;, General_ Winkelman-, in M~rch, --

1940. By the same token, consultationwith s~bordinatesseemed incomplete and 
- - - ., -

- sporadic- at best. Note, though -as Mason {1963, p. -'557) -points, out, that, "In­

ternal {governmental) clashes did take place, but they:did not concern basic 

ideological or foreign pol icy aims of the nation.11 -

In the end, it was subordinates, ihe military a-ttach:S in Paris and Brussels, 
- . . , 

who took it upon themselves to disobey orders andopen-thesecret letters (de-

tailing Dutch defense plans) sent in late 1939 to the Dutch embassies in Allied 
. , . . . ,· 

countries by Supreme Commander ReYnders. On the orders of Foreign Minister 
' - -

. - ~ ' 
- - - - - . . • . I . • - -

_ Van Kleffens these letters were to have been opened only in case of Naz, attack, 

to facilitate Allied aid. Van Kleffens decided to send such letters shortly 

after the first alarm on November 4. The "security group,•• consisting of the 

foreign and defense ministers, the supreme_ co1m1an·der, and the Queen, had de-
- .- . - . . . _- . . . 

cided on an initial military defense strategy, ihcluding mobilization, prepara-

tion for limited immdati<;>n, withdrawal •of .. leaves on November 10 (so as not to 
-· 

.• & ztwtlQJ&Al e 
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. prematurely alarm .the populati·on)/and a diplomatic .offen~fve (planned by Van 

Kleffens) with the Queen joinfog Kfog Leopold of ?elgium -ancr--tli·e·-·ouchess of 

Luxembourg in a.twelfth.;.tiour appeal to both sid~s t~ end the war. foe Jong, 

. 1969a, Vol_~ ·II, ·.p~ 120.;;123). General Reynders hadwanted to send connection· 

:-Officers to the· Allies at the tiine of attack~ buf Van Kl~ffens felt-1:here,-would 
. . ' . ' . - " , - . ·,·- - ;• 

.-not.be time."--, .. When 'the attacn/s pre~aturelf-operiecfthe letters, they found that,,, ., . . . .. '- . . r· . . .. :, . -• 

th.e .plans, ·did rtot :correspond to. existfog or '.H kel.f French-.~elg.ian _strategy, antj. __ 

·. ':hence were largely impractical· sihce Allied and Belgian troops ~ou1d not be 

-~-".l.! __ ~s __ f~r e~$J, _ _as--'the :Du.tch 'defenseS:.-required~ This word wagc sent back to 

Dijxhoorn,· Van Kleffens·, ,and Reynders:,- but Reynders ignored the critJ~ism,. 

· another case· of misused information. : 
•• :._,. __ ¥,-

. . . ' . - - ' - . 

- _ .. -I~ January, Reynders was· dismissed· largely because of continued~ conflicts · 

with hfs superior, Ministerof-Defense,OiJxhoorn, a'man'who had been-Reynders' -

subordinate in the military and from whom the ambitious supreme commar1der:did 

not like to·take orders. 'The two -men conflicted:ov~r the nature of the defense 

plans (Oijxhoorn· felt Reynders ·would needlessly sacrffice. men b,Y: initia-fly de­

fending· the Eastern· "Peel Line")' as wel 1 as the amount of civil power the 

. , ~upreme commander could garner; Reynders fia_d- consistently. pushed,- after the 

November, al arm, for:declaration of a :state -of seige,-with the"aEcompanying power 

to censor .the _press and stisperid-certairi-constitution'a'l provisfcn·s ·inside the -· 

Netherlands. :Indeed, conflicts betweeri Reynders \inl:-the. ffs~ally :co~s-~~Jitive 

·. defense---arrd -nnance minfstries~:·over 1futcf~war-preparedness ~-(ir "1ack th~e~eo-ff - -
- ~ - -- -- -·- -

and cuts in the defense budget ·had predated the Sepfember war. - Oijxhoorn was 

particularly ·incensed when· he learned from a subordi.naie"·in 'ftie intelligence 

service that Reynders had ordered a-lFihformafic1n- senf:•to hifu be-fore dispalc~ 

to- the minjsterS' or· Queen-~>-Sas~·ni-:BerTirf hac:f even:been~ordered~io:'stop 're~::.· : . 
port-ing~ dfrectly_ to Dijxhoorn,- an~ order h~ disobeyea-. From· Reynders' point of 
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view, Dijx~oorn had meddled by issui_ng direct:,orders to Re;;,n-ders' subordinates. 

(Enguette, 'la, -b, pp. 87 ff.) . Reynders seemed convin~ed that strict neutra.li ty·: ' 
I. • • -· • • • • • • • '• 

and adequate, armed forces· bliild-up:were ~ecessarYand that~ German attack was 
. . ' . ' ,, 

. unlikely. l 
.. 

Reynders incredibly failed to re'port the ·existence. of the lette~s in Allied·_. 

capitals or the c~~t~~~r~y- s~rrou~ding:them to·his successor, General 
' • • I ,. ; • • • 

- ·- -
Winkelman,'who found out about them in March after the second<alert, and had -

. ,··. 

their prov)sioris:cha.nged .. · The cabinet-knew that the plans were,.changel,-but 

made no effort to 'scrutinize Or discuss details or the letters' cqntents, 
f,_ • ... 

evidently trusting Winkel111an--despite Reynders' obvious mistakes--and>bE?l ieving 
. - . . . . . - . 

that even deliberations would somehow violate, neutrality ... (De Jong, 1969a, Vol .. 
• • I ' •· 

- II s. PP,·- 252) .. At this point Van Kl effens, who had supposedJy done everyth.ing 

to convinc~ Reynders to end the contacts. between the military attaches and 

Allied miBtary comnanders, (personal confid,ential interview ·with a former._ 

diplomatic:~official, The Hague~ April, 1977 ) -- reportedly a·uthorized 'Winkelman . 
• : .; -➔ ~ ,,,.. - - • • - •• ;: _-. • ... -=..:... ;.. ·_ ~-: ·- - .. ·- -- -_ - - . ,• 'j . . . 

· to _contact; Belgian commanders quietly. ·:Attaches went further and contacted 
- ~ ..-.. - --- ~' : I-_:: ~ ··. - •. -. : :. •:·.. . - c. ·= ..: . . - - :,_ -:- -- •·-· ' , 

French and British commanders as wel l,7 but-van Kl effens and Di'jxhoorn professed 

not to hav~ known of the contacts.~- Even -Winkelman evidently -di d not_ know of _ 
'-•:~-:•.=.-•-.:.:-. r •• -•• --•• •• • • -

the meetings with British· representatives~ - These contacts were arranged by the 

chi e/~~~~:1 ~~6~1~e/,- ~h~:: -;-n" t~rrf p-ro-fess~cf not· ·1:0· know of Winkelman '·s.1 etters 
'~---.=,,,,, :. ... !... 

or- strateg~ic plans~"- Vi~~-Admlfal: Fur~s~n~l-w-ent on:: 'to obtain Britis.h codes and 

--~;;;~~~d ~;ra;g;~f~r -th~ ~e-vac'~ation of-Outd, gold -an,d :silver to England--at the 
.. :::~- ~ :_ -::.~ ~1 ~ · · :·· -_ :~ -_._.:.·- -: - . - - -- - -~::!fir}{\--~,:.- -~• _ ~ · _ ·_. ·_ -- • _: 
request of the_ Netherlands central baftca-nd unbeknown to ministries. (De Jong, 

__ .,,__ ·--·--::,.--..;...- -

1969b :·-pp.; 208 ff. J --
·. :. -.. • ..:::.::--•...:.:--,,i-: - . - -~-..... - . 

.. 

' . . . . . . . 
=:- -::.· - _, :-:. . ~' - ... - :: -- ;-~: ,._;.. , :- . --·.er--~_==--~- . :: < -~,-~:,...., ~---.: __ · - - -- -- -- -· . . . . . 
_ The state of sfoge was final Ty declaref 1:>y ·the frightened Dutch leaders on 
-;.::· ::.~~ -·.7.: I~::.:,•-_..~ ------ ~-=-· ·- -- -: ,.. .. -· :- _:." - . - - - --· -- . . . . .. · 
April 9,wi:th the Gennari-irivasfon of Denmark::and'Norway; however, both Belgium-

"· ! --- ~--- ... _ -
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- Neverttiel ess, there is indication thaf even under new: and 1 ess a~sertive_ 1 eader­

ship the Dutch secret intelligence seryice stil 1 maintained s;~;-~~~tacts with 

_ the British; warning of the Denmark:...N~rway··irwasion~ having originated with 

Sas, wa·s passed to the _British in the Hague. -_ Again, supposedly Van Kleffens 

did r,ot know of thfs leak. Dutch policy :remainedcommitted to ,formal neutrality 

even while hes_itant and rather· ineffect~ai efforts were 'I!ade~ sometimes at the 
r • • 

instigation of subordinate officials, to hedge bets and.make· it possible for 

the Allies to rescue· Holland. · 

Of course, it was convenient for Van· Kleffens "riot to know" that consul ta-· 
. . _.. ,. . _- -• .- . .. . .. -__ .· ,---_.. . . : . ' / 

tions with. Al lies were taking place. Post-war testimony by the Dutch-, attache ·-

in PariS and by General Reynders. indi-cated f~equent contact withthe- French· -
_:. . . .· .. - . -_ . : ., . /_-_. -, ". :· ·-:. : . • .... _ : 

~eneral staff; and according to_ the attache, the defense and-forefgn ministers --

indjcated that such contacts were legitimate as early as November, 1939. Ex.,. 

French Premier Reynaud even wrote of an. understanding fpr Frencij occupati,on of· 

Zeeland;s islands following a German attack. However, after ;the attack, re-:' , 

· criminations flew on both sides over apparent misunderstandings about the sup- -

posedly half-hearted Dutch defense of Southeastern provinces. (Mason, 1963, 

p. 560) · -

Van Kleffens.i. policy reflects a belief that outward neutrality, in conjunc­

tion wi_th peace offensives, might prevent the invasfon, or at least was-worth the 
. :. .. '. -. . 

. . - . . . 

try.· However, there are also indicatfons that Van Kleffens may have winked at 

consultations with Allies within the neutrality frameworko Judging by Annette 

Baker Fox's (1959) account of other neutrality struggles in Europe, those that 

failed--as d·id Holland's--were carried on despi,te genuine political and social 

preferences for the Allies; thus the neutrality policy was out of step with 

. public and elite preferences,_ and valuable time for coordination with Britain a,nd 

France was lost. In vi~w of Dutch·expectations of attack .QD.}.t by Nati ~ermany, · 

the half-hearted Dutch-Allied consultation seems contradictory and self-defeating. 
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Giventhe state of Allied-forces by May: ;1940; perhaps no.coordination could 

- - ' - . -._ . . - . . . - - - . ~- . . . .' 

have helped. Major Dutch ·officia}s certainly thought not.·. But it is ironic 

that as the Germans attacked, theJr government accused :the Dutch of collusion 

with the _Allies anyway; the Dutch achieved the. worst _of both worlds.: 
.• 

·- ------ -· 

The Volume of Communications in Threat -Situtation 

• Since most of the Netherlands' documents fo~ the early war period. were 

destroyed either.by the_ Dutch or Na~is~ it.isimpos.sibl~' accurately to measure 
- . . ' . . 

~he volume of informafion flowi_ng to the ::Hague as the crisls :deepene·d. Testi~ · 

mony of certain officials indicates,·that :mess.ag~ traffic was. heavy; in .defending 

his efforts to screen information gotng to th_e Queen an·d defense -minjster, 

. Reynders claimed that he reported to them ~-~gularly, but that there was a 
. . 

tangl,_e of messages, some of which wer,e contradictory. ( Enguette, 1 a, b, ·pp. 87 
. . . . . -. . . . .• · .· . . -

ff.) Clearly, the major alarms and .reports of impending Ge~man attacks were 

corroborated by more than one source; foformatfon was arriving from many sources. · 

Dutch intelligence ~ ~ do~s not appear to :have been very active,. however, 

after the removal of Van Oorschot, and the military atta~h~s provided most of 

·the pertinent information on Allied and Nazi battle plans.·_-_Indeed, General 

Winkelman defended the technically -non:..neutra·l defense cons_ultations with the, 

Allies by maint~ining that a military attache is ltnothing but a spy" and ·"all 

· countries have accepted this.-" (Mason, 1965, p. · 561) Through Ja_nuary, 1940, 

Reynders' self~appointed role as intelligence censor had-the-effecf of reducing 
• • • r • 

the volume and range of information reaching key civilian decision-makers~ 

This practice perturbed Prince Bernhard when he learned of it~ and ma~·have 

contributed to Reynders' dismissal.· (Mason,1963, p. 558. note) 

- Communications between the defense· ministry and military were also disrupted· 

by the_Dijxhoorn--Reynders disputes.' Incredibly, after discussion between the 
' • r ' - • • 

Dutch intelligence chief-and Reynders about th€ specific January dispatch from 
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Berl in detailing the German atta,tk strategy, th,e i~forma:tion was dismissed-; 
. - . . . . .. ', ,. - . :.,-< ,' 

it _wa!i considered "too riski1 fo~ the Germ_ans- to adopt such·t;i~ategy: The-. 

warning was filed away ·in Reynders ,- safe, n'ot:to be discussed or- seen ·again _· 

. - 1.mtil-after the war, even by_the new supreme commander, let alone by the 
. . . •' 

. civilian?.~--- The -inte)Jjgence .t.hie.:f.:ftiled~,_to_jn.form the ne\'/ commander because,.­

as he later.put it; the ·armyis 1!pperation$:divisio~-and intelligenc:e division 

. have-~lways been at odds with-one another.II' Sti6seqtierit {to:· January)· ·references· 

' · .. to -the German attack· strategy by S~s sUpposedlf neve_r fe~che(wi nkel man but ·. 

got 1 ost 11 in channels. 11 (Mason, 1963; pp. ~563-65}. 

-•- Hence despite m~re than adequate warning, German. military~.sfrateg,Y. took the• 

Dutch by surprise in May, 1940~ . Incoming inform~tion did not' seem to overload 
. . . . 

Dutch._ bureaucratic capabilities, but rather -wifs distorte<Lo.i:~:used for ~the: in-

-· terests of certain political or military leaders,. inter~sts wh-ich- focluded ··· 

gaining acceptance for the beli~fthat tne German attack was not necessarily 

imninent. , Certain l __ eads_:_were never pursued for_ politi~a l reas1>ns :'. , 

::"' " "The Gennans themselves tried to induce.the. Dutch~:to violate -··· 
· their neutra 1 i ty ~ From November or December, 1939 until the 

- _ ~ -very eve of ·the invasion they made seve·rar rather ·clumsy · 
attempts to urge a "Danish" policy on the Dutch, involvi_ng 

--=- transit rights for German troops and 'peacefilT'- occupation 
of Dutch territory. The Dutch rejected these feelers; with-_ 

_ . , out actually· being aware to what -extent· they c~me from the 
highest German authorit_ies.n - (Mason, 1963, p. 562 n~te_) · _ 

The Dutch, and especially Reynders, were never sure when~.tbe. Germans were-_ ... 

. t;;in~/ to t;ap ~~~~ ;i~;~m~-ti~~1-,y- ~~Cd ;i~;~~~i;:'.,'. ~-nd ~~_ch ~~el~!'~ _cons~~;~ted 
·-- : . -· - ·-. ·-· - ·- -----·: .,..---- - --~ ---~ __ ;_-::---· ------- .. _:·--;._ ~-- '.:".". : :· · .. -:- _: .. ~ -. 

too m~ch of a risk for the neutrality policy, about the terms of whi_ch the 
..... < ~ • ·, 

Dutch maintai~ed th.ere could be no n_egotiations. 

Because of the intelligence service's and anny's disb~li~f of warnings, 
- ,,,_:.:--·...:... ··" 

_" __ :_ .. ~_· __ _ .::,_ _____ _.· ---- --~-·=-----:· -- ;.. .- ..:.. .. -· - ., . .:. . 

corrmunications posts .were seriously understaffe~ even on the eve of the atta~k. 
·;:-.,. -~-:_ - - -~-----------=--: ·-::-::_ .. ' =- ~~ ----~=--. ~~--~--~ ·. - _:_ =-~-_:."'"- .,::· ..:_·_-:_ .. ::·· :-~· :":-:_ ... •7.:-.._- .· . 

O~spite specific warning from Sas~ only ·one dupu.ty chief of staff and som,e }ow~r 
~~r:.:_.:- ··---~~····-=~~:,-: ~-~··=-- -:---- -·-=•'-:-=-:..-: :.:_-::··_-:- ·:_·-.. ~ ;:::-::·-.~·:. --~--·~~-: _ _ :.~:~.::::-~ -~--=··: 

,··,. 
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ranking. officers ~were on duty .at headquarters as the attack began in the· early 

morning of May 11;· through a series of sometimes petty diffic:u1'ff;~ (not enough_ 

cots· in the buflding to house more office~s), news of.the attack and a general' 

military _alert. were delayed until after·4 A.M. -As· in the Pearl H·arbor case 

(see Janis, 1972),, while the supreme commander tentatively alerted- front line .. 
' < • • ~ • • -_- • • • • • 

· forces on _.the eve of attaclt, -· regionaJ commanders in_ :other· sectors were. allowed 

discretion in the typ~ of alert status i'~ their sectors. 'Thus :t;here- was no . 
. ;-·. .• . -- •. -,. . - .. -

prior-alert in the i•Fortress Holland", hea~tland where troops w~re·totally su~-. 

•. prised and need1 ess-ly overwhelmed by the ·German paratroop invasion. (Mason,· 

. 1963, p •.. 566 ~·) 

.·. The Link Between Escalation of Threat and Influence of Armed Forces 

Elements of the Dutch military definitely. sought and .achieved increased in~ - - _..: . . .· - - . - . ,,. . 
. . . - ... .· . 

. fh1ence in government decision-milking as the crisis deepened. Basic policy. and 

·leg_isiative control, of course, remained in civilian ·hands. General Reynders' - ,· ' -· . . , -

. attempts to gain st~te of siege decision-making authority failed, perhaps as 

much because the cabinet did _not wish to project a war-:-foo~ing image to the home · 
. . . 

p9pulatfon or the Germans as for constitutional .reasons.: Nevertheless; Reynders 

had managed considerable control of intelligence data flow and defense planning. 

Even under Winkelman the full cabinet was not well inform~d ofi defense plans ·· 
' -

(although this is nonnally the defense ministeris perserve in Holland), and had .. . - , . -

nev~r been told of Van Oorschot's-close coord-ination.wi.th British a.nd i:rench 
. - - ... . . . - ·-. . ,, ' . . . ' . 

military authorities after 1937~ Military attaches carried on.most of the· 

. strategic consultations with other countries as well ·as relaying most of the in­

telligence infonnation from those countries.'_ Finally, after the invasion of . 
II ·- • " . 

Denmark~ and Norway'~ the full state of siege wa~ declared, with accompanying do-
' ' 

mestic restrictions under the ~upreme commander's authority. 
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A ·supreme commander is only appointed i~ ·the. Netherl~nds if a. stateof 
. . _,- - . . 

· national emergency prevails, as it did after the Hitl er~Stalin pact in August,, 

· 1939~ General Reynders' ·authority as cormnander w~s limited by a 11_gentleme~s' ·._ .. · 

agreement" in which he promised not to ~til-ize all the p<ltential of the war· 
• _• •• , • • < • • ; • • e • 

powers· act of 1899---a·n act which could _have given him superior' a~t~Ority over 
. ' . . . 

. th,e civilian, government. Yet in December, Reyriders unil~teral ly repudiated 

the agreement ·and stated that he was no long.er. to be supervised by .the cabinet ··· · 

and· was entitled to· full authority for military 'rule under the ·state of War. 

The cabinet did not agree that the situation was serious enough to warrant · · 
. .. .• -

· · · • suspensio~ of constitutional rights and military rule, '.so an impass~ waS reached 
. /• . . .. ·- ~ - - - -'•. - . . . , 

and Reynders was finally dismissed. · Ultimately~'. aftefth~-~~tate of siege was 

declared and when the government and royal_ house fled to England during the 

invasion,· the supreme commander was left to administer the· country and negotiate 
- , . ~- -

the !:>est po_ssible surrender and occupation tenns with' the Germans. ·General. ·· 
d 

Winkelman proved to be a patriotic and dii"igen~ negotiator on these points. 

Despite ~ncreased military authoritr and influence, an'd largely because of 
. . - . 

General Reynders'·rather rigid inclination to disbelieve in'vasion warnings, 

Dutch war preparations were woefully inadequate. Partly <this can be blamed on . 

reduced _p_re-war defense spending by civilian ijuthoritie~, on Britain's .. unwill­

ingness or inability to sell Holland-up-to-date anns.during the war· (from· 
. . 

which the Dutch deduced that they could not rely on Britain--personal confidential 

intervi_ew with a fonner diplom~tic official, The Hague, April, 1977), and even 

cm the cabinet's .unwil 1 ingness to let Reynders disrupt civilian life with full 
- - . - . . ,. ,. ·' - . . - . ' 

,,, .· - . , 

war preparations. But the conflicts- between ciyili~n and military officials, • 
. . . . -

the.removal of key military and intelligence offi~ers, a~d the inflexible and 

politically ambitious nature of military decision..;making -all impeded- effective 

preparation for defense. It is not cl ear whether :such factors are peculiar to · 
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the Dutch case. · •· Ul tim~tely,. n~ effective defens~.:ma; have be~n possible with-. 

· in or _outside the framework ·of' n~utral ity; however-ef'f~ctive-0consul tations 

wi_th potential al lies ~rid full, use •of :~tel l_igence data· would seem_ to afford 

more alte~natives to decision..;makers of any small country _in crisis.· Thes~ 

advantages were denied the Netherlands. partly because of military:--civil ian .. 
. .- - . ~ - - -- . 

. --~f_ri_c_ti_o-n_. _ (_S_u~~ _ _f_r.i __ ction also ·1ed~.-~:.-~elays in the>construction of necessa_ry 
~ . - . . . ___ _!. , . -· • . I . . - . : - . . - -

fortifications·, according to the·Enguette Commission~· Enquette~ la, b, pp.74 
------ _...,, __ ._ • .., •• -.•.. -- --•- ---:,--•+·- _, ___ ,_ - -.• - - ---·, -- - - ~ -

' ff.) 

.. The Link Between Growing T_hreat Perceptions and Economic Factors -

Dutch neutrality wa:s partly conditioned by simu·l taneous and important •trade 
--- -- -- -- : - - .. - ~ ·- - _ .. ~ -·. ·, - . 

· dependence on both Britain. and Germany (see· Tabie i}. • ::rn ·1939 the ,Netherlands: 

. ·was j~st emerging from the depression, andJeaders did not ~aritto"risk trade re"".·. 
'••· . ..;'•• •--;-'•~-~-=.- ·•--• . --_::- - '--.· .· ,'O'':"-·':"'""""··.,• -··:·_:'.~-~ . .,.,.;·~- ·:·: o ..... ~•-·•.c--_; ··:-, ::--:.,:;.--:·.·\· -~- .. • ·:-:· .• ·-_•·:.-· .· • . 

lations ne·edl essly. Despite the government's emergency trade negotiation· 

au:h~_~itt a_f~er_ 193~_,'. a_n~_ b~~ause ot}n_cre~s_!~gly,_restrictiv~ __ tra~e ,practices 

·. throughout the world, the volume and value >of Dutch trade diminished during 
. - . . - . ·- - - - - - _. --- - .. __ - ;_ . 

th! depression', reaching a .mininum in 1935. But while exports to Ge_rm~~nY_:had 
. . . -

fallen markedly in 1935 and 36,· exports.to· Britain.increased by almost 100% 

between 1933 and· 37. Despite devaluation, .Dutch economic recovery had l~gged 

~ehi~d world ~a~~:_U_ntil_~_~_va]~a~io_n._o_f ~~~ "gu_1.~-~~r after~ Sep~e!11,b~r~1936, and 

revenue from shipping fell sharply as well' .. Dutch. economic malaise after 1936 . 
- . . . ·- .--- - - - . - -

:.included unemployment of: more than 400,000,_ reduced_;p"?ducticin, and speculative 
.. ' -•·· . - . . -- . . .. . . 

cap_ital fl_ights from the country.· (De Jo_ng, 1969a, Vol. I,· pp_. __ 205 ff~)' 

·For a country with a very great interest in. in~ernational trade•.an~ shipping,. 

th i,s a 11 constituted a 1 i_ngeri_ng economic emergency~ . · 

When war was declared, the Dutch triedto main,tatn economic relations with. 
- - __ .,.. ____ ----- - ·- .-:·,-:;.,·,-.;. -----.-·-·, ;:·· ·-:-.-• - -=-· 

both sides, working out s·pecial _agreementSwith the Britis_h aboi;t shipping, C -' • 

·:~-""'--·~:· -----~,-- __ ,.., __ -,-- ----- .---/- .. ~·----~ =--=--=··-~·=---··~--_=:_._~.-- ': --~-· ::-·:'. :::.--~-·.--·· 

- since there was a complete, blockade of Gennany. Al 1 goods, except medjcines 
.-6_,,....e:::.-::·:-=- ---:::.::..:::",,...=-:· - ,_ • ., __ --~~-'r --------·------ - -j-- ..:-;.--·---- ~--:- .::·--~:;_ ... ::.·•- - · 
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Table 1 

Netherlands Trade With Sec1ected Cquntries Before th~ Second World War 
·, 

(In Mfllfons of GuilderJ) .· 

WITH GER UK us BEL DUTCH 'EAST INDIES 
--~~--·~--

EX IM EX IM · EX . · IM EX · IM · EX ·. JM 
1933 157 379 126 109 33 78 100, . 124 31 51 

., 

1934 177. 298 135 97 22 · 69 82 , 108 · 30 58 
' , . , 1935. 129 239 142 · 87 33 65 72 103 32 ·, 57 

1936 117 237 165 94 45 72 86 119 44 79·, 

1937* 185 334 248 129 -58 136. 126 ·180 · 94 126 
: ., 

1938* · 159 308 
.. 

234 115 ·, · 37 · 153 .·. 106 162., .100 . 102 . 

118 
. . 1939* 136 358 226 ·• .. 42 .. 145_ .. ,.· .· .·90 -_220 101 91 · 

* German figures include Austria 

·:,.' · .. 
,\··, 
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. :·and tobacco etc~~ ~ere declared cont~~band; Dutch ships were stopped and _· 

searched._ Thus, .with ·Germany pressuri_ng Holl and for continued dei ivery of 

goods, Dutch-Gennan trade fel 1 by 20 ... 25% between \939 and 40. ··(De Jong, 1969~ ~ 

Vol.· II; p. 166.) The Dutch . protested German attacks On Dutch ships going Jo· 

Brita.in and France, but with 1 ittl e effect.· Protests over the blockade ·were._· 

al so registered in London, and, the directors of _Netherlands' offices for trade 

_ and industry were instructed by suped~rs ;1:0 ignore the Allies' bla.ckli st. 

The.Dutch government threatened that Germany would be gi~en ·p;eferences,if 

. choices of export,markets had to be made~ While the governmentacted asif 

no blockade '"existed, most private companies followed London'~ rules.-· German 

. companies inside Holland (utilizing Dutch middleme~) ·had little trouble with 

_the bl.pckade •. : Gradually, tenns of the-blockade were 1 iberal ized to do awal' 

with detenti~nand searches of Dutch" ships at sea (replaced :bYa syst.em of 

. naval certificates at port of departure), and finally/.after intensive negotia- . 

tion, to distinguish between 11A" and 11 B11 goods. The former could go to Germany 

within the 1 imits of 1938 trade. 

At. the beginning of the crisis (September, 1939) th~re was some fear of 

. scarcity in Holl and, but th~ government moved to prevent hoarding and to assure 

reasonable supplies of durable goods;.· In contrast to World .War I, panic did not· 

occur, and the government had plans and a control appa_ratus, niuch of it 
. ] . -. . - . . . . 

stemming from the crisis system of the depression years,especially in t~e 

agricultural and food supply sectors. Foreign trade of food was restricted, b:.it 

rationed domestic supplies were adequate until the invasion. Government re-
. ' 

gulatiori-of SUJ?ply and prices ~as already accepted,even in the midst of genera:1y 
. ' ', 

- conservative economic thinking. 'Offices -were established to organize and plan 

production of wood,_ textiles, leather, medicines, paper:, 'rubber, coal, etc .. Co'.n-­

panies were to be protected~ and competition avoided~ and·there was to be no move 

• -:_7 
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' '. toward permanent social ism.: . The 'Dut~h' of 'course, had 'far. .flung economic·· 

·interests which .they struggled de~peratelyto maintain in the Orient, but th~v '.: 
' ,_ . _-_ , •. ' . . . .., 

;.·- .· ._:..,. ".:, _ .. -· 

wer~ prepared for. retrenchment. at ho!'1e as.well. · Because_ of t.i ght. gove.rnrr1ent 

. control <>f the shipping, industry, the Dutch were even .able'Josupply Belgium 

with go.ods· from the East Indtes in the ·spri_ng of 19~0. , · 

· The Dutch economy thus survived rf?latively _well.during -the eight crisis. 
'' 

.months.·. It is difficult to cut off an industrially develop~d- and entrepreneurial>-· . 
. -· - - - -. . . -• ,. " - .. . 

' .. small-~ountry from its foreign contacts; there are many. in:formal or surreptitious 
. ., . . - . . . ' ·. 

' ' . 

. ways of carrying on "business as usua1 -~" This is especially true ~hen s·erious, . 

effort~ by a major power to prevent trade with another rilajo~ power might rest.:lt 

· in an invasion of the small country.: Britain was ultimately better off.with an 

,independent Holland trading at a r~duced level· wi~h Germany. than ~ithtrade shut 
.-- - . . . - . ', , . 

·· off, 'and as a. result, a German occ~·pation of Holl and: 

Perceptions Regarding Superpower Penetration as the D_ecisive Constraint on 

_Behavior in Situations of Threat 
. . . . ' ' ' 

Dutch leaders were obviously quite constrained by worries over Gennan motives · · 
. . . . 

and in~entions~ They were constantly worried about tipping their_strategic hand, 

falling for a Gennan threat-ploy and revealing defense plans in· response. By 

the same token, cabinet officials rep~atedly cut_themselves off from·inf~rmation 

(or were cut off by military authorities} for fear of app~aring "unneutral" in 

-~onsidering host_ile alternatives or consulting _with potentia_~ allies.· _Ge_nnany 

was viewed, somewhat contradictingly, as malevolent and threatening, tricky and 
. - . . . . . . 

· appeasable. Responding to all these views at o_o~e, the Dutch government employed 
. . . . . . . ·... - ·. -

:contradictory and se,lf-defeating policies; here_ preparing half~heartedly for 

_d~fense, there maintaining a staunch public neutrality. t 

:The other major powers of potential concern, the British and French, were 
. . . . . - . . 

· viewed as ultimatel_y friendly (no Dutc;h leader feared a British-French· preemptive : 
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invasi~n:either because th~y-view~dlondon-and Paris as sti-11 weak or because 
- - . - - I . - - - -

they could: not conceive of such an inva~ionthreatening Dutch jndependence), 

b'ut woefully weak. There could be .no r~liance ontheAllies;"thus perhaps tr';~ 

rationalizations and wishful thinki_ng. that Germany cou.ld be assuaged and kept -

from attacking •• - Few effective alternatives were seen~ Therefore,, Ou\cti-per-· 

ceptions of major power potential and behaviorwere all-important in deter- -

_-_ mining ultimate responses from the Hagu·e~ • Obviously not all Dutch-officials 

perceivedthe-pbwers in the same way; some were more or less concerned.about· 

neutrality or the German threat. But this made for even more confusion,as 

policy admJnistration was decentr~lized SCllhat certain .officfals would not 

· "have to know" what others were doi_ng; various officials developed their own 

initiative_s either to move toward or away froin the Allies. -
·. ,_· . .,- . . ·.· ·,.. . . .·. . ·.• ··_ : .... ; _.· 

The Link Between Growing Th:reat and Consideration of Alternatives 

·It seems quite clear that once British-Frenc:h--strength and determination 

were judged as· -poor, there w~s- little reconsideratiqn of alternatives in the-_ 

Hague·.· Dutchleaders joined their Belgian and Swis~ cotinterparts in an out-. 
. . . ~ . . . 

w~rdly neu-tral pol icy. ·. They kept ~pt ions open in c~ntacts with Allies, b-ut · 
•J .. . -

after Venlo these-contacts became more and more haphazard due to disagreements 

within the government a~d efforts to camouflage violations of neutral,t~~ 

Historian L. De Jong, who had specialized in this period~ has concluded (19C9b) 
- ._. ,· 

that despite denials,· it is nearly certain the Van K1effens and _Dijxhoorn. dis-· 
, - . . .-· ; ' 

cussed contacts with the Allies, since a German occupatipn would mean the end· 

of Dutch democracy. These discussions could.not includ~ the whole cabinet, _ 

however, because of Pri~e Mini_ster De Geer' s unremitting commitment to ne~trt:; ~ :.y 
. ' : . . . -·'. . -

and inabiiity to deal -W~th- the, "bad dream;, _of ~ German·attack. -Working uncler 
' 

these g·re_at domestic poJitical -restrictio·ns, Van Kleffens could ~nly mold a 
. . : - -

patch-work compromise, arranging neutral diplomacy, royal- initiatives, sealed· 

. i 
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· · · 1 etters, -a~d surr~pti tions consul tat:ions .' 

' In detail' when :the November alann. sounded,. the Belgians were prepared to ' 

·. participate in an improvised plan with the", French to aid' Belgium and Holland;' 

·. French tro(?pS were to move into Dutch Flanders and Zeeland irovince.·: Sealed 

Dutch defense plans were 0 to be made:available to.th~ F'rench, Belgia-ns~ and 
. . - . - ,~ . 

British. But; Reynders i . doubts' led to the failure _t~ reconcile Dutch and ... 

. . French plans despit~ the relations 'already .established wfth. and.1nfo~mation 

already received from theBelgians~nd Fren~hb/themilitaryattach~, Maj_or ,·,, 

Van Voorst Evekink. Talks ~ith Belgians' contfo_ued with the 1940 alarms, and 
. . -· . . . ' . 

·;n March the inappropriate _and nearly for:-gotteri originaLDutch· defense, plans, 
' ' •" ' ' ' ' ' .... '., ,' ', . '" ' ,, ,, '" ' ' 

were revised by General. Winkelman~• The Belgian military a~tac_he in the Hague 

consulted Netherlands officials :in February/ March and April, with similar 
- . . . . 

consultations by his Dutch counterpart:in: Br.ussel1s. Appr~val :fo~ the Belgian 
·.-. . .. 

contacts came._in late~ February from Dijxhoorri and Van· Kleffens, assisted by the.· · · 

·secretary General for'Fo'reign Affairs.:: Winkelman,. handicapped by 'internal 

pressures and the consequences of Reynders' planning, could not come to·an 

•. agreement with Belgian tacticians. Direct word offrencfi ·strategy ~as also 

received in Paris from General Gamel in by Van ·voorst Evekink; yet the Dutch · 

'failed to make the necessary defense adjustments to meet French terms. These 

French contacts evidently were not kriowri to DiJxhoorn and Van Kl effens; contacts· 
. . - .. . 

{with -the British} by tne naval. conmander were unknown .:e~en to Winkelman •. In . 

March Winkelman decided to retreat from forward positfons if attacked and meet 

French forces 11 but the French did not-agree to this, nor·evidently·understand it. 

The fragmented nature of Dutch decision-making reflects executive paraly::~s 
. ' 

. and some tacti ca 1 disagreement°, .. Al ternafi ves were .. considered, but ·not · by the ... 

governrrierit or responsible -decision groups as a-whol e,-and. except for tl,'e most' 
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The Link Betwe~n Increasing ·rhreat and the Siie and ~tructu~e:of Decis·ion~ 

Making Groups 

.As ·in some of' the previous analyses, it is difficult to es'tablish a·. 
!1linea~11 ·relationship between increased threat and changes in size of decisivn-

- . - ·. -- . . ··. - - . -· -

'making groups. G~neral ly s major decisions were made by a:sma_ll elite group of 

officials from the beginning of the crisis through the entire: eight months. 
. . . ,. . . ... - . 

.cTh~ whole cabinet· seldom deliberated. iri detail,. The specific: .reactions to each 

. of the alanns basically had been. hamrne~ed out by the ·prime•minister,: foreign,. 

and defense ministers, and the supreme commander, sometimes m~eti'ng wit_h the· 

Queen .• 
.· --~~~ . 

•' ... , - ~- - ' - . . , . -

The Dutch constitution provides that· foreign pol icy is the domain of the 

foreign minister, who is technically ·responsible to the cabinet while con~ 
,• •,• ~ - • - • • • •- .:. • : ~• ·-C:•.-,·:,:• • C ~._.,,' ·•• • T:' •,_ •• •• :~., ••, • • • •. ••, • • • 

ducting his or her own policy. Nonnallf the minister would c~ordinate policy 
.. . . 

closely with·the prime minister, though this is not required •.. In 1939-40, 

-~owever, the prime minister seemed. to remove himself from unseemly deliberations, 
. .· 

· _holding inflexibly to the neutrality postur~. Prime Minister De Gee~ reluctantly · 

in~erited the chief minister's position _when Col ijn, probably the most influenti­

.al Dutch politician at the time, was unable to fonn a new gov~r~ment in June, 

-1939. Thus, a weak politician WqS saddled with a job for whfch he was _not well 

· prepared. Note, though, that Col ijn, did not believe in the ,likel_ihood of a 

Gennan attack in. 1939 any more than De Geer, and even criticiz:ed the government 
- • f -

in the November_ first alarm for calling _a general mobilization. (De Jong, 

· 1969a, Vol: II, p. 132) 

De Geer had less foreign policy interes~ than Colijn an_d, .as a Christian 

pacifist, abhorred war while strongly supporting the League of Nations. Main- . 
. . - . . ' . 

. ta1ning that, "I do not understand a bit- of strategy and I c~nnot imagine what 

- reasons the Germans could-have to attack·our country," DeGeer left rnilitary 
• - I • 
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·preparations.to his suprem~ conmander and polftical maneuvering 
. . .• ~ 

' 

and defense ministers. · (Testimony by H.: Fabius, Enguette, le, p. 254; De Jong, 

1969a, Vol~ II, p. 64~) Since ·he and the cabinet ·were.responsible for the. 

decisions, De .Geer met with these officials on the main pol icy gui del ines--such 

as the basic l'weak in the East, strong in the West''• _defense ·plan. ·Obviously •. ·• 

. maJot episodes , ·. such as the Ven 1 o fiasco,. had ·to. be . considered· by . th·e -· entire 

cabinet, and rep:o.rts made to Parl iarrient:: ·The Parliament was told of each in-. . 

vasfon alarm, but was not info·rmed· of··the government's :cfecisionto ·leave the 

country in May; 1940. The implementation of neutrality was ·left to Van Klefferis, 

Reynders, Dijxhoorn, and military intelligence. The _Prime Minister" sometimes 

. undercut the views and authority of responsible cabinet officials, as when on 
' ' ' 

November 13, he assured the people on radioithat all the ,r.umors·about invasion 

were intrigues :of the. British and Frem:h press (De Jong, 1969a, Vol.. II, p. 13.1; 

. Enguette, 1 b; p. 94) •. ·• · 

· ··"" Within· the "·inner circle1
' of decision-makers, the-Queen, Van Kleffens, and· 

Dijxhoorn frequently squared off against the more·strict neutralists--De Geer 

and Reynders. , Hence reluctant compromises were reached, but each subgroup went 

on to push incrementally on its own for more or 1 ess war preparation or, in 

· Reynders I case, to control the infonnaticin avail able to the others.·· 

: · After Reynders was replaced in January the .conflicts subsided somewhat, and 

1-ncreased contacts with the Belgians and Allies about defense lines took place. 

Yet with the Prime Minister sti'll intransigent and supported by most of the 

~abinet, and with little faith in Allied strength, the basic neutrality policy 
' ' ' 

did not change. In this sense, and with neutr-ality generally, if bitterly 
. - . . . 

accepted in parliament, press and pi.iblic opin·ion, the size and structure of the 

~_cision-making group did. not matter a great dear. · It mattered onlY in decreasing 
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·. _the ·probabi 1 i ty o.f effective and thoro.ugh 1 y planned. defense measur·es: once the 

attack came. 
. .·. ' . .- . .' . . 

... The Link Between Threat Perception anc.f Performance 

· While most Dutch officials perfonned effectively during the crisis, 

growing threat and pressure probably affected t~e p.rime minister .and Chief of 

· lntelligence Fabius more than others, si_nce ·th~y were .. adniitt~dly at a loss to 

. under.stand the nature of the threat--or· "bad dream~'!. In this sense, their 

performance deteriorate~ because they,. and probably G'en~r~l Re,Ynders ~~ ~ell , ·.··•·. 

were insufficiently sensitive ~nd reactive to threat . As the .cabinet met ·,.n . 
'August and September 'to authorize mobilization andd~clare a' state.: ofwar be-

' - ' . ' ' ' 

cause of increase.d ~ension following the Hitler_;Stafin. pact,_ ~rime Minister 
' ' 

De Geer,. an .avowed neutralist, chose to stay on vacation in Gennany· and Holland: 

H,1s absence. from his post at key moments. is usually explained by his adva~ced 

' age (nearly 7 .. 0} (Enguette, Ua, pp. 11-12.) · 

. Reynders had become increasi_ngly pr~occupied with his bureaucratic battles 

· :against the defense minister, and avoided coordination' with Al 1 ies ·since he did . ~ . . . - " . .-· ' . . 

not expect an attack. Hence details of the Gennan invasion.plan were lost, 

and in addition to its own g1ar_ing weaknesses (the Dutch had no tanks, and few 
- - ' . 

·. motorized vehicles and radios, despite the Phflips electronic works in Holland) 

the Dutch anny was saddled with ludicrously inappropriate planning when the 

attack came. The key bridges. of Western Ho 11 and were immedi ate,ly lost, havfog 

been defended by inferior officers and troops 'because no one expecte~• such a • 

quick attack. One important bridge· was defended by an officer _whose brother 

.was the Dutch Nazi party 1 eader, and who shot at Dutch troops·, claiming to ·have 

· mistaken them for Gennans, while allowing Gennan troops to walk i~, claiming · 

to have ·mistaken_ them for friendly French.· (See Mason, 1963, p. 568) Obviously 

the pe~fonnance of some lower echelon officials in government.and the.military 
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left something to be desired as well\--but it.is hard to say that this wrs 
. ~. . . - . ·' ; .- .· - : - . . 

ce.u.sed by growing tension, excep·t ':that as the warning_s continued and alter­

. natiyes seemed few, ll)Ore and more Dutch people adopte~ the reassuring if ir.­

rational belief that somehow war would not come to Holland: 

links Between Time Pressure and Tendency-for Consensus Among Decision .. Makers 
. . . . . I·. .. . :- . ·• ·. . . ·.. , ·. . .. . . . . 

While there was general consensus on a neutral policy, _we have seen dif-

ferences'among Dutch officials. ont~e ex,ecution of:·that pol_icy; .However., it 

does ·not appear that tim~ pressure, as opposed to differen~es in threat per­

ception, had much :to do \'lith the disagreements or the consensus. Due to- .. 
- . . . 

accumulating effects of time, Dutch officials became: partially desen_S,itized to 

-.invasion warnings, and hence, threat perception was_ somewha.t reduced. :Time 

·· considerations entered. into Van. Kl effens I decision to have notes d~tail +ng ... 
(.• . . ' . ,·. . . 

defense strategy waiting in foreign capitals, ·and i_nto the confusion that came . 

with the actual invasion in May,.;-confusion leading-to the unauthorized grant of 
. .J ; ' . . . 

civil ·jurisdiction by two.minist~rstoGeneral Wink~lman and.to the failure to. 
> - • • : C • • • :• ' 

infonn Parliament of impending governmental evacuation. Wink~lman delayed: 
. . . . . . 

capitulation when given a hastily worded German ultimatLJm, and :the ·Ger:mans . . . 

·. seized the opportunity to brutally bomb defenseless :Rotterdam. Hence~ reactions 

to time pressure had severe consequences .for Dutch society, but there is li.ttle 

evidence that.decision-makers confonned to each other's views because there was 

little time to carry on disputes. 

The Links Between Time Pressure and Search for and Evaluation of Al_ternatives 

and the Pattern of Communication . - . . 
. . 

As with consensus, search-and evaluati~n of alternatives were affected more 
. - . . . 

by decision-makers I interpretation of threats (and. warnings) than by time·. con~ 

siderations. Fruitless negotiations with the Bel gfans and Anies were carried 

on over several months, and thus seemed relatively unhurried~·_ There was no 

· ·ww 
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hurried push for_ alternative st;~tegies partl:y because: threats and.' war~ings 
. . . -

were not believed and partly because the main, alte~native, collusion with the'· 
- . ~" . . . ' . 

Allies, seemed doomed,while the'"lessons of history11 ·pointed to neutrality. 

Communication breakdowns were partially ·aue to bruneaucratic·.and intra­

governmenta1 rivalries, although-the: press of events on May:9..:10 resulted in 

poor·colillTlunication about defense measures--suC:h asblowing·up bridges,expecta.;. · 
: - ' • ➔ - • - __ , 

tion of: German tactics, and reorgan.ization of government~ By then, however, · 

so little effective·preparation, · including arms ,procurerrien't~ for military 
,_ ;• . . . . - -, ~ .: - -· . - . . : , -. . . 

. defense had been made that· the o_utcome ·could ·not., have been greatly improved· 

with better.'"communication,. Even with the ."surprising0 German°blitz,/rench 

troops _reached the main Dutch bridgesin time. to clear out. the paratr~~-pers, 

but Ftench comm~nders considered the situation ioo_.dsky. > Hence fa!l ure to 

_ reach prior defense coordination, with _Dutch neutrality and-French defensive · 

~ ·. intransigence getting in the way, was the main factor· in th_e easy German 

success in "Fortress Hol land.11 

The Links Between Time Pressure and Instinctive~AffectiveReactions 
- •, a ,'• , -

Dutch citizens and leaders evidently were basically anti-Nazi,·although 

there was an active:tif small, Nazi party and although ultimately .90% of Dutch 

.Jews died in the occupation period, with collaboration evident. Yet:Dutch 

leaders varied in their instinctive revulsion at what Germany had become--

with the Prime Minister evidently more willing _than others to overlook and 

discount the German threat and continue regular intercourse. As for .the average 

-citizen, sentiments may. have been simi 1 ar to those implied. by a res,i dent of 

Brabant Province who had been·_ a y~~ng man during the war: •11 we could have. for~ 

·glfven whatwas done to us {bombing Rotterd~m~ etc.) if it had been done by any 

country--by France or England, for exa~ple--but we can never forgive the Germans 

because we are of the same family, the same race; families just don't do that 
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to each other." (Interview, Tilburgs March, 1977) The;Outch .undoubtedly 

felt gr~at ambivalence about their .east~rn neighbors: th'e typec•~;f love-hate· .. 

relationship tha~ stems from traditional -closenes~ and depend~nce, and exists · 

to this day •.. · 

:~··Time pressure as the crisis deepened did not greatly ·change these attitudes .. · .. 

-Again, increased threat had th~ greater effect, as ;~nstinctive"tendencie~ to 

:: denounce German .attrocities· were somewhatsti.fled by fear and gov~rnmentpres­

sure to. avoi_d further' provocation bf Berlin. ·.Dutch: opfnio,n was, outraged by 
. •· . 

- the Gennan attack on Pol and~ an·d sev_erely. shocked by\the_ subsequent moves· 
. . 

agai~st Denmark and No'~ay. The Dutch· tend str:ongiyto identify wi1;h the ;fate 
·- ' . - - . . . - ' . - . ·.. . 

.of other small states, particularly those i~ Northern Europe. ·The fall of 
. . 

. Denmark and Norway increased. the sense ·of urgency and time pressure in the· 

Hague, and caused the Queen and government to renew.diplomatic offensives and . .. - . - .- . . . 

step up defense coordinati~n and internal security (ma1n1.}' against Dutch Naz.is, 

:: s.ince it was tho~ght that .fifth col~mnists -accounte·d f~r easy Gennan successes 

_:_i_!!_~_~il!l~a!l_avia). : B_ut even these ~hocks were. weighed in the minds of most . 

cab.inet officiafs against shocks ·and outrages over prior Soviet viol at ions· 

.: against Finland and Poland, and general lack of regard for Br1tish-French re-.· 
. . ," 

,solve and preparedness. By 194~ cynicism had become relatively common in Holland. 

~(De Jong, 1969a, Vol. II, pp.143 ff.} Thus, the government clung to neutrality 

. and ·refused passage to A 11 i ed troops who might have .aided the. No n-1egi ans and 

-Danes. 

We must remember that the Dutch government was run- by conservative parties, 

whose members' anti-NazHsm was somewhat balanced by anti-Communism. Dutch 

: Socialists such as Menno Ter Braclk, along with some leftists, academics,· and 

=:.writers, continued to speak out against ·.Gennany; but i.ncreasingly they became 

.. · ~=iLp_olitical embarrassment to the government. · On May 1, 1940, Menno Ter Braak, 
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. along wfth th~ publisher H .. Leopoll Were charged by Minister of Jiistf ce • 
. . , • . ·; " , • ~-. • ,.,,..,,.,:,,,:;'<"'""'"..;/4,,,..~·-'· .· . 

Gerbrandy (one of the more pro-Allied and socially progressive. cabinet me~bets) 

· .with "offending a befrie~ded statesman"~~Adol f Hitler. {De Jong, 1969a, Vol. 

II, p. · 149) 

The Link Between Perceived Probability oi Wa~ arid Centrali:Za·tion of Authority 

and Character of Decisional Unit 

As noted previously~ in some' ways _autho.rity was conc~~trated in fewer hands. 

as war came to ~eeni· more probable .. · On the other· hand, premature concentration 

· was _resisted, a supreme 111;1 itary commander lost his'Job-ih. the ensuing 

·. bureaucratic struggle~ and impl eme~tati'on of the. 11n~utral i~y.; pol icy was. quite 
. .. ... . . , · •.• : .. . ,;' _.,.'·, : . - ·; ... l . _. , .. . ._· .... -' .. 

decentralized with military attaches<retaining considerable ini.tiative. The 

country was put on .a modified war 'footing justp~ior to the declaration of· 

.. European war, and new emergency decrees were issued wi tti .the November, .1939 

a1ann; the national government invoked greatly inc~eased auth~rity ·with· the 

. - state of siege declared in Aprfl, 19400 During:the ei~iht months of cris_is, 

executive agencies greatly increased their planning andregulatory authority 

- to keep the economy functioning and assure basic human ~eeds. The ground work 

. for this had been laid with crisis legislation from World War I and the de­

pression,· and the emergency measures were seen as temporary and not a prelude 

to a socialized state. . . 

The conduct of diplomacy and fo;eign policy ~as o~tensibly left, to an· inner 
- . . . 

circle of officials, including the Queen.and supreme commander, but in reality. 
. . . . , 

initiatives were taken by some of these officials without knowledge of the 

others, and lower level officials took initiatives of their own:abroad. The 
- . . . 

attaches _faithfully reported back to superiors~ however, sometimes disobeying_ 

. orders to make "sure ·the foreign anddefense ministers and the Queen were .in­

formed as well .. The whole· cabinet. generally did not concern itself with 
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· foreign policy intricacies~ 

The expected pattern of concentrated authorfty with the approach of war 
- . - . . ... ' .. ' .' ., . . : . . ' •' 

was evident, but modified by centrifugal tendencies.pulling away from the 

center·. Slight. decentral .izatfon 'seemeddue to •frustration: with,-the 1 fmitations 

of offic1al policy anci the difficulty of the:outch position.as war approach~d. 

--Off.i-eJafs--dtrJ,·not~~gree-'on-·the ·pos-~ribITTffes~for-wa_r pre par.a ti on and -A 11 i ed 

-~-onsu-ltation-withinneutralfty,·a·nd attaches felt that t~o·muc:h wasbeing ', 

taken for granted in· the Hague as far a:s an Al 1 ied res.cue was concerned. , They 
. . ' -- . . . . . . ' - -~ ' ' . . ' 

prodded their superiors to plan and consult more fully and carefully, and they 

warned of cr.tICial• pitfalls·--and fndeed of the·imlTlinence of attack .. · ___ 

< Frequently th.ere· is a tendency for·central: decision-makers to discount the 

warni:ngs. ofthose in ·the field clammoring for their.attenttgr1; it is assumed that 

field and· lower echelonofficials become too concerned'with the priorities of· 

their host states and- perhaps too taken'· with the·· ifupbrtance of the infon:na.tton 

they re,ceive. They'do not _see the-llbig picture~". ·It is difficult to tell to 

what:·extent ~thii' -~as 'tfue ot-the Hague's 'f nner :circle, but on several occasions 
- -- -:' .... :-, ~- - :- ,.. !"" ::~, - - : : -

--- ·- --------- -,--::- -.-,.,__--~ ___ ;--·:::-~ 

there were··definite attempts to ~soft-pedal warnings either because of this form 
.. - ,-

of dfstrust or 'because ii established political and bureaucratic priorities and 
~ - - . 

perspectives~ Sas was believed ·by hfs c-olleagues at the Berl in embassy partly 
---~::::---- ....-.=:;,--::--- ·-=- ~.-·:::-:= '.::.::...:-- -::·;- -.::'""" 

becauie=-his~ warh-itig1 were corrobora'fed by another Gennan informer. He ~ad much 
' ' 

more; troiit/1 e· in~ Tht{Hague, being cal led "overly thea tri ca 1" when he swore an 

oath ~f:trith-before~the=~ir,1n~t ;~l bt·in~ .stopp~/by, General Reynders him- . 

seH'ai.the·p~la~~ gat~-~heit·h~ tried"t~ warn th~Q~~en directly. {Mason, 
---- -- --~~~ --~~-

- -- -- -~. ------~-- _,,_-~ ---
t-:~bviousi§ ~ ·:colffl!uni;Jt',j;~ :ihannel s" were -disrupted as war ap~roached, and 

-- - - - - .. ' 

.. · the =qual 1ty-of ~cdrnmuni-cati-;n '~ithi'~\h=:·N;th_erlands: gov_~rnment and with_ the .. 
'=-· -'.'.:'-- ~=- -:-:=,!",_~~-~ 

' . -. 
--:""--.i-..:Z.c-·· •..• 
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field was not good. · It was impr~v~d oniy with th~·attaches · p~r·sistence . 
. • • •· i··••t. . ,A.-• 

Some new and informal channels were created, and plenty of _infc;;~ationwas 
. . 

.available. ·· But cent.ral decisfon~makers ·seemed :an· too prone to. close 

off or downplaydirect communitationiwith ·major foreign .po~ersg relying ex­

cessively instead 0!1 sealed memoranda. to be opened -in time of wa~ ..•. In fl.a'rch, 
C • • .• _' , • C .: _• • :• :_.• .• • ' • 

. April, and May, contacts with ·Allied military officials continued, but ·without 

the push. of top civilian official·s i~ theNet~erlands, Be°lgium, Britain and 
Fr~nce, -no agreements were ~ade, even.though.some.m1lftary ~en· later testified 

· that understandings should hav~ be~n clear. Civilians tried to keep clear s_o 

as not to be tainted: by consultation i11 time of neutra·l itJ.. Effecti.ve--.communi- · 

· cation seems impossible without the direct participation of civilian authorities. 

The Link Between Percefved Probability of War ·and·oornestic Constraints on c·hoice · . 

. Dµtch policies seemed to result,from an assessment. of Outcb'power limitatio~s 
. . 

and options in· the international scene; rather than: from· .. strong· domestic pres- · 

sure. Aswarapproached, government ~tatements se~medincreasingiy congruent -~ ,. . 

with public and elite opinion, as expressed in the press_ and parliament. Th~: 

public did not strongly oppose Dutch neutrality (and knew little· of informal·. 
. . . 

contacts wjth Allies), and political leaders, apart perhaps from the ·Prime 

Minister, did not spend much time trying to shape public opinion ... National·· 

mobilization had'been called qui,te early, and despite inconveniences and·.' 

·grumbling, there was not much public debate onthe viability of various def~nse 
. . ·~. ' - . . .. 

strategies •.. Dutch. history,_ as well as c~mmercial and geo-politi~al ·interests 

seemed to mit_igate in favor of bot.h neutrality and. strenuous ·efforts for a. 
. ' - . . . ·. . 

diplomatic settlement 6f the war. Becau~e of the general agree~ent on the need 
• • • • •·. 0 ,. 

for a neutral image, even anti-Nazi editors who felt Germany should and would 

lose the war, sue~ as t_he man heading De Telegraaf, Wo·uld not printtheir 

-;; .private sentiment~ (some may have been convinced of the necessity of reticence ·• 
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by government pressure). Political opin1on leaders such as :Leiden's inter-· 

national law professor, B.M. Telders--~hairm~n-of the Ubera1·-Party, went on 

elaborately and enthusiasti~al ly t~ justify;_ o_r tatio~alize Dutch n~utrality 

ca 11 ing the Dutch !'trustees," of thr~e great rivers' delta. Obviously, . though,. 
. .. . . . .·. . ,, - -

the. geographic importance of a small power c~n be taken by Jarge neighbors • -

either as a reason to keep handsoff: or as ~nexc~se to .~tt~ck • 

. At any rate, domestic constraints on Dutch governrri~nti.action we~e not -great; 

except of c~urse .. for. the. bureaucr,atic: :battl~salready descr,bed~ -- Despite 

differences in. geographical--lo·catJon and immedic1cy_ofthre.at~ citizens and 
. . . . : ; .. ' . . .·. ··.·. - .. - .. ·:- . 

leaders of a well developed small country like Holl and ar·e unlikely to opt for : 
. - . . -~ - . 

. an assertive. response to crisis,. or: to take sides openly,· when stronger. neutra, -

- s_tates, such as the U.S., seem unwilling to enter the fray~•_.: · 
. . . . , . " .• . . . · ... 

The Link Between Perceived Probabil ityof War:and Search 'and.Consideration uf. · 

Aternatives · 

Dutch concern about the imminence· of~~~ varied among officials~ and 

. according to the degree of credence. given to Sas 1 . warnings from Berl in and the• 
. . .. . ' . 

level of aggressive German behavior •.. The. ''cry-wolf" syndrome reduced some . 

officials' concern, but each alann was taken seriously by at least some civilian. 

leaders--especially when accompanied by tangible indicators such as the Gerrcn. 

- attacks on Sc~ndanavia. Yet the· governmental response was invariably compart-• -

mentalizeds and thus an organized attempt to e~pandalternatives was minimal. 
. . . . 

·co·nsultation with governments which could offer mtl itar.Y aid was ·confined tc-

·· -1ower military staff echelons; consultation with other neutrals took place 

through the foreign ministry; defense preparation and planni.ng involved both 

civilian and military agencies and, on occasion, the royal. family, whi.ch alst: 

undertook to make diplomatic contacts.· While a small group sought fo orche~:7"~te" · 
. . ' ' ' . . 

overall policy, there was not enough ·agreement on p-riorities to create ·acq9.r,!inated 
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approach. Tilus in fhe 'November a Jann; most effort went 1nto a diploma tj c . 
. ·.. . - - -.,•· :· . .'.. . . . . .,, .-. . 

off ens 1 Ve and mil i ta ry bui l dup; in January mo~ t ~f fort wOi, t in to es1:ab l is h ins 

a wo rkab 1 e defense p 1 an ; in Apri H'1ay, wli1le mol>il1 za t ion waS expanded , me, st •· 

effort went into i nte r,na i securi ty E!f forts, . Overa)l ; the t~nd enc;i was to . G : ; 

in andwa.it Jo.r ;he wor~t. hoping for Allied aid if nec.essary rathercthan to. 
- -~ ·-- . . . - . . . . .· - . . . - -- --·-. . .,., . .. - . 

expl_ore fully _e_ith~r _!;ennan o_r_ ,Al 1 fed offers· and · tenns .:. ·• The Dutch · tend.ed. to ..:. . ~ -· :- : . .. - - . . - - . 

.. view such offers and _tel"1Tls a_s _ _t_ri ~ks __ designed to se9uce. the tietherl ands fror:i 

neutraJ i ;~ and th Us ~orce entry into. ~he ~ar .or justify attacl. Hen:e they 

explored relatively fewer il ternativ~s as .• war approached~~ · Increased threat 

thus led to· a lessening of search, and _be_caus~ few alternatives s~emed viable, . . .. -. . - . ' . . -

- -
estimates of the probability of war we~e _somewhat reduced by wishful thinkers . 

. - .. ' . : ·- - . . . . .. 

Con-cfosion ·· 

.' -•We are left with the question of whether DutCh.neutraHty as practicOd .in 

1939-40--was idiosyncratic of Dutch. politi¢s or whet~er ·other .small states· in 

similar ·straits ~ould be expected to act s:imilarly .. There' was much hi_s·torical 

. · preceder1t fo·r ,the n·eutral staice; ·and i legal is.tic tra.dition ."i-ri .the Netherlands · ... 

that would make-it eas,Yto believe that-logic aridlaw coulitor~;tal:f attack., 

Thfs made .·it. easier for the population ·to·\support a rel ativ~ly passive· strategy.· 

. Hencetcfiffererit "political ·cui tures. coul_d 'i,rodute far cfiffererit respon'ses. But 
. ~' ~-- --·· ---~--~.--.. --, ~-:.,~. •-• .. ,· ·"_-' ,,. . :. - -- . we ·must. also remember the crucial perception· of Dutch leaders that -unprepare~r.ess 

aricr passivity in Britain arid ~France -Teff:.rio .'.choice ·but. to,-;6~rid6ri LJag~e .. COITITli t~ 

. menfs':and ·revert.to relatfvely'passive neutra.lity.- Active 0c6mme~ciaf·ancf in­

dustrialized small states are likely t0:~6e ·intricately·depertd~nt tipon theh. 
. , ··. 

major world markets and ori·maj~r,friendly~:powers for.leadership.-,-When:none 

came from London, Pa l"i s ; and Wash i n!Jtori llrf t H 1940 ; th,i'olltcf?haa to' Ola k~ up 
. . . . . . , 



.. 

-
- ,;-. : 

·. ·. 31: .•·· 

Germany~ When the· Venl o fiasco exposedthJs stra\eg/; they' opted even more for 

non--provocation. Rather "than become. more,inventive in Seeking, ways to uproot ·· 

the Nazis, the Dutch redu~ed.their ~ontacts: wfth the W~st to thos.e necessary 

to keep trade gtfing and to pr~vide relief i.f and when the'· German attack came. 

Small states-in these circumstances·cannotbe.expecte~ to _carry the battle or 
• •• •, • ••: C .• • • •, : -, • •••·. ,• • • :•,l • '•. • • 

organize political offensives; they may opt not even to particfpatein others' 

offensive·s. if they see 1 ittl e. prospect of success> The mental· picture of the 
. - " - . -. ·. . ~ 

world arid estimales of war probability carried by mo~t people in Ho11 ant! were 
. . ' -· ,. . ·. 

deeply affec!ed bythe 1930 1 s diplomacy they had witnessed around· them in : 
. . . ; . . - . .- ... 

· Europe an~ by the b~eakdown of the League. · In this sense, the short term efff.:cts 

of threat, shortage of time, etc. were less important in explainin•g crisis be­

havior ·than the· pre-crisis environment~ · Withintt,e basic neutrality framework, 

however, threat perception and bureaucratic ti val ry more strongly co.nditioned 
. .. . . . ,• .. 

. . 

behavior than.time pressure and war probability estimates. • 

·-! . . -. 
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