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"NETHERLANDS FOREIGN POLICY AND THE 1973-74 OIL .EMBARGO- -
THE EFFECTS OF TRANSNATIONALISM"

Introduction

—

he foreign policy of any country,, whether great or small power i
strongly conditioned by the "enﬁironments” its government confronts.
scholars dealing with crisis decision-making have begun to focus on th

portant interplay between decision-makers and environments in explaini

deciswons, reactions to pressure, and consequences of policies adopted.

The search for general theories of crisis decision-making is comp
because different countries will facé different environments and diffe
po]it{ca1 necessities in a crisis situation. A]so, a country's resour
determine the approach adopted and the success of policies. Thus, in
run it is necessary to build theories which explain the behavior of sm
medium and large powers possessing various types of natural, economic,

ical, land social resources, located in certain geographical or politig

environments, and confronting military or economic threats.

Crisis 1s an extremely e1usiye concept; it depends on leaders' pg
as well as on the political géins and losses they expect. Thus, thefe
difficulties with crisis as a “"scientific" unit of analysis. Some cri
stem from threats in the external environment, forcing leaders to defe
countries; examples might include invasion threats such as those confr
Netherlands' leaders in 1940. Other crises are conditioned in part by
poTitical needs or experiences. President Kennedy reacted strongly to
presence of the missiles in Cuba partly because he was under intense P
from political elements inside the U.S. to "do something about Cuba,"

partly because toleration of missiles so close fo the American border
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diminish Washington's control over future events.

i)

Michael Brecher has defined crisis as:
“...a breakpéint along the peace-war continuum of the states'
relations with any other interdational actor(s). A crisis is

a situation with four necessary and sufficient conditions, as
these are perceived by the highest level decision-makers of the
actor concerned: (1) a change in its external or internal
environment which generates {2) a threat to basic values, with
a simultaneous or subsequent (3) high probability of involvemen
in military hostilities, and the awareness of (4) a finite time
for their response to the externa) value threat,"

(Brecher, 1977, pp. 43-44,)

Brecher goes on to note that crisis may exist in the economic as well

military-strategic foreign policy spheres. Presumably economic crise
not necessarily entailing high probability of military hostilities, 1
threats to basic values including the possible loss of productive cap
severe unemployment, poverty, starvation or severe social probiems.

may have Timited time to remedy these threats. Mdst.crisis analysis
with

deterIine whether actors with q1ffgrent resources and levels of power

effectively dea1'with threats., Indeed in the fﬁture, with decreasing

resource supplies and the leveling off of national growth rates,

Crisis may be perceived more frequently.

ransnationalism is one of the factors in the present international

environment which is 1ikely to condition responses to economic crisis

the supposed revolution in international affairs which has created new

and 1

ilitary issues, and it is important to explore the economic real

inkages between states has sometimes been exaggerated--nongoverns
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3
organizations, multinational enterprises, foreign control of domesti

economies, etc. have all been present historically--the fact remains

many countries'sovereignty is diminished by foreign penetration and d
dence on foreign economic connections.

some countries to regulate their economies through domestic means alo

foreign sources can supply considerable capital which affects the domb

market. Countries with relatively small populations or which depend
trade for important resources and capital can be especially hard hit
in the external environment. The way such countries deal with unexpe
change has not yet been fully explored; it is important to know wheth
have effectively dealt with threats or whether improvements in depend
crisis decision-making can be suggested. In this connection, let us

that no country is ever totally isolated or totally dependent on anot

c

that

pen-

It becomes increasingly difficult for
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her;

interdependence is a more usual condition in which even the weak country will
have some influence. We seek to understand more about the ways such influence

has been and can be used.

Thus, crisis decisions can only be understood in relation to pat
of dependence and interdependence in the domestic and foreign environ
Keohane and Nye (1977, Ch.1) have noted the distinction between state
are sensitive to changes in the externa) environment and those which
especially vulnerable to those changes. Both states would be depende
environment, but the vulnerable state would be unable to rectify disl
caused by changes in the external environment through policies of its
Thus for example, a state might be dependent on foreign o011 imports a
sensitive to changes in the international oi] market, but might be ab]

deal with those changes through its own domestic allocation system.

terns
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it would not be very vulnerable to foreign pressure. It is likely tha

economic crisis, as perceived by national leaders, will depend in part

their

projected ability to handle changes in the environment through t

own policy changes, and thus on their perceived vulnerability.

dence

| e

t s likely that the same factors leading to dependence or inter

among states, their sensitivity to outside changes, and their vu

ability will also afford the opportunity to diminish vuTnerabiTity. T

factors include transactions between states: "flows of money, goods, p

and messages across international boundaries." (Nye and Keohane, 1977

The subtle process by which a state manipulates its transactional ties

other

needs

sized

countries in order to relieve international pressure and vulnera
elaboration.
In the present analysis, we examine the tactics of a small to med

advanced industrial state; the Nether]ands, cohfronted by both o

increases and a direct embargo of oi1 deliveries in 1973. We will det

how its connections to the international community affected perception

crisis and afforded opportunities to relieve the crisis. It should be

clear

advan

Nethe

that transnational linkages are both the strength and weakness o

ced small to midsize powers.

rlands' Environments

State
of Ar
Arab

below

polic

In October, 1973 the Netﬁer]ands was singled out, along with the
s and Portugal, for a full embargo of oil shipments from the Orqa
ab Petroleum Exporting Countries. It is still not fully clear wh
exporters boycotted Holland, though a number of theories are deal
Arab leaders said thatlthey objected to the Netherlands' "pro-

y stance; Netherlands' government officials argued that Holland's
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tegic

more

with possible interference in the normal flow of oil to Rotterdam. A

5.

L

ikely explanation.

pivotal position in European trade through the port of Rotterdan was a
Whichever of these two bas{c views is corredt, the

fact remains that the Dutch government was suddenly and unekpected]y donfronted

detailed

chronology of the ensuing events, some of which took ‘on crisis proporiions

!

accord1ng to Brecher's definition, is conta1ned 1n the Appendix, along with a

designation of pre-crisis, crisis, and post-cr1s1s phases.

stand

leverage in an attempt to relieve the crisis, we mist note the geograp

politi

relat
U.s.-
Dutch
ciall
Europ
Europ
betwe
Jober
Ameri
with

major,
Counc

futur

Y in defense matters, whi1e strongly supporting the concept of ir

i

the way the Dutch government used international and even transna

cal, and economic environments perceived from the Hague.
In 1973, the Netherlands was in some sense'caeght in the middle 1
fvely separate, though interacting geo-political and economic eny
Curopean; intra-European; Middle Eastern; and multinational busin

had maintained relatively close relations with the United States

ean unification and Joint decision-making in economic matters thy
pan community.

en French and German approaches to European integration.

regard to the Arab-Israelij strugg]e, "dirigishe“ in the regh1at10n of

companies such as o1l produeers, and general advantages for the
il of Ministers over the Commission: in planning for the '

e of Europe.

"ais

Ameri

Within Europe at the time, there were significant

Germany, on the other hand, tended to favor more of a

sez-faire" approach to economic regulation, more cooperation with

In order fo under-

tional

hic,

n four
ironments:
esS. The
» espe-
creased
ough the

conflicts

Pompidou and
t, his foreign minister, carried on the Gaullist push for resistance to

can penetration, an independent European foreign policy 1ine especially

EEC

can foreign policy efforts, and general advantages for the Commission of
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the EEC. The Dutch were linked to the German currency system, but ha
significant trade relations with both France and Germany (one might a
more significant witﬁ Germany). A Dutch-French dispute existed, for

over the'question of EEC support of a French force d' frappe nuclear

plant. Thus, there were cross-pressures in the French-German Europea
poTitical environment, although as shown bé1ow, preésures were someti
convenient for NetherTands' leaders who could cite the "necessities"
Europeén politics in explaihing'certain Middle Eastern policy moves |
Washington.
In the Arab versus Israeli Middle Eastern environment, the Dutch

i

trad'tiona11y strongly supported Israel, both for reasons of sentimen

guiTT (in relation to the Nazis) and because of the.NATO realization

19505 that Israel represented a relatively stable and friendly state

Middle East. However, there had been a siow movement in Dutch publig
and governmental pronouncements, with increased recognition of Arab
Palestinian grievances. We must note, however, that this was a relaf
remote political environment for a northern European country, and thd
economic and political interests had been centered since World War 1!

immediate European environment. Prior interruptions of 011 supply i

1956 and 1967 Middle Eastern wars had, however, alerted the Netherlas
government to its sensitive debendence on Middle Eastern oil, though
gaé finds had somewhat Timited that dependence by 1973. Nevertheles
Dutc

d

rque
instanta,
fuel

n

;
mes .
h

pf

0

had

t and

in the
in the
opinion
nd
ively

t Dutch

in their

| theﬂ

hds ﬂ

natdr%]

5 o thé

h had only three people working on the Middle Eastern desk in their foreign

ministry at the time of the Yom Kippur War. Thus, cross-pressures ekisted as

well as in the Mid&1e Eastern environment, though they were not fully realized

before October, 1973. (See Schaper, 1975)
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The world of international business also impinged on Dutch leade

perceptions since a number of multinational enterprises centered t

=1

rs'

heir

operations in Holland, an active and trade-oriented country. As see% below

relations between the government and Royal Dutch Shell were crucial
solution of the supply problem in 1973-74. Dutch political leaders,
Economic Ministry in particular, had to identify both with o1l produ
marketers in the form of Shell, and with consumers whose supply of o
be threatened--consumers including the vast oil refinery complex i
Rotterdam)much of which was owned by the supplying companies themsel
Cross-pressures existed here because of the multifaceted nature of m
enterprises and because the Netherlands was a complex society with a
highly dependent on petroleum and the sale and transport of petroleu
abroad.

As a result of such cross-pressures in all four environments, a
of environmental pressures developed: bureaucratic politics and conf
between the Economic and Foreign Ministries. The Foreign Ministry a
Dutch foreign policies in the U.S.-European, French-German, and Arabh
environments (as well as in international organizations), but the Eg
Ministry had to confront possibilities of local energy shortages as
handle the complex relations with multinational enterprises which we
main source of energy. Priorities in these four environments were n
the same, and hence the approaéhes of the Foreign and Economic Minis
not always mesh.

Responses to policy problems in the various environments depend

to the

and the

cers and

il might

n

ves.
utinational
n economy

m products

fifth set

licts
rranged
-Israeli

onomic

well as

re the
ot always

tries did

on options

perceived available, and these in turn depend on the assets and 1iabilities of

the country "in crisis," in this case the Netherlands. For a county

ry 1ike
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policies. The péssession of significant natural gas deposits means that

Holla
consu
on ot
gas i
cult
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Nethe

becomes a convenient means for the Arabs to pressure furope through a

ened

Rotterdam alsc represents a vulnerable portion of the Dutch economy;

quickly increases as 011 companies reduce production. Another in the

1ist
inm
real

unco

Iption) compared to other. Western European countries, as well as

u1tinational o1l companies, which facilitates the necessary suppl

ntrolled information and power at the disposal of such companies

8
nd, assets tend also to be 1iabi1itfés and yice versa. For insta
r

tion will be attracted, but it also means less "marginal impact"

countries’ po]iciés. This is somewhat compensated by the relati
ity and asserfjﬁeness of the Dutch economy, but it is an economy
reign trade and thus dependent on the whims and fortunes of large

s. Germany and England, two of Holland's primary trade partners

unlikely to abandoﬁ the Dutch in crisis, but also are likel

the Netherlands' government for cooperative economic and politica
nd: has relatively low dependence on o0il (40% of domestic energy

er European countries through the export of natural gas. Howevs

s also a focus of envy and suspicion, and as seen below, made it

lands' small geographical size means that relatively little inte

ce, the
rnational
on

je

Juilt

r economic
5

y to pres-

L

leverage
r, the
diffi-

for other Furopean states to take Holland's energy dilemma serio
otterdam port complex is one of the largest in the world and Eur
entrepot, thué making it d1mosf impossible ef%ectively to boycott
riands. Howeve}, this asset too has its drawback, since Rotterd

supply interruption. The gigantic petrochemical refinery complex

.i

of this rather rémarkab]e "small country's" assets is the partig

i

sly.
pe's

the

am also

threét-

in §

unemployment

long

pation

¥

location to keep oil flowing., At the samé time, however, the relatively

n 1973
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tryi
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g
Dutch Teaders with 1ittle recourse but to accept price increases
n

g to control domestic price ceilings). With Dutch leaders somet

ed in European capitals as the “voice of Shell," there is also th
ntment and suspicion .of EEC governments to contend with. Along t

ell, the reTativeTy cordial Netherlands-U.S. relationship, while

(while
imes

¢

hese lines

affording

promises of American aid in oil supply, also led to friction between the

Netherlands and the more assertiye]y European British and French govej

1973
opti
and

expe

the -

- EEC membership constitutes an advantage, affording Holland rem
ons; in 1974 the Dutch were in a position to veto Algerian associ

Arab interests in the community. At the same time, however, the

rienced considerable pressure from larger EEC states for conformi

emerging community viewpoint on the Middle East)and'lingering unc|

i
rnments in

edial

ation with,
Hague

ty with

ertainity

about the extent of EEC aid in energy rea]]ocafioﬁ if the situation: became

seri
NATO
Tine

emer

from

nati
of a
whig

hala

ous. Finally, in terms of lesser but still not inconsiderable ag
for military use in case of emergency, and by implication for ot
gency uses as well, as well as to Belgian pipelines normally cary
Rotterdam to Antwerp.
Thus, in 1973 there was a series of environments--many of them 1
ssets and 1iabilities~-some of them transnational in nature--with
h to work. Successful policy in such circumstances depends on t

ncing of assets and 1iabilities to relieve environmental pressur

achi

almost always are when environments are complex, and overlapping.

eve goals. This is complicated when there are multiple goals, a

I

.

sets,

membership afforded the Netherlands access to a complex petrole%m pipe-

her

ying 0il

rans-

onal in nature--confronting Netherlands' decision-makers, and a series

|

he
es and
s there

n 1973 a

relatively new Netherlands cabinet faced the Arab oil embargo, it haf been

in office a mere five months.

Quickly it had to revise some of its

s
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goals for Dutch  society,in terms of economic expansion, while wLav1ng

others --especially in terms of conservation--into reactions to the

potential crisis. It was also necessary for the Netherlands' governmgnt to

maintain its stake in the EEC as well as obtain oil, to pay heed to p

Yjo-

Israeli Dutch public opinion as well as maintain some working relationship

with frab states (with whom Dutch trade had increased 33% from 1966-70,the

second largest jump in the EEC), and to set priorities in approaching Midd1E

Fast [conflict as both an economic and strategic NATO concern. Theref

was necessary to balance briorities in U.S. versus EEC relations. Mo
specific goals came to include the establishment of joint EEC sharing
arréngements for the continued flow of petroleum and petroleum produc
balance of payments maintenance through naturql gas price revision, a
as domestic -economic re]ief,'reorganization)and control.

By some criteria the Dufchcéucceeded rather well; we will see th

011 shortage was not very severe and that effective alternate means ¢

re it

re

ts,

s well

at the

f petro-

1euw acquisition were employed. NevertheTess;‘the Dutch economy, like those

throughout the industrialized world, suffered from the staggering pri

ce increas-

es, |and the EEC failed rather pointedly to formulate the kind of sharing

agreement the Dutch sought in 1973. It took the intervention of the

its|massive economic power finally to bring the International Energy

U.S. with

Agency

to react to future crisis. In'this sense the Timitation of Dutch influence

andf the sensitivity of the Netherlands to transnational forces became clear;

Holland edged closer to the EEC political line on the Middle East sq

ity did not also entail excessive.vu1nerabi1ity.

as not

to éttract too much future attention. As showﬁ be1ow, however, this sensitiv-
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Anatomy of Crisis

Pre-Crisis Period

composed of three bas1c phases a pre-crisis period in which tension

a crisis-period with a "measurably sharp rise in perceived threat and

salience of time," and a.post-crisis period in which perceived threat

time |salience declines to more normal levels. In.the case of the 197
embargo these phases can be identified.
The pre-crisis phase began with the October 6th Middle Eastern w
the October 9 Netherlands government statement (see'chrono1ogy). " Thi
followed in mid-October by the imposition of the émbargo. The serioy

import of this embargo was not immediately clear, and in fact there w

According to Brecher s cr1ter1a, (1977)smost crisis situations a

re
mounts,
the
and’

3

ar and
S was
sness and

a5 50me

confusion about whether an embargo had actually been placed by Arab 4overn-

ments. Thus, the first phasé-waé characterized in thé Hague by confy
increased wariness, and as we will see, a switch in bureaucratic and
influence within the govefnment. The crisis phase began in late Nove
withiwhat looked to be a threat to the Netherlands' economy and the ¢
of oil scarcity after the tankers which had already been dispatched i

finally reached port in Rotterdam. Netherlands' industries were tal

sion,
political
mber
ossibility
n October

ing about

production cut- backs--1nc]ud1ng the Shell and other refineries in Ro.terd%m--

and jit was not clear whether new tankers would be getting through to

Netherlands.

It soon became clear that oil companies would reallocate

the !

il

necessary supplies so that non-Arab o0i1 could come to Holland in plage of

Kuwaiti and Saudi crude (EEC statistics show that’some Kuwaiti crude

to get through). However, threatened Arab production cutbacks of 5%

continued

per month

in addition to an initial 25% left Dutch leaders somewhat uncertain gbout
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available supplies. It should be noted, however, that Indonesia repo

offered Holland five million tons of o0il on November ?}which represen

full shortfall in reallocated supply from Nigeria and Iran. (The Tim

(London) ,November 7, 1973) Thus)conceivab]y the threat was not as gre
it seemed, and government leaders either overlooked this offer or had
worries or reasons - perhaps political reasons discussed below - for
maintaining a sense of threat in Holland. On December 1}Economics Mi
Lubbers and Sheikh Yamani had met in Brussels, and reportedly agreed

011 could go through Rotterdam for export. (Financieel Dagblad Dec. 4

There would be 1ittle threat to Dutch exports, and supplies would be
sufficient for domestic use. Companies’ projected production cuts wer
main worry, but with full reallocation to Rotterdam technically possi

we might wonder why companies would have to cut production by 25-30%.

rtedly

ted the

ps
at as

other

nister
that
s 1973)

e the
ble,

World

petroleum supply would be reduced, but Rotterdam’as a main European rbfinery;

could be kept fully operational if companies so desired; exports could be

maintained even on the principle of "equal misery" (i.e., equal shortfall for

all states regardless of Arab designations).

The Netherlands government accepted company projections and worr

ied

about unemployment even though full employment would not have violated Arab

guidelines and seems to have been feasible. Note though, that deliveries to

Rotterdam decreased in December, and some companies--notably Esso Nederland--

claimed to be short 50% and to have stopped direct exports to meet
Dutch domestic demand. Professor Odell, of Rotterdam's Erasmus
University, points out that the effect, and he claims the motive, of

company policies was to "rationalize" the European market,

parcelling out control of certain countries' supply to certain companies--
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in Holland's and Germany's case, to Shell.
The crisis phase lasted ohly a month, and by the end of December
officfials in the Hague admit ‘that the perception of long-term threat "

was diminishing with encouraging words from Secretary Kissinger

on a

disengagement agréement. Nevertheless, this diminished threat perception

was not communicated clearly to the Netherlands public for another twg months.

The U.S. was removed from the embargo in March, 1974, but Holland stayed on

officially until May.

. b
although the direct impact of multinational corporations was probably
in the crisis phase itself. One of the transnational forces that caus
problems for the Dutch in the pre-crisié period was the Eather we11;m
world comhunications Sysfem which allowed policies adopted in one reg
have (implication for a country's relations with another region. When

Arab-Israeli war broke out on*October 6, Dutch Cabinet officials and

There were transnational influences in each of the embargo phases,

greatest
>ed

eve loped
ion to

the

bureaucrats did not perceive much danger for Netherlands' relations with

the Middle East. There is stil1 some controversy in Holland about wh

—

ther

the embargo was preplanned; one report indicated Holland being ‘included with

the United States by Arab strategists as early as June, 1973.*

* A former senior official at the Foreign Ministry and Ambassador

to Italy, Dr. H. N. Boon, has maintained that there was some indication

of preplanning which he brought to the attention of the Foreign Minigtry
soon| after the war broke out;. the Foreign Minister then becamé involved

in a heated controversy with Dr. Boon over the question of possible glights
and affronts to Arab ambassadors called into the Hague during the early days
of the war. The Foreign Minister argued that if there had been preplanning,
the Fupposed slights could not have caused the embargo; Dr. Boon wanted a

clear answer on whether there was preplanning and maintained that sugh

slights could have aggrtavated the situation.
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The Foreign Ministry responded to events in the Middle East with a rather

¥

strongly worded statement, supported in Parliament, that Eqypt and Syria
had been responsible for breaking the peace and. that the parties should
return to their prewar positions; this request would have benefited Israel
since| Egypt had made initial gains in the war by crossing the Suez Canal.
The statement appealed to the Cabinet since it would be popular with|the
Dutch| public and would express genuine concern of Labor and other party
officijals for Israel's survival--concerns stemming from diverse factors
including guilt over Jewish !1ves lost during the Nazi occupation of Holland.
It did not seem to the'PrjmeTMinister or Foreign Minister that there would be
serious consequences in Dutch-Arab relations since previous Dutch governments
had expressed support for Isrée] in other wars and had backed up such |ex-
pressions with material atd as well. 1In 1973, Dutch response was mainly
verbal, although it has come out that U. S. planes, on their way to supply
Israel, were allowed to overfly Holland, a grievance cited by sdme Arab
states, since other EEC states--notably Germany--refused such cboperation.

Pro-Israeld stafements fit with Dutch efforts to resist British and Frenth

dominance in EEC at the time, a dominance which seemed to mean a weakening of
the Commission’s power in energy and other matters as well as a Gaulligt
approfch resisting American leadership and makfng rather direct approdches
to the Arabs. Thus, when EEC foreign ministers met in Copenhagen on Qctober 13,
the Netherlands and Danish‘governments effectively opposed British and French
requests to speak for the EEC in the'upcoming UN Security Council Middle East

deliberations. The Netherlands government, without a prior clearly anticulated Middle
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“and Foreign Ministry and with.a political correspondent.) The Frenc

15

East jpolicy of its own, and with only three people working on Middle

affairs in the Foreign Ministry (compared to roughly 30 dealing with

approached the October war mafn]y from the standpoints both of domes
politics and Européan policy. Furthermore, leaders in the Hague cou
hope |for tittle efficacy in bringing about a Middle East solution on
own anyway due to Ho}]and's siié and remoteness from the area.

However, the international communications network brought about

consequences which Dutch leaders had not anticipated. In particular

Fastern
Furope),
tiic

d

their

s NEWS

of the Danish-Dutch opposition in the EEC was leaked to the press and to

the Arab governments, evidently through the French or Italians, both
which governments were reportedly irked by Netherlands' resistance i

EEC.| (See Boon, 1976; also personal interviews in Netherlands Parli

made much of the supposedly brusque treatment of Arab ambassadors an
of mission who met.with the Netherlands' Foreign Minister after.news
dispute in the EEC had been communicated. The Netherlands Foreign M
has |denfed that these ambassadors were slighted, and s1ights in them
do not seem grounds for an embargo; however, if the Arabs were stron
interested in changing European policy, and-Holland, along with Denm

were seen as impediments, it would not take much to convince certain

leaders that a boycott of Rotterdam would be an effective lever (in
confext note -that Denmark was not formally boycotted but was denied

products by certain Arab governments intear1y 1974). The Algerian ¢
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rallies, also drew the attentiorl of at least one prominent Arab repre
inside Holland--the Consul
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of Kuwait, who was a Palestinian. Havin

e an embargo. (Rabani, 1977) Thus, it was impossible to
tatements and events inside a relatively small European country
from catching Arab interest. The fact that the world's largest
ocated in that country contributed to Arab interest of course.

Note that the source of the official Netherlands’ statement criti
a and Egypt seems to havé been a secretary level official in the
stry whose concern Qas basically with international organization
rity affairs. He was strongly pro-Israeli, but also reportedly s
-Gaullist. Sources in the Netherlands' press indicate that the rd
perienced Foreign Minister van der Stoel relied on this official
t have been diplomatically advisable was drafted.

bureaucritic struggle 1in the Netherlands government between the
Israeli faction headed by this high official and his critics who

re restrained approach to the Middle East question and a more 1

polj
unea

of t

cy. Many of these critics were diplomats in the field who began
siness in neighboring countries over the Netherlands' position.
hese career diplomats may also have resented the foreign policy

The general tendency-of Netherlands' officials to make pro-Israelj

The rest of the pre-crisis phase seems to have been characterized

sentative
j resided

0 "wake

nt to
isolate
and prevent

port also

cizing
Forefgn
and
taunchly
latively

. for early

ce in the conflict sftuation. Hence a mofe strongly worded statemént than

strongly

advocated

exible EEC

to sense

Some

assertions

statements on



of

Comm

Hagu

for

Dip?
sure
of p
pos1
November 6, indicafes that the critical wing of the' Foreign Ministry

In {

for

call

neg
try
men
sho

Isr

€sa

in

1an?uage. The Foreign Minister and Prime Minister were on the phone

rily all transnational, they were extra-national; policy conceivs

17

the Labor Party, in office for the first time in memory .

e to change its policy and move more in line with EEC statements
cease-fire, return of occupied territories, and recognition of b
omats negotiating with EEC representatives became sensitive to ti

and also seemed to push the Hague to change positions or modify

rior policy. Although the Dutch government never admitted to ch:

tions, the fact that it finally subscribed to the EEC statement

Fact this "victory" seemed to come af the last minutg)as the nego
the final wording of the statement were taking place and as heat

s were placed to the Hague to try and get permission to subscri

otiators. (Personal confidential interview with West German Foré

official Bonn, April, 1977.) The EEC policy state-

t contained new wording which skirted the guestion of how much te

uld be returned by calling.for an "end to the territorial occupat

*

ael.

Thus, although the forces working on the Dutch government were

isolation was running into stiff opposition in the European Commy

fro
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m the Arab world., European Community opposition was probably de
cé-the Dutch were also contemplating requests for Community assip

e oil supplies ran short. In this sense, European p011t1ca1 inst

unity, and especially Germany, began to put considerable pressure
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--while of dubfous supra-national power--represent pressures that can

applied across borders on smdll European countries to increase harmoni
It seems that the Germans were the most influential source of pressure
the NetherTandsfgovernmeﬁt; tﬁe cﬁose economic relationship with Germa
has strongly influenced Dutch approaches to the Community.

The degree to which the Dutch governmeqt was responding to a numb
audiences at once is revea1ea in their efforts to rebut charges of cha
policy. It is true that changes in NetherTands’Midd]e Eastern policy
been made over a number of years, but the tone of the Oct. 6 statement
trasts quite sharply with the tone of the Nov. 6 EEC statement, and ¢
a change took place. Netherlands' leaders were sensitive to the pressy

thein, European partners not so much because they necessarily hoped aid

be
zation.

on

ny

er of
nging
had
con-
early
res of

would

result, but more because they no longer wanted to stand out as an easy tar-

get for the Arabs. There is "safety in numbergf and this is an important

aspect of Dutch participation in international organizations. Nevertheless,

the government anticipated that a domestic audience would be unsympathetic,

and hence sought to isolate that audience from the European audience and the

Arab |audience,

Crisis Period

International agenc1e§)a10ng with mu]tinationa1~corporationgjwere to

play|an even gréater role during the crisis phése; from the end of November

to the end of December, 1973. The crﬁs1s phase was characterized both by un-

certainty in the Hague over possible o0il shortage, and preparations for the

important Copenhagen summit meeting which was to decide whether EEC did would

be available to energy-short countries. In this sense it was in the |govern-
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interest to stress Rotterdam as the sole reason for the embargo

sts in controlling prices, rents, and wages,

These threats had special reference for France wh1ch 1mported
5 supp11es from the Netherlands at a relatively low pr1ce
up these threats on Nov.

d to Holland.

16 and the same day ed1t0r1a11y called

increase British North Sea sales in Europe.

to oppose EEC aid to the'Netherlands even after France began to

t want the Arabs offended) for the Dutch. Thus, implied natural

s paid off to an extent.

The government alsoc sought to push emergency econ

off natural gas exports if domestic energy supp]ies were greatl
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regu1at1on commission were ex-0i1 company execut1ves.

offic;

the o

and the abilities to make the necessary switches to provide 011 to boy

countries.

in and out of Rotterdam in December to facilitate ahd cover such trans

Tﬁe D
who h;

utch again differ from their French and Italian Common Market col
and m

uch more supportive of close scrutiny and state ownership.

in th
Polic

e Organization of European Cooperation and Development and in th
y Group of oil companies which met to discuss emergency provisio
embargo. The only international crisis machinery available for oil s
time

was through the OECD. However, to invoke such machinery would t

of the members affirming that-an emergency existed. The British and

perhaps partly in retaliation for prior Dutch opposition and partly s
not to alarm the Arabs with a‘too mi11tant‘apprbach, refused to vote
emergency powers. The Dutch saw this and the subsequent EEC refusal
tablish a sharing agreement as signs of inadequate response to the tr

national reality of international oil interdependence. The French co

Economics Minis
a]s maintained that the best way to approach such a cr1515 was t

i1 companies since they had the most extensive world-wide connect

The Dutch governmeht stopped publicly réporting tanker mov

ave been much more suspicious of private international oil compan
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not understand Nether]and§ alarm; with Rotterdam and Shel}l as resourc

'emer?ency existed. However, in a meeting of OECD oil powers, the U.S§.,

Canada, Britain, and Ho]1and it was decided to a11ow the OECD 011 Co!

to supervise informal sharing arrangements among the companies. It s

that|a Netherlands' Economic Ministry official was the chairman of th

Committee at the time. He came to view his function as essentially f
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ing the communication necessary among the oi1 companies to parcel out

oil and, as a consequence, the markets in Europe. ' This could only ha
with American cooperation as well--which necessiéaﬁed Justice -Departm
clearance and suspended anti-trust enforcement‘(suspensions had been g
siﬁce 1970). Secretary Kissinger strongly pressured the Justice Deparn
to ease their standards of enfbrcements in fhese cases. Justice Depar
and diplomatic officials joined company executives in London- to arrang
"necessary" coordination. From reports of those present, it seems tha

was

Jittle close scrutiny of companies' decisions. FEconomic Minists

forts; to facilitate oil company opefatipns did not rest with the OECD

The Justice Department was urged to support the cause of at Teact one

owned

company whose supply problems had the Dutch worried. ( Personal

interview with o1l company executive, The Hague, March, 1977.)

We should ndt Teave the impression that there was no supervision

company policy in Holland or of the oil flow through Holland; inves-

tigations were made when newspapers reported interrupted deliveries to

contractors and abundant oil fiow to Germany. Because of complex cont

relations, "independent companies" were sometimes evidently allowed tp

major's names and trucks. Secketary Kissinger sent his assistant,

Mr. Donaldson, in December to the Netherlands, whose Middle East poligy

Kissjnger held up as a model of courage in contrast to the rest of Eu

(

partly to offer aid in meeting minimum Dutch needs which it seems the

could have met on theéir own); and partly to explain the policy of Amgr

majors in supplying independenfs. Donaldson tried to make it clear tha

not majors, took the oil to Germany. The Dutch government staunchly

to allow Arab inspectors direct access to Dutch territory. (The emba
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enforced through a system of ,vouchers signed by shiﬁ captains on their way

out of port and on their arrival in port--a system which nevertheleks allowed switchi
in mid-ocean and evidently even barter or sale of o1l from offshore ships;

the Arabs could not have expected seriously to enforce the total boycott of

Rotterdam and evidently winked .at the improvised remedies; o1} states were

probably more 1nterested in symbolically threatening Europe and pressyuring
the U.S., while disarming their "extremist" Arab critics, than in strangling

Ho11 Ld and the U.S. --see New York Times, Dec. 31 and Oct. 10 1973F and

Christian Science Monitor, Oct. 12, 1973). The o0i1 companies obtained
agreements from the Arabs to allow o0il 'to flow to Germany as long as jit
was not destined for Dutch domestic use. Of course, it is very difficult

to saort such o011 once it arrives in Rotterdam espectally without the presence
of Arab inspectors.
Thus, the Dutch tended to see themselves as benefiting from the finter-
naticnal linkages and transnational relations of the oil industry, and able,

if not to manipulate such linkages, then to rely on the companies' interest

in keeping Rotterdam going due to their heavy investment there. This open
reliance on the gompaniés, of course, had some negative consequences fin the
EEC environment in whfch French and Italian suspiqions that Holland WFS the
"voice of Shell" did not make sharing agreements 1ikely at the Copenhagen
summilt of December 15. Reports indicate that the Germans gave some support
to the Dutch and Danish efforts at the summit, but because of Germanyl's pri-
mary concérn over the costs o?}British regional development policy and con-

cessjons obtained on this issue, there was little time or interest [in

pressing hard for the Dutch case. Furthermore, the French had surprised

many |of the delegates by inviting Arab representatives to testify, and the
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discussion was moved toward the creation of what came to be known as “Eyro-

Arab dia]égue." This meant that there would be strong French oppositiop to

measures which appéared designed to resist Arab pressure. The question/ of a
sh@ring‘agreement was referred to the Commission for study and suggestipn,

and while such suggestions were eventually issued, they became essentiallly

moot after the creation of theIInternatioha1 Energy Agency with American
leadership in 1974.

With so much reliance oq fhewoil companies in the crisis, Netherlands'
government statistics tendqd to }ef1ect company information (a problem
shared; in other industrialized states as well and since remedied somewhat
by the| International Energy Agency's data gathering techniques). Company

statistics tended to be rather pessimistic throughout December, citing

probable product{on cuts in the Arab world (despite cancellation of the

|

December cuts for Europe). EIndeed, these projected production cuts and

T

resultant unemployment probably worried Dutch leaders more than th
embargo itself after it was clear that the companies cou]d rearrange'
shipqents. . Storage fanks in Rotterdam were full|,
although some of these reserves were allocated for sale to Belgium and

Germany and hence were not available for the domestic Dutch market. The

Netherlands public did not easily pick up on such subletx)but it was 1190 not
reported that while crude oil shipments may have been down somewhat, imports
of finished oil products mainly from England, were increasing--mugh to the
displeasure of the British government which felt fhat the oii companies were
unden Arab orders to supply "friendly" states with a full measure of ail.

The companies disobeyed British orders and continued to expdrt products to

embarngoed Holland. In this sense, British-Dutch friction was probably worse

¢
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during the crisis period than the French-Dutch conflict, especially after
Netherlands' natural gas threats. (Personal interview, official of the EEC
Commirsion, Brussels, March, 19?7.)§FNether]ands'offigia]s cited pessfimistic
statiStics, however, in-part because these tended to justify the kinds of
legisjlative initiatives that had been planned even prior to the crisik period,
The government hoped to 1imit consumption while controlling the economy further

by limiting prices, wages (in opposition to union demands), and rents| in order

to dampen inflation. With this in mind, the embargo represented an opportunity
to push through such legislation in an emergency atmosphere§ Prime Minister

den Uyl cited a 30% drop in crude shipments to Rotterdam in the first] week of
December and forecast a possible further 40% cut. The Mayor of Rotterdam noted,

however, that weekly figures always vary greatly, and do not constityte reliable

trend indicators. (New York Times, Dec. 5, 1973)

Unlike the French, the Dutch made few direct approaches to Arab |states
concerning spec1a1 bilateral arrangements; missions were dispatched to the

Arab|states but mainly to explain the political position of Holland dn the

Middle East question, although to little avail. Saudi Arabia wanted|the
Netherlands to call for the return of all occupied territory, but re£ssured
the Netherlands envoy that other Dutch transactions (investments) with Saudi
Arabia would not be threatened. Thus, no complete break with Holland was
signalied. A Netherlands Foreign Ministry spokesman was fired on De¢. 5 for
labelling Israeli territorial occupation as "illegal" and interpreting the

Nov.| 6 EEC statement-as calling for return of all territory. . The New York

Times reported that on the prior Saturday, Sheikh Yamani had demanded of

! \
Minister Lubbers some "gesture" against Israel to end the boycott (New York
Times, Dec. 5, 1973). If the Foreign Ministry spokesman was floating a

trial; balloon, it was quickly shot down by his superiors.
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the main effect was to raise world petroleum prices and equalize imba

Common Market officials who studied the crisis situation concluddd that

Tanced

pricef. The Dutch Economics Ministry raised domestic price ceilings dnd did

not much quarrel with the company price policies.

EEC officials as well as

Peter| Odel1 have speculated that the U.S. and American companies benefited

from the crisis, and Washington may even have ignored early warnings gf it

because world oil prices would finally be forced up to domesti; U.S. levels;

at the tfme, with low foreign oil %mports, the U.S. was relatively inyulnera-

ble to pressure through embargo. (See Odell, 1975, Ch. 9.)

Company representatives point out, however, that profits were being t
heavilly and that they had to enter the newly high-priced world oil ma
themselves to replenish stocks, thus being forced into the capital ma
Dutch domestic prices were fixed, although rising in two steps due to
by the 0i1 Control Commission('which had been in existence since 1950

the Economics Ministry and represented all refining companies in Holl

Shell representatives in the chaiﬁ. Thus, there were incentives, esp
for ]ndependents, to export gasoline to.Germany where a free market
Because of rather nonuﬁiform pricing policies in the Common Market, ¢
not especially friendly to the Arabs were able to attract oil product
easily as, and sometimes more easily than France, Britain, and Italy,
enjoyed rather close relations with Arab states. An EEC study commis
investigated oil company behavior during the crisis concluded that th

no indication of collusion to push up prices, except for one attempt
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f

Companies were not above putting pressure on recalcitrant governmentg which

attePpted to keep prices "too low," but by and large got enough coopeération

from

1976, pp. 58-59)

European governments that such pressure was not necessary. (EEC

Commission

In terms of overall crisis effect, Netherlandstaverage daily imports of

crude oil, according to information furnished the U.S. Federal Energy Agency

and the Church Committee by thirteen U.S, o0il companies--therefore,
dently excluding Shell--dropped - by
9.4 million dollars in port duties.
of 0il products from these American companies decreased by approxima

during the embargo, although ‘imports from West Germany increased sli

from

from

{New York Times, July 17, 1974)

the United Kingdom réemained steady, and imports of oil products

Kuwait and Iran and the Netherlands Antilles or other Netherla

evi-

approximately 46%, and Holland lost

;mports'
rely 52%
htly and
still came

nds '

possessions. When the impact of Shell is calculated, it seems that overall

Dutch crude petroleum supplies were down by 13%, which represents ro
the |average world decrease; Netherlands' 01l reserves at the end of
in July, 1974 were up nearly 30% over May, 1973, and for the most pa

had |not been touched throughout the embargo crisis.

have

stricted world supplies; substitutions of natural gas reduced Dutch
consumption and hence production in Netherlands refineries, and whil
fjneﬁies tufned out increased Teve1s of éutomobiTe fuel, because of
crease in national consumption-due to the fuel economy measures (eg.

Sundays éfter Octeber), expoﬁts of petrol from Holland increased as

tage

proved in January with stepped-up 0il product imports from England.

The 13% reducti

been due in part to energy conservation measures as well

of totél production from January to March, 1974. The situation
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German| crude 011 dimports through Rotterdam had increased during October
and November in anticipation of possible shut-downs at Rotterdam and also

“because| of the free price levels in the German market: This market was|sat-

urated fy January, 1974 and imports tailed off; thus more was available| for
the Dutch market. Rgfjning activity for the entire eight monthé of embargo
was down 13% in Holland, although it was also down 10% in Belgium which|was
not boycotted. (011 productslsespecia11y domestic heating oil--tended| to
move out of the Netherlands and Belgium, where the domestic market prices
were controlled, and the supp1;es in these markets were down 10% in Hollland

and 8%|in Belgium. Dutch oil product exports were also down 16%, so that

the impact on Dutch trade was éomewhat greater than on domestic supply; for

a trading country, of coﬁrse, this was damaging. Trade patterns were some-
what modified; at first 1mp§rts from England increased, and then Britigh im-
ports from the Netherlands ro§é; German o011 product imports tﬁrough Rotterdam

were. maintained and in fact increased é1ight1y Tn 1973 and 1974 as compared to

1972. | Thus, what cbuid have been the major crisis‘fn Dutch trade was averted.

Rotterdam fepresented a complex arrangement of transnational oil dis-
tribution, some of it under the control of the major companies, and some of
it through what is called the Rotterdam "free market." Neafly 56% of FEC
011 trade went through Rotterdam refineries and the major companies in| 1973,
The "free market,” in which o011 is transferred from control of the major
companies to independents or other companies through the services of "[jobbers,"
accounted for another 3%, bqt 1n the crisis period of uncertainty and stress,
had significant impact in cont;o111ng dislocations and shortages. Much of

this free market trade went to Germany, with some also going to the United




<.

-
LA

Post-Crisis

" the Arab states enough to suspend production restrictions for December

 states probably had no intention of destroying the Western economies upgn
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States, [Switzerland, and Sweden, and to other EEC countries with controliled
prices, Through the mechanisms of the Rotterdam market, the Netherlands| was
able to|keep its main customers supplied even though total exports and

supplies were diminished. (EEC_Commission, 1976, Part IV)

I .
U.3. initiatives were important factors in easing the long term crilsis
threat-rthe threat of reduced Arab production--confronting Holland.

Secretary Kissinger was able to'prdmote disengagement talks which encounaged

{though| the embargo of Holland would continue), and cease fire arrangements

looked more encouraging in January. We should note, though, that the Arab

which they depended, regardless of Kissinger's success. They achieved their
price increase goals, and were encouraged about their Middle Fast settlement
goals. [The cross-pressures felt by the Netherlands government, with Common

Market |institutions and French demands on the one hand and American power
and interests on the other, were largely resolved after the Copenhagen summit
in favo? of American energy initiatives and European political coordination

on the Midd]é East. The Danish summit left the Dutch dissappointed that no

sharing arrangements were made; the EEC Commission was legitimized in epter- .
ing the energy area in the fields of conservation and export licensing [for
better|statistical compilations and sharing, But it was the U.S. propos@al
for the International Energy Agency which swept the day in energy organfiza-
tion beginning in February, 1974, The Common Market-countries(jwhich had

met infearly 1974 to plan a_jo1nt approach for the Washington energy con-
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ferencé} with the exception of France followed the Aﬁerican lead in g¢i

full backing to the IEA. In fact, Dutch diplomats have expressed sati

at inT]uencing the Washington conference toward a "North-South dialogu

energy matters.

on tHe IEA for better information and a more clear commitment of aid

of crisis.* The Americans who had previously refused to commit nationa

stocks to European needs did so with the IEA initiative.

power was irrestible, especially for the smaller European countries, o
energy and economic matters;-but interestingly this did not apply to t
political questions. Since 1974 the Netherlands has continued to move
the EEC position on the Middle East conflict, and toward recognition g

Palestinian rights. In fact it is reported that the EEC refrained fro

issuing more pointed political statements in 1974 because of requests

Secretary Kissinger to quiet any dissenting voices that could interfer

his own initiatives toward a disengagement agreement.

common EEC Mid-East policy was scuttled when news leaked out premature

perhaps through the CIA or Israel, embarrassing sdme European governmg
(Personal interview, Bonn, 1977) Thus the crisis of 1973 ended with 3
certain disillusfonment in the Hague reéarding European institutions,
although with a general willingness as well to go along with French in
for a| "Euro-Arab dialogue."

The Netherlands cabinet went ahead with domestic economic crisis

despite the easing of tension on the international scene in January, 1

imposing automobile fuel rationing despite an acknowledged optimism abh
[

* Indéed a dispute had evidently developed within the Economics Minist
over reliance on companies, and the official who had been influential

was lgrge1y bypassed after the embargo. (Personal interviews, Economi
Foreign Ministries, February, 1977.)

The Netherlands Foreign and Economics Ministries came
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the overall supply picture. This optimism was not portrayed in public|, and

the Economic Ministry no ]ongér‘supported the rationing program when it was
finally introduced. It was introduced because of prior planning, bec%use
C* the procedures had already been-gstab1ished-and the preliminaries set,|
because the Transportation and’other ministries were geared for the rationing
program: a case of bureaucratic momentum and bargaining. However, theg public
did not take. rationing very seriously; transnational relations meant that

Dutch|people in the South and East of Holland could travel across the

border (to Belgium or Germanytd:buyunrationed gasoline, leaving a surplys

supply in the South for Northefners. In this case, permeability of borders
and lack of coordinated price policy in the European Community made demestic
controls difficult. The Dutch government remained intent, however, on taking
advantage of the crisis atmosphere to continue its push against inflation and \
excess consumption. - Largely lost in the process were the government's early
ambitions for economic expansion.and a solution to Holland's unemployment
problem. Reliance would be placed on support programs and social beanits for
the Unemployed and those hit by economic difficulties.
The Netherlands embargo was not officially lifted until July, 1974,
although the effects had been eased by February. The Kuwaiti Consul thad

wanted it 1ifted in January, and the French called for an early end in March
because of desires for Algerian-EEC association. However, while Dutgh officials
were| no longer very worried by the embargo, they seemed to get caught in the
middle of growing Saudi-Algerian frictioﬁ'over OPEC prices. While Saudi Arabia
had been slow to impose the embargo (almost a month behind the others--
indicating lack of prior planning), the Saudis delayed in 1ifting it} They

claimed the Netherlands had not sufficiently changed policy, but in addition,
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own 0il supplies were alveady spoken for {production increases a
ce the Algerians. Finally, citing a more "positive" Netherlands
i1, the various Arab states withdrew the embargo in June. The A
ilaterally lifted the embargo on June 2. Middle East policy and

ustry soured Dutch relations with two pivotal powers in the Euro

ity, France and England. News of this friction was leaked to th

ing Dutch-Arab relations because of perceivéd Dutch-Danish threa

EEC cooperation. Subsequent Netherlands efforts to obtain Europe

France, given the advantages of Rotterdam and Shell, and the fac{

pproximately 80%. The Brftish,_ree]ing under the'impact of a co
1so experimenting with a neo-Gaullism, were suspicious of Nether]
while supposedly depriving Britain of some deliveries.

In general these misperceptions contributed to the failure to ag

t place. Interdependence had dggréased enough that statements ma
stic consumption or for the European contacts were now picked up
ified in the Arab world and, with the attractive importance of Rc

ght the Dutch more notoriety on the world scene than they probab]

lg:
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cation might be necessary and take time) and the delay would incon-
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On the otheh hand, complex interdependence, alsd allowed reductio
Netherlanas' vuTnerébi]ity, since 011 companies had a built-in incent]
not to deprive Rotterdam and therefore their owh réfineries. The emb
also offered an opportunity f?h the Dutch godernment to ﬁass emérgenc_
tegis '

although the long term effect of such legislation in an era of rising

prices and increased unemployment was questionable.‘ Netherlands ener

consurption was drastically reduced during the crisis with the govern
projected sense of urgency, a welcome reduction to ease import demand
least temporarily. One Other‘consequence of the impinging external

environmgnts was that the Dutch were forced to develop a more articul
careful, and consistent Middle Eastern policy largely in conjunction i
other

 European countries. Since November, 1973 the Netherlands has s

to European statements dealing with the Middle East and the need for
withdrawal and recognition 6f Palestinian rights as well as secure an
recognized borders. In this sense, the prior Netherlands' tendency t
"go it alone" has been somewhat modified, although in the economic sp
there is still considerable reliance on Netherlands oriented multinat
However, with the development of the Interhationa1 Energy Agency such
could also be merged with a growing internationalism and cooperation |
United States.

While the Arab embargo did not greatly diminish Netherlands' acc
to oil, it did cause a reevaluation of policy and a tgpdency to align
political statements with the rest of Europe. By the same token, the

government proved unable or unwilling to push for EEC o011 price regqul

lation which might ofherwise have failed due to union opposition}
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the Dutch were able to garner considerable influence on modifying IEA r
once the organization was forméa but it was clear that a bigger world p
the U. S., was necessary to have any impact on price. This required Un
States participation and influence with the major oil companies; Nether
influence applied mainly to Shell and even then mainly to Netherlands b
of this and other multinationals and to supply questions. In essence t
Netherland's government served the purpose of companies doing business
and through Holland by interceding with the American government to ease
regulation attempts. The Netherlands is certainly closely connected to
international oil network and strongly affected by price and supply cha
in that network; it is not totally at the mercy of outside forces but a
same time is only marginally influential in affecting those forces. Th
small to middle power, reaping the benefits of industrialization and wo
trade, proved to be no more, and probably even less vulnerable to Arab
than its bigger European partners, notably Britain and France; however
Netherlands leaders also had the limitations of their world influence

clearly demonstrated.

ules
pwer,
1ted
lands'
ranches
he

in

the
nges
t the
is
rld

pressure




REFERENCES

Boon, HJ N. (1976) Afscheidsaudientie: Tien Stud1es Uit de Diplomatiek

11

Praktijk, Rotterdam: A D Donker, Ch. T0.

(1977) Personal interviews. The Hague: February.

Brecher, Mjchael and Geist, B. (1978 forthcom1ng) Crisis Behavior: Israe

1967 and 1973.

Brecher, Michael (1977) "Toward a Theory of Intérnational Crisis Behaviojr:

A 3re11minary Report " International Studies Quarterly. Vol. 21
(March), pp. 39-74. '

(1975) .Decisions in Israel's Foreign Policy. London:

Oxford University Press.

A' (1972).The Foreign Po]icy‘System of Israel. London and
New Haven: Oxford University Press and Yale University Press.

Chandler, Geoffrey (1970)."The Myth of 0il1 Power: International Groups 3
: National Soverignty". International Affairs (London). Vol. 46
(October), pp. 710-18. ,

Commission of the European Communities (1976) Report by the Commission d

nd

n

the Behavion of the 0il _Companies in the Community During the Perid

d

from October 1973 to March 1974, Brussels (December).

Documen%s (1973-77) . Nethertands Ministry for Foreign Affairs, The Hagu%.

Enders, Thomas 0. (1975) -"OPEC and the Industrial Countries -~ The Next
Years." Foreign Affairs. Vo1 53 (July), pp. 625-37.

Ten

"End of; the Gas Bonanza in S1ght." ‘Pétroleum Economist, July, 1976, p.256-58.

European Economic Community (1973-75).Eurostat: Enerqy Statistics 1970-}

4,

Yearbook, Brussels; and extracts From the Annual General Reports,
4, and 1975. ‘

Heldring, J. L. (1974). "The Impact of the Energy Crisis on Dutch Polity and
Po]1t1cs " Paper presented at the Meeting of the Committee on Atlantic

Studies.

Personal interviews, Netherlands Institute for International

Affairs. The Hague (February).
"Ho1]aTd: A Survey " (1976).The Economist. Vol. 259 (May 29), pp. 62ff.

Lieber,

Robert J. (1976),0i1 and the Middle East War: Europe in the Energy

Cr1s1s Cambridge, Mass.:Harvard Center for International Affairs|.

L




n

a3

e

Menderhausen, Horst (1976).quing With the 0i1 Crisis: French and German
Experiences. Baltimore: John Hopkins Press.

Nether]aLds Ministry of Foreign Affairs  (1973). Note on Recent Developments
in_the Middle East Presented By the Minister for Foreign Affairs to|the

First and Second Chambers of the States General, The Hague (November).

Newspape?s: (1972-77). Egypt: The Egyptian Gazette; France: Le Monde:
Israel: The Jerusalem Post; Netherlands: De Volkskrant; Het Paroo1;$
n

. Het! Financieel Dagblad; NRC Handelshlad; United States: The Christi
Science Monitor; The International Herald Tribune; The New York Times:
UniFed Kingdom: Daily Telegraph; The Economist; Financial Times;
The Guardian; The Observer; The Times.

| .
Odell, Peter (1976)."Western European Energy Independence?" Paper prepared
fon Presentation to the U.S. National Science Foundation/Resources %or
the Future Conference, The United States Energy Outlook, Reston,

~ Virginia, August. Rotterdam:; Erasmus University. ,

(1975). 011 and World Power, 4th ed. London:

Penguin Books. -

Organization of Economic Cooperation and Development  (1975) .Energy Prospects
o 1985, Paris: Vol. 1.

Par1iam¢nt of the Netherlands; Second Chamber (1973). Debates involving the
Minister of Economic Affairs and Minister of Foreign Affairs. The Hague
(October-November). ’

Parliament of the Netherlands; Second Chamber (1973-76).Kwantitatieve
Beperhingen in-de 0lieaanvoer. Zitting, 1973-74 and 1975-76.

Par1iam%nt of the Netherlands; Second Chamber (1973). Messages from the Prime
MipiSter and Minister of General Affairs Concerning Policy Following the
011 Crisis, The Hague: Zitting 1973-74.

|
Personal confidential interviews (1977)with U.S. diplomatic officials.
Bonn, (April).

Personal confidential interviews (1977) .Commission, European Economic CTmmunity,
Brussels (March).

Personall confidential interviews (1977) with executives and public ' relations
oﬁficia]s of Shell, Exxon, and Chevron 0il1 Companies. The Hague and
London (Feb.-April).- ]
Personal confidential interviews (1977).Federal Republic of Germany Foreign

Ministry. Bonn {April).




O

Personal

Affairs;
of the Prime Minister;

Personal
Lei

Prodi, Romano and Alberto Clo
(Fall), pp. 91-112.

Rabani,

Interview.

Rosenthal, Uriel and Scho]ten; Gerard H.
0il |Crisis for Dutch Politics:

Paper prepared for delivery at the Edinburgh IPSA Congress (August).
Schaper, .

in dp Jaren 1967-1973",
(April), pp. 229-42.

confidential interviews (1977). Netherlands Ministry of Foreig

Ministry of Economic Affairs; Ministry of Defense; Office
Parliament; The Hague and Bonn (Jan.-May).

confidential interview
en, February.

=]

(1977) with Netherlands political corregpondent.

» (1975) “Europe." pPaedalus, Vol.. 104

(1977). Consul General of Kuwait in Netherlands. Personal
The Hague: February.

(1976).“Some1Consequences of the

-The Energy-Policy Arena in the Netherlands,"

A. (1975). "Nederland en het Midden-0ostenconflict-Het Regerirgsbe]eid
Internationale Spectator. The Hague: Vol. :

Simonet,
Vol.

. Spaak, Henri, (1976) .Personal interview St. Louis: August.

Stobaugh,
- Yol.

Szyliowicz, Joseph S. and 0'Neill, Bard E.

Forei

Henri

(1977) . Personal interviews. The Hague (February and April).

(1975).

"Energy anﬂ the Future of Europe." Foreign Affairs.
53, (April).

pp. 450-63.

Robert B, (1975), "The 011 Companies in the Crisis.”

Daedalus.
104 (Fall) pp. 179-202.

(1975), The Energy Crisis and U.S.

gn Policy. New York: Praeger.

Turner, Jouis
interview,

U.S. Congr
Multi

0i1|Embargo; The International Allocation of Constricted Supplies.”

(1977). Draft chapters of book on enerqgy crisis, and personal
London: Institute for Strategic Studies (March).

ess, Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations Subcommittee on
national Corporations {1975). U. S. 0fl Companies and the Arab

wa571

ngton, . C. {January].




Wy,

¥l

i

GENERAL CHRONOLOGY OF OIL EMBARGO IN THE NETHERLANDS,

APPENDIX

OCTOBER 1973 - JULY 1974.

April - June 73

September 73

October 6, 73

October 9, 73

October 13, 73

Mid-Cctober 73

October 16, 73

October 18-21,
October 21-25,

Norembér 2, 73

73
73

October 30-November 4,

October 30-November

October 30-November 21

November 4-5,

73

Arabs discuss. use of oil as "we

Arab plans for higher oil price
production increases, though Sa
reported in favor of increases.

War begins in Middle East.

Netherlands government statemen
Egypt and Syria had "broken the
and that parties should return
war positions.

Dutch and Danes oppose Britain
speaking for EEC ‘at UN Security
News leaked probably in Italy an

Le Monde reports Arab ambassado
"badly" by Dutch foreign minist
London Observer confirms that c
El Al planes landed in Holland
to resupplying Israel with US a

OPEC Gulf Committee decides on
increase, and OAPEC decides on
production cuts,

Arab embargos of US announced.

Algeria, Kuwait, Abu Dhabi and
embargos of Holland; Iraq natio
Royal Dutch Shell holdings.

Saudi Arabia announces embargo

Intense bargaining between Holl
partners leading to foreign min
meeting.

Two Dutch diplomatic missions d
to key Arab countries to "expla
position and see to it that Dut
interests are not harmed. Forei
speaks in parliament of Israeli
to borders "approximating" thos
1967, with "small corrections",
Arabs insist on statement calli
evacuation of "all" territory.

Reports in- press and parliament
cut-off of Dutch gas exports tg
and/or France. Government state
stress Rotterdam's importants f
of Europe. -

Arabs decide to reduce producti
compared to September.
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Novemberx

November

November

Novembef

November

November

November

November

November

6, 73

14-December 5

18-19, 73

20, 73

21, 73

23-28, 73

28, 73

Netherlands suscribes to EEC stateme
calling for an end to Israel's post~
territorial occupation; no EEC agree
to share o0il; no French agreement to
mediate the embargo with Arabs.

The Times of London reports secret

Indonesian offer of 5 million tons of

for Holland per year - represents th
expected shortfall, for domestic nee
perhaps export, in resupply by Iran
Nigeria.

The "Palestinians" appear in stateme
Minister president and foreign minis
as "important political questions";
Ministers refer to earlier statement
well. !

US statements of readiness to aid th
Dutch with o0il supplies if Holland ¢
meet "minimum needs".

Dutch government reemphasizes ban on
transport to Israel of weapons based
Holland; foreign ministry spokesman
Israeli occupation of Arab territory
"illegal"; foreign ministry spokesmg
dismissed by the Minister.

Le Monde editorial call for aid for
immediately below an article describ
Dutch threats to suspend natural gag
UK reported unmoved by gas export th

Major Rotterdam refineries schedule
tion cuts from 20-40% for November 2
full effect of embargo expected).

EEC Commission proposes compromise (¢
Dutch-French nuclear funding disput
quiet diplomacy on oil crisis solid
without threats of gas export restr
Belgian economics ministry official
promises "solidarity" with Holland.
government expresses satisfaction w
"common position" of the Nine. "%~

OECD fails to invoke emergency oil
agreement (from 1956); UK and Franc
Holland. OECD 0il Committee given O
supervise, with US Justice Dept. ob
informal oil company consultations

VVD by-election win in Amersfoort.
PvdA criticism of go. ~rnment moves
Palestinian support and of foreign
minister's diplomacy.

Rotterdam storage tanks still full)
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November 30, 73

and price control bill.

Minister president reiterates that
Israels' existence as a state would

December 1,

December 2,

December 3,

73

73

73

never be put in jeopardy.

Netherlands government announc

crease in aid to UNRWA (Palesti
;economics minlster meets with S
Yamani ~- little reported progre

Netherlands government reports

01l received last week (importa
figure disputed by Rotterdam po
government removes statistics o
movements at Rotterdam from pub
Shell says new supplies down 17

150% in-~
e relief);
eikh

S.

0% less

ce of

t director;
tanker

ic record.
with

prospect for 25-30% reduction in refining.
Dutch export licenses now required for oil

and gas shipments.

Arabs agree to allow 0il to go [through

Rotterdam as long as it was not

"bound

for" Holland. Dutch refuse to have Arab
inspectors in Holland. 0il companies
work for a compromise. Dutch egonomics

ministry contacts US to assure

oil

supplies for companies suffering shortages,
and to relax antitrust legislation to allow
companies to .consult. 800 Dutch firms ask

December 5,

December 10,

December 12,

December 14-15, 73

73

73

73

permission for lay—-offs or sho
week. Amsterdam stock exchange
vestments remain high. Refiner
output.

rter work
down; in-
les reduce

Minister presidént mentions further

possible 40% drop in oil suppl
emergency control bill introdu

Les as
ced in

parliament. Arabs cancel planned 5%

December supply reduction for
Holland)

Arabs plan to resume 5% preduc
January.

Increased Dutch o0il reserves a
tanks in Rotterdam reported by
Iragi oil continues to flow to
Dow Chemical in Holland confir
of Soviet 01l; report that EEC
except UK, tacitly approve ing
diversions to Holland to fore

EEC (except
tion cuts in

nd full
London Times;
Shell;

ms receipt
partners,
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tall natural

gas supply reductions: tanker
and oil products from UK to Hd
Dutch industry and "+bhor criti
government oil statistics.

Copenhagen EEC summit. No form
sharing agreement. UK and Fran
Holland, Denmark, and Germany;
mission instructed to develop
for energy conservation, alter

~carry crude
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cize
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ce oppose
EEC Com-
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December 15,

December 27,

February 20,

March 18, 72

June 2, 74

July 11, 74

P/V/ZSl

73

73

January l2-February 4.

74

cooperation with producers, etc|.

Arab dialogue endorsed.

Kissinger: confident of disengag
agreement.

Dutch oil reserves remain untouy
Doubling 6f OPEC o0il prices ann

Netherlands benzine rationing.

Washington Energy Conference cn
IEA plan. Netherlands, along wij
states, except France, support

Euro-
ement

ched.
ounced.

eates

th other EEC
US position

and push for consideration of Third

World dialogue.

Boycott of US lifted. Dutch reported

ready to .block EEC initiatives
Arabs if its embargo continues]
Arab dialogue postponed at Kiss

toward
Euro-
inger's

"request". France asks Arabs npt to
discriminate further against any EEC

state. .
Algeria and Abu Dhabi publicly

support

ending Holland embargo; Algeria does so

attitude at last month's UNGA 5

" unilaterally, citing cooperatiye Dutch

pecial

Session of Raw Materials and Development
(Algerian application to EEC sftill pending).

OAPEC embargo of Holland lifte
lands' losses in port duties
$9.4 million. Netherlands' oil

. Nether-
t at
reserves

up nearly 30% over May, 73; oil consump-

tion down by 15%.




	Netherlands Foreign Policy and the 1973-74 Oil Embargo--The Effects of Transnationalism
	Recommended Citation

	Auto Color 0d075297302749a6ac564cdabd9fad616

