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Abstract  
 

From 1957, the European Economic Community (EEC) established an official relationship with 

its overseas countries and territories which evolved into a partnership with an increasing 

network of developing countries. Despite its reluctant attitude towards the EEC’s cooperation 

with developing countries, the Netherlands collaborated with European partners to work 

towards a joint European policy. In 1973, Jan Pronk, an inspired Minister of Development 

Cooperation introduced structural changes in Dutch development policy. This thesis sought to 

find out how Minister Pronk tried to influence European  policy and whether he was supported 

by Dutch members of the European Parliament and fellow European Ministers.  

After a general overview of the EEC’s decision-making process and the European and 

Dutch development policy, this thesis addresses the question how Dutch politicians, who were 

active in the field of development cooperation, tried to promote coordination within the 

emergence of a common European development policy between 1973 and 1977. Next to their 

position within the European decision-making process, their personal actions and resources are 

analyzed to see how they functioned. The results show that despite that some Dutch 

Parliamentarians advocated for their national Minister on the European level, disappointment 

with the progress towards a common European policy dominated. A more integrated European 

development policy was not feasible in the short term and Pronk's ambitious policy proved 

difficult to harmonize with the wishes of the other Member States.  

 

Key words: Development policy, European integration, Decision-making, Self-reliance, 

Developing countries, Developed countries, Intergovernmentalism, Pressure politics.  
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Introduction  
 

In 2005, the Presidents of the European Council, the European Parliament and the Commission 

signed the joint declaration on “The European Union’s Development Policy.” Also known as 

the “European Consensus on Development,” this document set out the common values, 

principles and objectives of the European Union’s development cooperation policy. The 

document was politically very important, because it was the first official common framework 

for a coordinated and coherent implementation of cooperation measures by the Commission 

and the Member States.1  

 The European Consensus marked the first time in fifty years that the European Union 

(EU) succeeded to consolidate all the positions of the Member States with regards to 

development policy in a common declaration. The EU’s road towards a consensus on 

development policy has been a long and difficult one. In 1957, France initiated the definition 

and implementation of a European development policy with the negotiations for the Treaty of 

Rome. Through a European development policy, France could maintain its interests and 

influence over Africa, while sharing the costs of this policy between the Member States.2  

At the time, an association between Europe and the French overseas territories and a 

specific European investment fund for Africa was a difficult issue to solve. France and Belgium 

formed a front as ‘regionalists’, and stressed the strategic links with European colonies, whereas 

West-Germany and the Netherlands were the ‘globalists’, and placed more emphasis on poverty 

eradication and a focus on non-French speaking African countries and non-African countries.3 

This debate culminated in the adoption of an association agreement between the then 

European Economic Community (EEC) with the Overseas Countries and Territories (OCTs), a 

group of mostly French-speaking African countries in 1957.4 From then on, every five years a 

new agreement was signed and new countries were added: the Yaoundé Conventions with the 

Associated African States and Madagascar (AASM) (1963, 1968),  the Lomé Conventions with 

the African, Caribbean and Pacific Countries (ACP) (1975, 1979, 1984, 1989, 1995) and the 

Cotonou Agreement (2000).5 

                                                           
1 Dieter Frish, ‘The European Union’s Development Policy. A Personal View of 50 Years of International 

Cooperation, Policy Management Report 15, European Centre for Development Policy Management, April 2008, 

57-58. 
2 Karin Arts and Anna Dickson ed., EU Development Cooperation. From Model to Symbol (Manchester, 

University Press: 2004), 13.  
3 Veronique Dimier, The Invention of a European Development Aid Bureaucracy. Recycling Empire (Hampshire, 

Palgrave Studies in European Union Politics: 2014), 13. 
4 Dimier, The Invention of a European Development Aid Bureaucracy. Recycling Empire, 13.  
5 Dimier, The Invention of a European Development Aid Bureaucracy, 2.  
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Most scholars agree that with the Treaty of Rome, only the objectives for a development policy 

were set, but not the implementation. At the time, ideas on development as a process or an 

objective were rather vague and the objective as formulated in the association agreement was 

no exception.6 As a consequence, there was a lot of room left for the Member States to interpret 

and implement the agreement to their own liking and there was no consistent EEC policy. 

Nonetheless, some scholars argue that, despite the fact that from the 1950’s to the 1980’s, the 

EEC development policy was limited in both geographical and political scopes, it was very 

progressive.7 The beginning of the 1970’s were an especially important time for the EEC 

because this was when a development policy started to take shape, through initiatives of the 

Commission and subsequent actions taken by the Council. At the same time, a global 

progressive movement caused some European countries to change their development policy. 

These changes are the starting point of this thesis.  

In 1973, a new government was installed in the Netherlands; a center-left coalition under 

the leadership of Prime Minister Den Uyl. This government is known as the most leftist 

government in Dutch history. Part of this cabinet was an inspired new Minister of development 

cooperation called Jan Pronk. Pronk was part of the left-wing of the Labor Party and quite 

radical in his style. He was a passionate politician who approached development issues with a 

politicizing approach.8 He had had many ideas for a new, progressive development policy and 

enabled a substantial increase in financial aid. Also, he introduced criteria to determine which 

countries would receive financial aid, made human rights part of development policy and 

supported liberation movements in Africa and Latin-America. Dutch development policy was 

quite exceptional because of its left-wing activist character at that time.  

Furthermore, the Dutch government was one of the few governments in the world that 

was keen to achieve the norm to spend 0.7% of its national income on development aid,  which 

was set by the United Nations General Assembly in 1970. In 1975, the Netherlands became the 

second country to do so, following Sweden. Many other countries lagged behind, including the 

traditional ‘Big Five’ donors: the United States, Japan, France, Germany and the United 

Kingdom. In 1976, the Netherlands further increased their development budget to 1.0% of the 

                                                           
6 L.J. van der Veen, “Het Ontwikkelingsbeleid van de Europese Gemeenschap in de praktijk. Een analyse aan de 

hand van drie landenstudies” (PhD diss., Leiden University, 1985), 2.  
7 Maurizio Carbone, “Introduction: The new season of EU development policy,” Perspectives on European Politics 

and Society 9, no. 2 (2008): 111.  
8 Rijks Geschiedkundige Publicatiën uitgegeven door het Instituut voor Nederlandse Geschiedenis, Kleine Serie 

104, Dierikx et all, Nederlandse Ontwikkelingssamenwerking. Bronnenuitgave, Deel 4 1973-1977 (Den Haag: 

Instituut voor Nederlandse Geschiedenis, 2005), XIX 
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GNP and together with Canada and three Scandinavian countries, it was a forerunner among 

Western aid donors.9  

Much has been written about Pronk and his influence on the national development 

policy. His leading role within the growing progressive movement in Western countries 

(especially Scandinavian countries) and his efforts within UN meetings on development 

cooperation, also receive a great deal of attention. Nonetheless, his role within the process 

towards a European development policy is still relatively underexposed. More generally, not 

much has been written on Dutch politicians on the European level in this period. Did Pronk 

advocate his proposed changes within the Council of Ministers and did he have any support for 

his ideas from the Dutch Members of the European Parliament (MEPs)? Also, how did Dutch 

MEP’s, who were involved with development policy, try to influence or contribute to the 

emergence of a European development policy? These are all questions this thesis seeks to 

address.  

Similar research has already been done by Anne-Sophie Claeys on the role of France 

and French interests in European development policy since 1957. Claeyes analyzed the different 

channels used by France to contribute to the elaboration of the European development policy 

by looking at organizational models of the EU.10 Even though France had the strongest 

influence in the creation of a European development policy, it would be interesting to see to 

what extent the Dutch progressive government, in particular the inspired Minister Pronk, had 

an influence.11  

For my research, I will focus on the possibilities and limits that Dutch politicians 

encountered and what their concrete actions were with regards to a European development 

policy. Did they aim for small successes or cooperation with colleagues? Was it their political 

conviction, enthusiasm, sense of influence or their position within the party or parliament that 

drove them? How did they view the prospect of a more integrated Europe?  These questions are 

important to form a concrete analysis of what their personal resources and actions were with 

regards to the creation of a European development policy, but also to understand how they 

functioned. To answer these questions, the following research question will be used:  

                                                           
9 “History of the 0.7% ODA target,” Development Assistance Committee Journal 3 No.4 (2002): 9 – 11, Revised 

March 2016.  
10 Anne-Sophie Claeys, “’Sense and Sensibility’: the role of France and French Interests in European Development 

Policy”, in EU Development Cooperation. From Model to Symbol, ed. Karin Arts and Anna K. Dickson 

(Manchester: University Press, 2004).  
11 Arts and Dickson ed., EU Development Cooperation. From Model to Symbol, 4.  
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How did Dutch representatives who were active in the field of development cooperation try to 

promote coordination within the emergence of a common European development policy 

between 1973 and 1977?   

The first chapter gives an overview of the decision-making process within the EEC to 

show the power relations between the different institutions. I then analyze the emergence of a 

European development policy from the Treaty of Rome to the 1970’s and the most important 

events in Dutch development policy in this period.  In the next two empirical chapters, I examine 

the personal performance and actions of Dutch politicians domestically and on a European level 

and the means that they had at their disposal to exert influence.  

I think that this case study is relevant because it allows for an analysis of both national 

and European interests in development policy. It provides an assessment of the levels of 

coordination, coherence and complementarity between the European Council, the European 

Parliament, Member States and within Member States. Examining this subject can have an 

added value when the outcomes are used for comparison. Also, compared to other European 

policies, EU development cooperation is still an understudied area, despite its economic and 

political importance.12 I would like my thesis to be ground work for further comparison studies 

of development policy, for instance studies of other Member States and their influence on 

European development policy or cross-studies with different countries and policy areas.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
12 Arts and Dickson ed., EU Development Cooperation. From Model to Symbol, 3.  
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Chapter 1: Theoretical framework and methodology  
 

This chapter will first explain the EEC’s decision-making process with regards to development 

policy in the period that is central to this research. I evaluate the power relations between the 

European Commission, the European Parliament and the European Council and what this meant 

for the position of the Dutch politicians. Then, I discuss which theory best suits my case study.  

 

1.1 EEC institutions and their role within development policy  

Since the Treaty of Rome, many changes were made to EEC policy-making, but most policies 

were adopted as follows. The Commission drafted the proposal and the Council examined them 

and adopted them. The Council did not have legislative power and it could also not initiate or 

draft proposals, this was a sole competence of the Commission. There were ways for the 

Council to go around this, for example the Council could influence the initiation of policies by 

adopting opinions, resolutions, agreements or recommendation with political weight, or by 

discussing areas outside of the treaties’ competences.13  

Until the introduction of direct elections in 1979, the European Parliament (EP) was 

mostly a consultative body, consisting of delegations from national parliaments. Its main task 

was to prepare opinions on Commission legislative proposals, before they were adopted by the 

Council. The Council was not obligated to accept the EP’s opinions.14 Through budgetary 

treaties in 1970 and 1975, the EP gained joint budgetary authorities with the Council. The EP 

could revise the budget and take the final vote on its adoption or rejection.15  

The Treaty of Rome made no reference to foreign policy, but the European Economic 

Community (EEC) was authorized to supervise the external economic relations. Next to the 

creation of a common internal market arose and an external trade policy, the Treaty of Rome 

also enabled the creation of an association agreement. The Member States agreed to make joint 

financial contributions to their still-dependent territories and to give them preferential access to 

the European market.16 This association agreement evolved into a partnership with an ever-

                                                           
13 Philippa Sherrington, The Council of Ministers. Political Authority in the European Union (London: Pinter, 

2000), 11-12.  
14 Sherrington, The Council of Ministers. Political Authority in the European Union, 11.  
15 Richard Corbett, Francis Jacobs and Micheal Shackleton, The European Parliament (London: John Harper 

Publishing, 2011) 4. Accessed June 29, 2018. ProQuest Ebook Central. 
16 Charlotte Bretherton and John Vogler, The European Union as a Global Actor (London: Routledge, 1999), 5. 
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increasing network, including former territories of new Member States and other developing 

countries.17  

The first association agreement provided for a framework for developing aid programs. 

Within the European Commission (from hereon: Commission), a specific department was put 

in charge of these aid programs, called the Directorate General of Development Policy.18 The 

head of this department was responsible for the disbursement of aid and the assignment of local 

authority officers in each associated country or territory.19 

The Commission financed the development projects through the European 

Development Fund (EDF).20 The Commission also initiated, implemented and guarded the 

contacts between the EEC and the associated countries. The Treaty of Rome stated that it was 

the responsibility of the authorities in the associated countries to introduce economic and social 

projects for EEC financing. The Commission solely managed the social projects, such as 

financing hospitals and teaching institutions. For economic projects, the Commission and the 

Council were jointly in control. First, the Commission assessed the proposals for economic 

projects. Then, the Commission made financial proposals for the accepted projects and 

forwarded them to the Council of Ministers. The Council of Ministers had to vote in favor by a 

qualified majority before a project could be adopted.21 

Within the EP, the Committee on the Association with Overseas Countries and 

Territories was established in 1958. In principle, seven members would come from the three 

large Member States (West-Germany, France and Italy), three from Belgium and the 

Netherlands and two from Luxembourg. The name of the Committee changed to Committee on 

Development and Cooperation in 1973.22  The Committee on Development and Cooperation 

(from here on: CDC) monitored developments such as the decolonization process and the 

renewals of the Community’s external relations with the OCTs. The CDC dealt with reports on 

subjects ranging from the progress on the association policies to proposals (mostly 

implementing agreements) made by the Commission.23  

                                                           
17 Friedrich Hamburger, “An Overview of EU Development Policy.” In European Union Development Policy, ed. 

Marjorie Lister (London: Macmillan Press, 1998), 12.  
18 Dimier, The Invention of a European Development Aid Bureaucracy. Recycling Empire, 2. 
19 Ibid., 17.  
20 Ibid., 2.  
21 Ibid., 17.  
22 Franco Piodi, The Development Committees. Reports and Resolutions of the Various Committees Responsible 

for Development Cooperation from 1958 to 1999 (European Parliament: Archive and Documentation Center 

CARDOC, 2010), 17.  
23 Piodi, The Development Committees, 18.  
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Despite the expansion of the EEC’s external relations over time, the political external policy – 

also called ‘high politics’ - remained the exclusive responsibility of the Member States.24 This 

also had impact for the EEC’s aid programs. Even though the Commission launched initiatives 

to coordinate Member States’ aid programs, most Member States saw development cooperation 

as a component of foreign policy and not as a separate area of external relations.25 As a result, 

the Commission had to focus on the technical side of development and joint action on non-

controversial aspects. This made EEC aid programs supplementary to that of Member States’ 

aid programs.26 

 

1.2 Theories of Europeanization and decision-making  

As the previous overview has shown, the decision-making process of the EEC is not a fixed 

phenomenon but it evolved over time. Even though the Treaty of Rome laid down guidelines 

on decision-making, it was only a framework that developed into very complex and diverse sets 

of procedures over time.27 Glenda Rosenthal argues that, because of this complex system, “there 

is no single decision-making process in the EEC, but multiple processes that depend on many 

different variables.”28  The EC is a unique system of multilevel governance, but this also makes 

it difficult to map the decision-making process.  

A widely used theory on the complex and multi-level organization of the current 

European Union (EU) is Europeanization. Europeanization theories can be used to research the 

process of intuition-building and political integration on the European level. On the other hand, 

Europeanization can also be used to look at the impact of European integration on the domestic 

policies of the Member States.29 Yet, theories on Europeanization are constantly innovated 

because Europeanization is a contested concept itself.30  

Another group of scholars used decision-making theories to show how the EU works as 

a system for making decisions. Many try to explain the EU’s decision-making process by using 

different analytical categories or types of decision that show the system of multi-level 

governance. Glenda Rosenthal’s study focuses on decision-making in the early years of the 

                                                           
24 Bretherton and Vogler, The European Union as a Global Actor, 4.  
25 Frans Alting von Geusau ed., The Lomé Convention and a New International Economic Order (Leiden: Sijthoff, 

1977), 118.  
26 Von Geusau, The Lomé Convention and a New International Economic Order, 118.  
27 Glenda Goldstone Rosenthal, The Men Behind the Decisions. Cases in European Policy-Making (Massachusetts: 

Lexington Books, 1975), 1.  
28 Rosenthal, The Men Behind the Decisions. Cases in European Policy-Making, 1.  
29 Jim Buller and Andrew Gamble, “Conceptualising Europeanisation,” Public Policy and Administration 17, no. 

2 (2002): 9. 
30 Buller and Gamble, “Conceptualising Europeanisation,” 9.  
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EEC, just like my thesis. Rosenthal tests three conceptual schemes of decision-making: 

intergovernmentalism, pressures and ‘elite networks.’31 With intergovernmentalism, decision-

making takes place between individual members of the national governments who defend the 

enhancement of his or her country’s position.32 In the second scheme, decision-making is the 

outcome of pressure exerted by the public, interest groups or parliamentary representatives. 

When decision-making is the result of behind-the-scenes lobbying by a small group or network, 

Rosenthal calls this ‘elite networks.’ This network functions in the interest of a cause.33  

Both decision-making theories and Europeanization theories focus on the eventual 

result of the decision-making process. They are theoretically neutral and do not provide insights 

into the personal resources and actions of politicians. Since the goal of this thesis is not to look 

at the outcome of decision-making, but on the input of Dutch politicians within this process, 

both types of theories are not sufficient. My research question refers to the contribution of Dutch 

politicians to the emergence of a European development policy and I want to know how these 

politicians functioned and what their motives were.  

Theories focusing on individual’s attitudes towards political decision-making need to 

be explored. Examples are prospect theory and behavioral theory which draw from political 

science, sociology and social psychology. The former takes risk as a central feature of political 

decision-making and the latter looks at the behavioral attributes of policy content. For the period 

being researched in this thesis, a lack of personal information of MEPs exists. This makes it 

difficult to assess risks and behavioral patterns. Therefore, both types of theories will not be 

used in this analysis.  

The aforementioned theories fall short to find the answer that I seek. However, 

Rosenthal’s model is useful for me for to clarify how European institutions work to the 

individuals who actually work for the institutions. In my research, the actions of individual 

people are central, but it is important to know the context in which they operated. Their actions 

took place on different levels and Rosenthals model can be used to position the actions of the 

individuals. I will use Rosenthal’s theory as a framework and to offer some reflection on which 

decision-making levels the Dutch politicians tried to promote coordination within European 

policy. 

For the intergovernmental scheme, I focus on the Council of Ministers meetings. 

Rosenthal argues that decision-making cannot only be seen as a culminating point when the 

                                                           
31 Rosenthal, The Men Behind the Decisions. Cases in European Policy-Making, 3-5.  
32 Ibid., 3.  
33 Ibid., 4-5.  
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Council of Ministers meet, but as a continuation that ranges a period of several years. At any 

point, pressure can be used by groups within and outside the institutional structure.34  I cannot 

use all the examples that Rosenthal added to the pressure scheme. I only look at one type of 

actors, but in two ways. I look at the MEPs as individuals and as members of a committee.  The 

last scheme, the elite network, will be difficult to investigate because it is a type of informal, 

backroom decision-making. Yet, Rosenthal argues that it cannot be ignored.35 These three 

schemes are my starting point, which I expand by looking at the personal input of the Dutch 

politicians.  

Peterson and Bomberg argue that “the role of ideas is more important in the EU than 

any other system of governance, given the Union’s given the EU’s ambition to transform and 

modernize European political economies.”36 It is my goal to get a clear picture of the ideas of 

the Dutch politicians that led them to intervene in the process towards a European development 

policy. Before going into this, the emergence of a European development policy will be 

analyzed.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
34 Rosenthal, The Men Behind the Decisions. Cases in European Policy-Making, 2.  
35 Ibid., 5-6.  
36 John Peterson and Elizabeth Bomberg, Decision-making in the European Union (New York, St. Martin’s Press: 

1999), 11.  
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Chapter 2: The emergence of a European development policy (1957-1975) 
 

This chapter provides an overview of the key developments of the external relations of the EEC 

with developing countries, focusing on the shift to a coherent development policy. The most 

important discussion points, treaties and policy documents will play a central role. The 

following topics will be dealt with successively: the first association between the EEC and 

overseas countries and territories, the debate between regionalists and globalists and the key 

changes from 1972 onwards that led to the emergence of an EEC development policy.  

 

2.1 The first association between the EEC and overseas countries and territories 

During negotiations for the Treaty of Rome, the French delegation insisted that it would only 

enter the EEC’s common market if its colonies were included. At that time, France, the largest 

colonial power of the six Member States, already formed an integrated ‘common market’ with 

its overseas countries and territories (OCTs) and it had strong political and economic ties with 

them.37 The French delegation proposed the following idea: France would open its African 

market to companies and products from other Member States. In exchange, the other Member 

States would take part in financing a European Development Fund for the OCTs and they had 

to open their borders to French colonial products.38  

Aside from Belgium, the other Member States did not see the benefits of this proposal. 

Especially West-Germany and the Netherlands were not keen on the prospect to become part 

of a preferential zone that would be harmful for their links with developing countries in Latin 

America and British Africa.39 French proposals were accepted and only a few concessions were 

made for West-Germany and the Netherlands because France threatened not to join the EC if 

the other Member States would not give their approval to an association.40  

Part IV of the Treaty of Rome officially established a relationship between the EC and 

the French OCTs in the form of a framework that was meant to preserve the ties between 

colonies and former colonies in Africa. According to some scholars, this step can be seen as the 

                                                           
37 Karin Arts, “Integrating Human Rights into Development Cooperation: The Case of the Lomé Convention” 

(PhD diss., Leiden University, 2000), 98.  
38 Dimier, The Invention of a European Development Aid Bureaucracy, 12.  
39 Ibid., 12.  
40 Arts, “Integrating Human Rights into Development Cooperation: The Case of the Lomé Convention,” 98.  
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“first actual attempt to Europeanize development assistance.”41 The association between 

Europe and the OCTs consisted of all six EC member states and eighteen OCT’s,42 mainly 

French and Belgian colonies in Africa..43 The association’s aim was to promote economic and 

social development of the OCT’s and to establish close economic ties between the OCTs and 

the EEC.44  

Furthermore, the framework created a free trade area between the EC and African 

territories. It enabled the abolition of custom duties or similar charges, including all quotas for 

products from the OCTs on the European market. This meant that goods that were produced in 

the OCTs would have preferential access to the EEC markets and a common external tariff for 

import from developing countries was established. In return, goods that were produced by the 

EEC Member States would have equal access to the OCT’s markets and custom duties on EEC 

exports were gradually abolished.45 As a result of this system, later called ‘reverse preference’, 

other developing countries were discriminated against.46 According to Article 132.3 of the 

Treaty of Rome, due the contractual nature of these relationships, the Member States had a legal 

obligation to “contribute to the investments required for the progressive development of these 

countries and territories.”47 

 

2.3 Regionalists versus globalists: conflicts between the member states in the 1960s  

Because of decolonization during the late 1950s and early 1960s, rapid changes occurred on the 

international stage. The established association with the OCTs was not applicable to newly 

independent states, such as Tunisia and Morocco. Therefore, separate cooperation treaties with 

these countries had to be negotiated.48 This coincided with the establishment of several new 

multilateral institutions, such as the World Bank’s International Finance Cooperation (1956) 

and the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD).49  According to 

Karin Arts, despite these new multilateral institutions and the shortcomings of the existing 

                                                           
41 See for instance: Sarah Delputte and Joren Verschaeve, “The Role of the European Parliament in EU 

Development Policy”, in The European Parliament and its International Relations, ed. Stelios Stavridis and 
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association agreement, the EC and the newly independent states wanted to maintain a trade and 

aid relation with each other. As a result, the EC decided to develop the existing association 

further by entering into successive negotiated treaties. With each new treaty, more developing 

countries in Africa and later also countries in the Caribbean, the Pacific, Asia and Latin America 

were added.50  

 Arts explains that because of the need for an ongoing trade and aid relationship between 

the EC and an increasing amount of developing countries, a new agreement was necessary. She 

states that first, ”a temporary solution had to be found to allow continued application of the 

association provisions to the newly independent countries.”51 Subsequently, in 1961, the 

Council of Ministers made a few adjustments to the existing association agreement and 

arranged for a joint Association Council that would meet twice a year. This Association Council 

established a new cooperation framework for the EC and the former associates, which was 

finalized with the Yaoundé I Convention in 1963.52  

Nonetheless, the existence of negotiated treaties between the EC and an increasing 

group of developing countries did not mean that the EC acted as a unity. In contrast to what 

Arts argues, Anne-Sophie Claeys shows a more complicated story in her analysis of expansion 

of the EC’s trade and cooperation agreements after the independence of the associated 

countries. In the early 1960s, France, in order to convince the other member states to maintain 

the association, argued for a Euro-African group in the interest of both European countries and 

the newly independent countries. This Euro-African group did not have a political purpose but 

was meant as a solution for OCT’s exports and development problems.53  

According to Claeys, the Netherlands and West-Germany saw the period of the first 

association agreement as a “transitional period” and they were opposed to a renewal of the 

partnership, whereas France, Belgium and the Commission were in favor.54 African countries 

wanted to maintain the association because it reflected their homogeneity as a group, but it also 

reminded the former colonial powers of their responsibility for the weak economies of the 

African countries.55  
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Since the establishment of the EC, there was an ongoing conflict among the Member 

States about whether the European development policy should choose a regional or a global 

focus.56 France and Belgium preferred a regional development cooperation policy, meaning that 

they wanted the treaties to be limited to the traditional partners in Africa. On the other hand, 

West-Germany and the Netherlands, sometimes supported by Italy, advocated for a 

globalization of development policy in order to expand the scope of the treaties to other 

developing countries.57 

Another important issue that the Member States had different opinions on was the kind 

of trade agreement. From the provisions of the Treaty of Rome, a reciprocal trading 

arrangement (meaning the reverse system of preference) was established. In practice, this kept 

the monopoly of the French firms in place. Therefore, France did everything it could to maintain 

this system of preference during negotiations. On the contrary, West-Germany and the 

Netherlands (and Britain after its accession in 1973) favored a more liberal policy and the idea 

of non-reciprocity, which would allow developing countries to expand their importations and 

protect their emerging economy.58  

The Netherlands and West-Germany managed to push through one of their demands for 

a renewal and extension of the association from the Treaty of Rome. In 1963, there was a victory 

for the globalists when the EC adopted a Joint Declaration of Intent which enabled countries 

with “production structures comparable to those of the Associates” to join the Yaoundé 

Convention.59 Because of this Joint Declaration, the EC reached out to other developing 

countries outside of the association. Moreover, developing countries now had the possibility to 

choose between two options: they could either join the Yaoundé Convention or they would 

negotiate their own association agreements with the EC.60  

The Joint Declaration of Intent was related to previous developments, namely that 

France had opposed the accession of Great Britain to the EC. This led not only to a failed 

attempt by Britain in 1963, but also to the failure to expand the association to Nigeria and the 

East African Community. The Netherlands and Germany were disappointed about this and in 

return, demanded that the existing limiting scope of trade and cooperation agreements under 

the Treaty of Rome were to be extended to countries with a comparable level of development 
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as the associated countries.61 Further negotiations with African states that had expressed their 

desire to negotiate for a new association with the EC, culminated in the signing of the first 

Yaoundé Convention in July 1963. It was an agreement between the EC and eighteen 

Associated African States and Madagascar (ASSM) which came into force in 1964 and was 

valid for five years. 

The Yaoundé agreement was recognized as a Convention, in contrast to the former 

association agreement from the Treaty of Rome. France had initiated the use of the word 

“association”, since it first proposed the idea of a relation between the OCTs and the EC’s 

common market. For France, an “association” was the most appropriate name because it did 

not imply an integration of the OCTs into the EC, which was deemed undesirable because of 

the fundamental economic and social differences between the OCTs and the European 

countries. Moreover, an association would compensate the deteriorating political ties of France 

with the countries of the sub-Saharan Africa and at the same time boost the OCT’s imports into 

the Community market and thereby reducing the trade deficit of the French empire.62  

 However, shortly after the EC created the association, its meaning was challenged by 

anti-imperialist and pan-African movements. By the early 1960s, a reassessment of association 

was required.  This resulted in the formulation of a formal Convention that recognized the new, 

legally independent status of the associates, while the main economic aspects of the existing 

agreements remained.63 Moreover, the Yaoundé Convention was unique because it linked a 

number of separate development policies (covering financial aid, technical assistance and trade 

preferences) under one integrated approach and it was the first example of a common 

contractual relation between the industrialized and developing world.64  

The Convention expired in 1969 and was renewed for another five years with the 

Yaoundé II Convention. During the second Yaoundé period, the first enlargement of the EC 

took place. The British accession would require major changes within the external relations of 

the Community, because new trade and aid provisions for the ‘Commonwealth associates’, as 
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they were called at the time, had to be agreed upon as part of the Accession Treaty.65 In the 

1960s, the EEC also signed its first agreements with some southern Mediterranean countries.66 

Despite the extension of agreements, ideas on development as a process or an objective 

were still unclear and so were the objectives in the agreements.67  As a consequence, there was 

a lot of room left for the Member States to interpret and implement the agreement to their own 

liking. This meant that there was no consistent, coherent Community policy and one can 

question whether ‘policy’ was even the right word at this point.  There were still disagreements 

between the Member States about the scope of Community policy. Also, Member States were 

reluctant to give up part of their sovereignty and allow a bigger role for Community policy in 

an area that they considered part of their foreign policy. This made it difficult to move from an 

‘association’ to the creation of a development policy. Nonetheless, this started to change from 

the beginning of the 1970s.  

 

2.4 The year 1972: a critical juncture   

In 1971, the EC was one of the first developed economies that introduced a Generalized System 

of Preferences (GSP), which established tariff reductions or exemptions for imports from 

developing countries, so not only the OCTs. According to Karin Arts, the GSP marked a “major 

change (…) and would become a useful instrument for increasing export revenues and 

improving trade records of developing countries, particularly in Asia.”68  

 The idea for a GSP emerged in the first half of the 1960s as a response to the need to 

industrialize the developing countries. The export of developing countries consisted mainly of 

raw materials, but, with the exception of crude oil, this type of export did not create a regular 

increased flow of foreign exchange.69 Through the GSP, the industrialization of developing 

countries would be promoted and they would receive exports privileges on the markets of the 

industrialized countries. This preferential access would entail reduced or abolished import 

duties.70  

During the first United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) in 

1964, ideas for a GSP system were first discussed on an international level, but it was not until 
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1970 when an agreement was reached on several basic elements of a GSP. Examples of these 

basic elements were: the GSP had to have a temporary nature (because import duties could be 

abolished after the developing country had reached a certain level of competitiveness or 

industrialization) and each developed country (also called donor county in this context) would 

use its own system, but a certain sense of harmony was considered desirable.71 In 1971, the EC 

became the first donor country that implemented a GSP system, scheduled to be maintained 

until the year 2000.72 

Subsequently, September 1972 marked another important event: the Commission 

drafted its first Memorandum on Community development policy.73 In this Memorandum, the 

need, urgency and significance of a Community policy for development cooperation was 

explained. The Commission stated that, in contrast to the previous regional policy, the 

Community was taking on an increasingly global scale for its development cooperation since 

the last few years. For instance, the Community held dialogues with other regions besides the 

OCTs such as Latin America.74 In view of the upcoming enlargement of the Community and 

the next UNCTAD meeting, the Commission admitted that the developing countries, as a 

whole, expect more from the EC. Therefore, while building on to the commitments already 

undertaken, the Commission stated that it was now time for a new Community development 

policy that provided guidelines to coordinate the resources of the Member States and the 

Community.75 

In the memorandum, the Commission also admitted the shortcomings of the current 

Community’s development cooperation. It stated that the “treaty establishing the EC did not 

specifically provide for means of technical and financial cooperation, except in favor of the 

ASSM (African Associated States and Madagascar) and the OCT’s.”76 The Community had to 

implement a cooperation policy that was better balanced geographically and applicable to the 

diverse situations of the developing countries.77 Another shortcoming was that the Member 

States exercised their national policies independently from the Community, which lead to 

divergent and incoherent strategies that could have damaging consequences for the 
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effectiveness of international cooperation. Therefore, the Commission encouraged the 

Community and the Member States to gain more coherence in the use of specific instruments 

of cooperation and between internal economic policies and cooperation policy.78  

According to the Commission, the memorandum was necessary because the EEC had 

started to move towards an economic and monetary union and was preparing for its own 

enlargement. Therefore, it was important that the EEC expressed its will to link its own progress 

to that of the developing countries and to expand its pursuit of a better international distribution 

of prosperity to broader groups of people who were previously underprivileged.79 In short, the 

EEC’s development policy had to move away from its exclusive economic, commercial 

instruments and expand to other areas such as financial and technical assistance, industrial 

cooperation and cooperation on human resource development, corresponding to the 

responsibilities of the Community as a major economic actor.80  

 Despite these ideas on the need for a Community development cooperation, the Member 

States were still allowed to pursue their individual policies. Coordination was merely meant to 

improve the effectiveness of both Community policy and the Member States’ policies.81 Next, 

it was up to the Council of Ministers to react to this memorandum.  

 

2.5 The Council’s reaction to a more comprehensive Community policy  

In September 1972, in response to the Memorandum of the Commission, the Council of 

Ministers – in this context: the Ministers of Foreign Affairs and Development Cooperation of 

the six EC member states – had its first general debate on Community policy.82 This event was 

quite particular, since in the 1960s and early 1970s, the Council of Ministers only held summits 

sporadically and none of them had been specifically on development cooperation before.83 

During the meeting of the Council of Ministers, the Memorandum was discussed and an ad-hoc 

working group on development cooperation was established in order to study and report on the 

possible contents of a general and coherent Community policy.84 Despite this rather unique 

happening, this was not the event that triggered a future emergence of the Community policy.  
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According to Joseph McMahon, the emergence of a Community policy rather came from 

various conferences held between the Heads of State and Government.85 Moreover, McMahon 

describes the subsequent Paris Summit in October 1972 as a “significant turning point in the 

attitude of the member states.” This event was the first conference of the enlarged Community. 

McMahon terms this Conference as a "turning point in the attitude of member states.”86 Karin 

Arts supports this when she argues that “the Paris Summit Declaration showed more 

commitment to the cause of developing countries than ever before.”87 Viewing the change of 

attitude of the Member States as the origin of an emerging development policy is questionable. 

I think that it was the presence of the new Member States that lead to new developments 

regarding the Community policy.  

Nonetheless, McMahon considers the Paris Conference a turning point because it ended 

the dispute between the regionalists and the globalists and recognized both approaches. This is 

illustrated, among others, in the basis of a joint statement published after the Conference, which 

states: “(…) the Community must, without detracting from the advantages enjoyed by the 

countries with which it has special relations, respond even more than in the past to the 

expectations of all the developing countries.” and: “(…) in the light of the results of the 

UNCTAD Conference and in the context of the Development Strategy adopted by the UN, the 

Institutions of the Community and Member States are invited progressively to adopt an overall 

policy of development co-operation on a world-wide scale.”88 From this text, it is evident that 

existing preferential relations were still important and should continue. However, a general 

worldwide development cooperation policy had to be put into effect gradually.  

The 1972 Memorandum of the Commission also made references to the Second UN 

Development Decade. Subsequently, the Member States agreed to the objective of increasing 

their volume of aid, in accordance with the target of 0.7 per cent of Gross National Product 

(GNP) set by the UN in the International Development Strategy for the Second Decade.89 This 

target was agreed upon during a Council meeting in July 1974, when a series of resolutions and 

recommendations were passed. In the next part, these resolutions and recommendations will be 

discussed.  Furthermore, the British accession enabled many changes for the development 

policy of the Community as a whole, because the Member States no longer had to abide by the 
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‘association’ on French terms. The next part will therefore also look at the consequences of the 

British accession to the EC.  

 

2.6 From 1973 onwards  

Whereas Joseph McMahon terms the year 1972 as a turning point, Mirjam van Reisen argues 

that the first EC enlargement in 1973 can be seen as a “turning point for EC development 

policy.”90 The first enlargement meant a substantial increase of  the scope of European 

development aid; a “breakthrough by those that advocated a globalized aid approach.”91 New 

trade and aid provisions for the former British colonies, the ‘Commonwealth associates’, as 

they were called at the time, had to be agreed upon as part of the Accession Treaty. 92 In other 

words, a major review of the Community’s external relations was needed.  

During the negotiations and preparations leading up to the first enlargement of the EC, 

the Commonwealth associates were offered three options. One option was to participate in the 

Yaoundé II’s successor agreement which would come into force in 1975, the second option was 

an association under the provisions of the Treaty of Rome and the third option was 

straightforward trade agreements. These options were all based on the concept of ‘association’ 

and several developing countries in Africa, the Caribbean and Pacific (who were part of the 

British Commonwealth) saw this as an unequal relationship and insulting. Therefore, they acted 

strongly against it and made several accusations to the European Community that the accession 

arrangements were neo-colonialist policies.93 

The associated countries that were already part of the associated agreements of the 

European Community, joined with the Commonwealth associates and managed to negotiate for 

commonly agreed principles, if they decided to join the Yaoundé II successor agreement. The 

most important element of these principles was non-reciprocity. Despite French protest, the 

inclusion of this principle was achieved with the help of Britain, West-Germany and the 

Netherlands.  

According to Mirjam van Reisen, the inclusion of non-reciprocity was an important, 

since the Treaty of Rome had been completely based on the concept of reciprocity.94 The 
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element of non-reciprocity was seen as essential for the developing countries to build and 

protect their emerging economic potential without being exposed to competition from strong 

competitors.95 Furthermore, a scheme for export stabilization, called STABEX, was introduced. 

This instrument would create more economic stability in countries that were very dependent on 

exports of basic commodities, by compensating the demand and price fluctuations. Lastly, 

former British colonies received extended access to the whole Community market through 

special protocols on products such as sugar, rum and bananas.96 

Eventually, all associated countries chose the option to join the Yaoundé successor 

agreement.97 This led to the signing of the Lomé Convention in 1975 and it included 46 ACP 

countries, whereof 21 Commonwealth associates.98 In a broader context, the Lomé Convention 

took into account the philosophy of the idea of a New International Economic Order (NIEO) 

that was upcoming at that time. For instance, the principle of non-reciprocity was in line with 

the idea of the NIEO of a ‘genuine interdependence’ between equal partners. Furthermore, the 

presence of a broader variety of countries (more African countries, but also Caribbean countries 

and the Pacific), meant a break from the former ‘Eurafrica’ idea towards globalism.99  

Parallel to the negotiations for the Lomé Convention, there were also important 

developments within the Community itself. After the Council’s first meeting on development 

cooperation, a Working Party on development cooperation was established in December 

1972.100 In 1973, the Foreign Ministers of the nine Member States published a document on the 

European Identity. In this document, the principles of the Paris Conference were reaffirmed and 

the emergence of a Community development policy was recognized. Furthermore, it stated that 

the association with the African countries had to be reinforced, existing relations with Latin 

America developed and new relations has to be established with countries in Asia.101   

Subsequently, in 1974, there were five meetings by the Council of Ministers on 

development cooperation. This shows a clear difference from the situation before 1973, when 

specific meetings on development cooperation had only occurred once. During one of these 

1974 Council of Ministers meetings in July, the Council approved nine resolutions and 

                                                           
95 Van Reisen, “The Enlarged European Union and the Developing World: What Future?,” 40.  
96 Ibid., 40.  
97 Dimier, The Invention of a European Development Aid Bureaucracy. Recycling Empire, 81.  
98 Ibid, 81.  
99 Adrian Hewitt and Kaye Whiteman, “The Commission and Development Policy: Bureaucratic Politics in EU 

Aid – From the Lomé Leap Forward to the Difficulties of Adapting to the Twenty-First Century,” In EU 

Development Cooperation. From Model to Symbol, ed. Karin Arts and Anna Dickson (Manchester, University 

Press: 2004), 141.  
100 McMahon, The Development Co-operation Policy of the EC, 6.  
101 Ibid., 6.  



25 
 

recommendations on development cooperation. These resolutions were the result of the 

preparatory work carried out by the Working Party.  

The Working Party operated from December 1972 until the first half of 1974. According 

to Karen Arts, the group prepared the “ground for important steps forward.”102 The aim of the 

Working Party was to work out a consistent attitude towards comprehensive Community policy 

in the field of development cooperation on a global scale, taking the results of the UNCTAD 

Conference and the development strategy adopted by the United Nations, the results of the Paris 

Conference, the memoranda from the Commission and the member states and the  discussion 

of the Council of September 1972 as a starting point.103 The Working Party consisted of 

delegations from each Member State and from the Commission. It had to submit interim reports 

to the Committee of Permanent Representatives (Coreper) and a comprehensive report to enable 

the Committee to submit its report to the Council, before 1 May 1973, in order to enable the 

overall policy to be implemented gradually.104 

Subsequently, the report was discussed at the 248th meeting of the Council on 25 and 26 

of June 1973. The Council instructed the Coreper to examine further, with the help of the 

Working Party, some questions which arose from the Council meetings. These questions 

concerned the differences of opinion that still existed among the Member States and in 

particular, the possible grant of aid from Community funds to non-associated countries.105 

Between September and October 1973, the Working Party held three meetings after which it 

drew up a text called “Possibility of making financial resources from Community funds 

available to non-associated countries.”106 

The Working Party made several general reflections, concerned with the present 

situation, the necessity and objectives of an overall development policy on a world-wide scale 

and the general principles of the Community development policy.107 With regards to the 

commercial cooperation, the Working Party focused its attention on three problems: questions 
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arising from the commodity agreements, the problems relating to the improvement of 

generalized preferences and the question of promoting exports to developing countries. It 

proposed several measures aimed at market stabilization in the developing countries.  

Other measures dealt with capacity building of local importers and exporters and 

familiarizing with the developing countries’ markets, as well as improving the Community’s 

generalized preferences.108 The Working Party also noted that certain bilateral agreements with 

developing countries contain provisions that affect the commercial and economic sector, which 

would serve as a basis for promotional activities.109 These matters were all developed into a 

suggested draft Resolution.  

The report of the Working Party can be characterized as a list of possibilities. It  

provided two examples of how the Community should pursue general aims: promoting 

economic growth and social progress in developing countries by responding to their needs and 

attempting to achieve an effective and coherent integration of EEC policy in this field with 

international efforts. It also explained what Community policy should be based on and set out 

measures for implementing an overall policy on a world-wide scale.110 Moreover, according to 

the Working party itself, this report merely provided a series of general guidelines for the short- 

and medium-term, because the guidelines are not meant to be definitive.111  

In the Working Party’s report, it was stated that it should be regarded as “an initial 

approach to an overall policy on a world-wide scale.”112 It was also acknowledged, that even 

though this report touched upon many fields within development cooperation, it did not cover 

each field comprehensively, due to the time limit that was fixed by the Council. It was up to the 

Council to decide whether further studies were necessary on topics that were not dealt with 

exhaustively in the report.113 Nonetheless, this report led to important steps taken in the 

subsequent year.  In the last months of the working groups’ existence, the Council agreed upon 

the direction and priorities for Community development policy for the next few years,  

approving nine Resolutions and recommendations on development policy.  

According to Joseph McMahon, the approval of these resolutions and recommendations  

show that “it was now possible to talk about a Community development co-operation policy.”114 

The resolutions and recommendations adopted were concerned with, among other things, the 
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improvement of the generalized preference system, commodity agreements, the volume of 

official development assistance, support for export promotion and financial and technical aid 

to non-associated developing countries. The Council also reached a series of conclusions on the 

harmonization and coordination of the cooperation policies of the Member States.115  

After its July 1974 meeting, the Council invited the Commission to think about the EC’s 

co-operation with developing countries currently and in the near future. This resulted in a 

Commission memorandum called ‘Development aid: fresco of Community action 

tomorrow.’116 This fresco was an elaboration of the Council resolutions mentioned above. It 

addressed the diversity of underdeveloped situations and the selectivity in the Community’s 

overall cooperation policy. In the selection of  providing aid, the poorest and neediest countries 

and sectors would have priority. For instance, countries or sectors that were most dependent on 

exports of raw materials or those who only have one product to export.117 This document was 

represented as a “revolutionary document”, because it was seen as the basis of a worldwide 

development policy of the Community.118  

At the end of 1974, there was a clear outline of a Community development cooperation 

policy. First of all, the approach of the Community would be country and instrument specific, 

meaning that preference was given to countries that were already part of the association, or that 

were about to become part of it. Through this approach, the selectivity among the associated 

countries was justified and integrated into the Lomé Convention. Second, to balance this 

selectivity, the Generalized Preference System (GSP) had to be improved continuously and the 

EC had to promote international commodity agreements for products of export interest to 

developing countries. Last, in order to solve the conflict between regional and global 

approaches, official development assistance had to be increased and financial and technical 

cooperation had to be extended to non-associated developing countries, meaning the countries 

that were not part of the Lomé Convention or a bilateral agreement with the Community.119  

Next to introducing a global scale of Community development policy, the Commission 

also paved the way to another new element. From 1975, several problems relating to raw 

materials, energy, international trade and developing countries became an important topic 
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within Community development policy. Due to globalization, the Commission saw these 

problems as crucial and intertwined and therefore, it published several documents related to 

it.120 This cluster of problems was also addressed at the Conference on International Economic 

Cooperation (CIEC) of December 1975 in Paris.121 The CIEC became known as the North 

South Conference, because it laid the foundations for a North-South dialogue on energy, raw 

materials and development and financial matters.122 Within the North-South dialogue, the EEC 

tried to take joint positions through the Council of Ministers and it was involved in agreement 

negotiations.123 

Aside from the Commission’s leading role, the Council of Ministers was also quite 

influential regarding the implementation of development policy. It still held regular meetings a 

few times a year, specifically on development cooperation. In 1976, there were two meetings 

on development cooperation and in 1977 there were three meetings.124 The aim of these 

meetings was to get a better grip on the Community’s and the Member States’ development 

policy measures.  

To sum up, this chapter has shown that the 1972 Memorandum and the Paris Summit 

initiated a series of breakthroughs for the emergence of a common European development 

policy. In the same period, the EEC became the world’s largest trading block and an important 

actor within the international trading arena.125 To illustrate, by 1975, the EEC had established 

relations with forty-six ACP countries under the Lomé agreement, signed trade and cooperation 

agreements with Mediterranean, Maghreb (Northern Africa) and Mashreq (Arab peninsula) 

countries and preferential trade agreements with Spain and Israel.126 This increased economic 

power is important to keep in mind when discussing the EEC’s role within the rest of the world. 

Despite the previously discussed advances on the creation of a common European 

development policy, many internal differences of opinion (such as the one about globalist vs. 

regionalists) continued to exist. The following chapters will expand on Dutch perspectives on 

these debates. Before going to into the actions of Dutch politicians on a European level, a 

general overview of Dutch development policy will be given in the next chapter.  
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Chapter 3: Dutch development policy from 1957 to 1977127  
 

In this chapter, Dutch development policy between 1957 and 1977 is analyzed. Both foreign 

and domestic developments and their influence on Dutch development policy will be examined. 

The following topics are discussed successively: the characteristics of Dutch development 

policy from the 1950s to the 1960s, changes within the internal government organization, the 

emergence of a progressive movement at the beginning of the 1970s, the priorities of the Den-

Uyl cabinet, Pronk's ideas and priorities for development policy, Pronk’s attitude towards the 

EEC and, finally, a review of Pronk’s years in office as Minister of Development Cooperation.  

 

3.1 Characteristics of Dutch development policy from the late 1950s to the 1970s  

The development policy of the Netherlands in the late 1950s was focused on a multilateral 

approach. Due to the low financial resources, caused by World War II, the government wanted 

to make a limited amount of resources available to development aid.128 Also, Prime Minister 

Drees argued that if the government would spend more aid on developing countries, there would 

be a backlash from disadvantaged groups within the Netherlands.129 Multilateral aid was seen 

as the only way for the Netherlands to provide for a meaningful contribution to development 

aid. Bilateral aid would have too little impact and it was disadvantageous for the Netherlands 

to operate on the same terrain where stronger countries were already present.130   

Another characteristic of the late 1950s was that the Netherlands provided the largest 

share of its development aid for its own colonies. According to Duco Hellema, during the first 

half of the 1950s, 90% of the development budget went to the colonies and in the second half 

70%.131 Due to the increasing interest in development aid at the end of the 1950s, various 

parties, such as businesses, political parties and churches, advocated for an expansion and 

diversification of Dutch aid efforts and activities.132  

During the 1960s, thoughts about development within the international political climate 

changed. In 1961, the General Assembly of the UN proclaimed the 1960s as the first UN 
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Development Decade and made a recommendation to the industrial countries that they should 

provide 1% of their national income towards development aid. The idea for the first 

Development Decade reflected an optimism felt by the Netherlands and other Western countries 

about the possibilities to help developing countries become more prosperous and modern, just 

like the Marshall aid had improved the economies of Western Europe.133 

During the first UNCTAD meeting in 1964, African, Asian and Latin American 

countries worked together as the ‘Group of 77’ to defend economic interest of developing 

countries. Gradually, development aid was no longer only about financial aid, but also about 

trade. Through international cooperation, developing countries should gain preferential access 

to western markets and receive fairer prices for raw materials.134 

These international developments had an effect on the Netherlands.  According to Peter 

Malcontent and Jan Nekkers, ´[n]ot only the character but also the size of Dutch development 

aid underwent a transformation in the sixties.”135 To illustrate, Malcontent and Nekkers point 

out that within ten years, Dutch development aid quintupled from less than 200 million guilders 

in 1961 to almost one billion in 1971.136 Because of economic growth, people were less worried 

about primary necessaries, like income and welfare, and thus more attention was put on issues 

such as a better environment, democratization and poverty in developing countries. In addition, 

the introduction of the television made it possible for people to see and follow emergency 

situations in developing countries. As a result, the number of action groups and country 

committees engaged with third world problems increased. 137   

In connection with the growing attention within society for problems relating to 

developing countries, political pressure to expand development aid also increased. In the 1960s, 

it became too difficult for the government to reject proposals from politicians to increase the 

budget. In 1963, a politician from the Labor Party submitted a motion to increase the 

development aid to 1% of the national income, based on the recommendation of the UN’s first 

Development Decade. This motion was almost unanimously approved.138  

Furthermore, an increasing share of the development budget was allocated to bilateral 

aid in the 1960s. First of all, businesses and churches lobbied in order to use the expanding 

budget of the government for their own activities in developing countries.139 Second, after the 
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Sukarno regime in Indonesia fell, the Netherlands initiated an international conference in 1967 

to rehabilitate and develop Indonesia’s economy. Through this international consortium, the 

Netherlands provided financial bilateral aid to Indonesia, which amounted to several billion 

guilders in the following decades.140  

Next to the increase of bilateral aid in the 1960s, the official organization at the 

government level also expanded. In the 1950s, development policy was controlled by two 

ministries: the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Ministry of Union Business and Overseas 

Territories.141 Due to the growing interest in development aid from the late 1950s onwards and 

the establishment of institutions such as IMF and the World Bank, the Ministry of Economic 

Affairs and the Ministry of Finance became more active within the field of development.142  

Because the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Economic Affairs and Finance all interfered 

with financial aid for development, they were often in conflict with each other. The creation of 

the Directorate-General for International Cooperation (DGIS) in 1965 largely solved these 

problems.143 DGIS was a department within Foreign Affairs and it was (and still is) responsible 

for the coordination, execution and financing of development cooperation policy. DGIS was 

created out of several Directorates within Foreign Affairs: the Directorate for International 

Organizations, the Directorate for Financial and Economic Development Assistance and a 

Directorate for Technical Aid.144 The authorizations of other ministries within the area of 

technical assistance now belonged to DGIS, and in less than a decade, more than two hundred 

civil servants worked under DGIS.145 

 However, the financial aid remained part of the Ministry of Finance’ budget and the 

Ministry of Economic Affairs remained responsible for its spending. It was not until 1974, when 

the responsibility for financial aid was transferred to the Minister for Development 

Cooperation, initiated by the then Minister Jan Pronk.146  

After the elections of 1963, it was decided that a State Secretary would be appointed 

specifically for development aid. Several political parties were of the opinion that the Minister 

of Foreign Affairs would not be able to deal with development aid alone anymore because the 
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aid to developing countries had become an important aspect of foreign policy.147 In 1965, the 

function of Secretary of Development Aid was scaled up to Minister in 1965.148 This decision 

was seen as the best solution for the partisan allocation of seats among the governing parties, 

but it can also be regarded as a sign that development aid was increasingly important.149 

Meanwhile, the Dutch government continued to increase the amount allocated to 

development aid.150 Moreover, bilateral aid not only increased, but it also became more 

structured. The Minister of Development Cooperation, Udink, implemented a concentration 

policy to provide aid for a limited number of countries. Minister Udink decided that, next to the 

overseas territories of Surinam and the Antilles, bilateral aid should also be given to Indonesia, 

India, Pakistan, Sudan, Tanzania, Kenia, Uganda, Nigeria, Tunis, Colombia and Peru.151  

Minister Udink had an strictly economical viewpoint on the issue of development, but 

from the end of the 1960s, perspectives on development aid changed.152 From the end of the 

1960s, the gap between Western countries and developing countries was increasing. The 

UNCTAD conferences of 1968 and 1972 made suggestions to reform the world trade system, 

but the Western countries were not willing to reform accordingly. As a consequence, radical, 

Marxist ideas gained popularity, such as the idea of self-reliance. The concept of self-reliance 

was a strategy advocated by socialist leaders like Fidel Castro and Mao Zedong and focused on 

the aim of economic, political and social independence of countries without influence from 

outside.153  

 These international developments also had an effect on Dutch politics. Where 

previously, internal problems in development countries were seen as the main causes of these 

countries’ disadvantaged position, a new generation of politicians shifted the focus to external, 

international problems, especially the unequal distribution of the world’s economic and 

political system.154 One of these politicians was Jan Pronk, who was part of the New Left 

movement, a group of young, leftist politicians aligned with the Labor Party, who wanted to 
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introduce radical changes in the party.155 In 1971, Pronk became a member of the House of 

Representatives and the Labor party spokesman for development cooperation.156  

 In May 1973, Pronk wrote an article on the desirability of an integrated European 

development policy. In his opinion, more European integration would only be relevant if this 

policy adequately responded to the wishes of the people in the developing countries as 

expressed in the framework of the UN.157 Pronk is skeptical of the recent attempts by the 

Commission to improve the coordination of development policy on the European level. He 

argued that even though the Commission and the heads of government have expressed their 

will to meet the expectations of all developing countries (through the 1972 Memorandum and 

the Paris Summit), they refused to change or abolish the preferential treatment to countries with 

whom the EC has special relations with. As a consequence, the EC development policy still had 

a regional focus.158  

Pronk rather saw a European development policy with a socialist character, meaning 

that the poor countries had an equal say within international economic decision-making. In 

contrast, the Commission had pleaded, to Pronk’s disappointment, for a capitalist development 

policy (with some instruments derived from the welfare state to prevent it from being 

exploitative), and a Eurocentric decision-making process for both development aid and trade 

policy.159  A few months after his article, he had the chance to elaborate his ideas into policy, 

because he was chosen as the Minister of Development Cooperation in a new cabinet.  

 

3.2 Priorities for the Den Uyl cabinet, 1973-1977  

In May 1973, a new government took charge that consisted of a coalition between the Labor 

Party, Radicals (PPR), Democrats (D’66) and left-wing Christian Democrats.160 In his 

government statement, Prime Minister Den Uyl presented the government program, which was 

based on the election programs of the progressive parties and the Christian democrats.161 This 

government statement had a very leftist character, illustrated by its highest priority: the 

elimination of inequality and deprivation.162 Furthermore, welfare was seen as an important 
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way to create equality. The governments’ aim was to show solidarity towards the least fortunate 

people, not only Dutch citizens, but also towards disadvantaged people around the world.163 

This cabinet is nowadays regarded as the most leftist government that the Netherlands ever had.  

It becomes apparent from the government statement that development policy was now 

recognized as one of the priorities of the government. The increase of government spending 

was allocated to housing, education and welfare, environment and development cooperation.164 

In the chapter ‘Distribution of wealth in the world’, a big part was dedicated to development 

cooperation. The government aimed to increase the expenses for development cooperation 

within the next four years to 1,5 percent of the national income and high priority would be given 

to aid through multilateral institutions, specifically the UN.165  

The part on development policy was entirely taken from the election program of the 

progressive parties and written by Pronk. He stated that Dutch development policy should aim 

to reduce the dependence of the poor on the wealthy. A central goal of Pronk was self-reliance, 

the pursuit of economic and political growth for developing countries on their own terms 

without pressure from developed countries.166 Moreover, Pronk preferred untied aid, meaning 

assistance that can be used to buy goods and services in any countries, instead of tied aid, when 

goods and services can only be bought from the donor country. Priority was given to public 

financial assistance without conditions, instead of commercial investments and loans. In 

addition, experts and materials had to be exerted from developing countries in order to stimulate 

practical cooperation. 167 

Furthermore, development policy had to become comprehensive, by including policies 

trade and investment policies and aim for the structural development of the development 

countries’ economies.168 Pronk wanted to abolish trade barriers and reform the international 

monetary system. This had to be achieved through the EEC, by developing initiatives to 

transform Resolutions of the UNCTAD conferences into concrete measures to the benefit of 

developing countries and making proposals aimed at a fairer international division of labor, in 

line with the strategy for the second development decade.169 Lastly,  the coordinating powers 
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of the Minister in charge of development cooperation had to be strengthened in the following 

areas: the policy regarding international organizations with development cooperation as their 

primary goal (UNCTAD and the World bank) and the policy carried out by “an integrated 

Europe regarding developing countries.”170  

The government statement shows that even though the Dutch governments aimed to 

reach for further European integration, it should not be the main goal. In other words, an 

expansion of European cooperation was less important than achieving a progressive policy.171 

Nonetheless, the government statement also recognized the importance of the EC and that it 

was the best channel to initiate improvements for trade measures. Therefore, it seems that the 

Dutch government chose a middle-way; making use of two channels, international 

organizations and the EC.   

After the government statement, Pronk elaborated his policy. Under Minister Udink, the 

concentration countries were not selected with specific criteria, but at the beginning of the 

1970s, criteria became necessary because the Netherlands continued to increase its annual 

aid.172 In 1973, Pronk introduced three general criteria for recipients of bilateral financial aid. 

The first criteria was the prevalence of poverty and the second the existence of specific needs 

that were not yet provided for by other donor countries.173  

Additionally, Pronk wanted to help the poorest countries, provided that these countries 

were willing, or already had begun, to change their social system in such a way that all parts of 

society could profit from the aid and economic growth. Therefore, the last criteria looked at the 

countries’ own effort to improve its domestic situation. Whereas the first two criteria could be 

determined through economic data, the last criteria was more difficult to apply. Pronk explained 

that the government would look at socio-political policies that developing countries had 

implemented, such as distribution of personal income, health employment, education and 

housing.174  

 Yet, there were other criteria that determined the choice of countries. Whether a country 

respected human rights and the wish to maintain a dialogue with a nation with an important or 

international status were also important. For instance, Pronk justified his choice for Egypt by 

pointing out the importance of maintaining a dialogue with a country with regional influence. 

Chile was removed from the list, because of the human rights violations by the Pinochet regime 
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and the same happened to Uganda under Idi Amin.175 Because of these criteria, development 

policy became an integral part of foreign policy.176 

 Pronk also wrote several memorandums. One was about the Dutch development aid to 

Indonesia, one about the quality of the Dutch bilateral development cooperation and one about 

the restructuring of the Dutch economy and development cooperation, in collaboration with the 

Minister of Economic Affairs Lubbers. The most important for this research is the 1976 

memorandum on EC development policy. This memorandum stated the Dutch government’s 

view on the principles for a European development policy as well as possibilities for an ongoing 

cooperation between the Member States in several areas of development cooperation.177  

 In principle, the Dutch government supported a harmonization of the Member States 

policies and Community policy and it submitted several proposals to put into effect. However, 

in practice, the different development policies of the Member States made  joint action difficult. 

Furthermore, Pronk was skeptical to subordinate national policies to common action of the EC. 

According to Voorhoeve, Pronk was afraid that the EC would become a bulwark of economic 

power which would weaken the negotiating strength of developing countries.178 The next 

chapter will elaborate further on this memorandum. 

 During his time in office, Pronk was faced with much international turmoil. First of all, 

the oil-exporting countries quadrupled the oil export price. Pronk reacted to this by saying that 

he understood these actions and linked them to the frustration of the developing countries with 

the world economy.179 Also, the worsening economic situation of low-income, oil-importing 

countries between 1973 and 1975, due to a world food crisis, rising oil prices, caused Pronk to 

introduce a new program for direct aid, such as the fast distribution of emergency assistance, 

as distinct from long-term development aid.180  

In addition, in order to realize his ideal of self-reliance, Pronk supported the developing 

countries’ demand for a New International Economic World Order (NIEO). The NIEO included 

a number of demands of  developing countries, put forward in the 1970s, which required a 

redistribution of the world’s production, trade, capital and monetary flows, plus a reform of the 

international economic institutions in order to shift the unequal balance in economic power in 

favor of the developing countries. However, the Ministries of Finance and Economic Affairs 
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were skeptical about NIEO. This led to a situation where Dutch policy verbally followed 

Pronk’s line, but in practice, the restraint of Pronk’s colleagues was felt.181 

Even though there was a broad political support for the budget increase for development 

aid, Pronk’s decisions sometimes met with opposition from other parties. In addition to his 

support for Communist countries, Pronk also supported several liberation movements. In July 

1973, Pronk announced that he would send financial support to four independent movements 

in Portuguese colonies in Africa. He argued that this support was necessary in order to achieve 

a political goal: to end colonial domination by Portugal. However, the Liberal Party and the 

Christian Democrats accused Pronk of supporting Marxist movements with money that could 

be used by these movements to buy weapons.182  

Pronks’ use of political motivations to support liberation movements, together with his 

support for Cuba and Vietnam, contributed to his image as a leftist and activist Minister.183 

Moreover, within the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, he quickly gained a reputation for being 

demanding and difficult to keep up with because he constantly wanted to introduce new ideas, 

while at the same time, he wanted to stay in control of everything.184 

 

3.2 An evaluation of Minister Pronk  

Pronk represented a new policy with new ideas, but how successful was he in practice? Shortly 

after he left office, scholars agreed that Pronk’s main success was that he was able to deliver 

on the promise to increase the financial aid. During the 1970s, the budget for development 

cooperation increased from one billion to three billion and there was a broad political support 

for it. Subsequently, the norm of  1.5 per cent of the national income was realized in 1976.185 

Furthermore, scholars argued that Pronk was successful in making distinct changes to 

development policy. Pronk strongly believed that development policy was more than providing 

financial aid but that it also involved structural changes. Despite the limited time period, he 

worked very hard to try to implement the principles of an integral development policy that 

involved financial, industrial and technological relations with developing countries, by 

redirecting or redesigning various elements of Dutch policy.186 One example often mentioned 

it that before Pronk came into office, development policy was seen as one of the instruments of 
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foreign policy, in addition to supporting the Dutch business community. However, Pronk 

reversed this situation by making foreign policy an instrument of development policy.187  

Furthermore, some scholars who wrote about Pronk shortly after his time in office, 

argue that he stood out from predecessors because of significant changes to the policy making 

process of the department. He initiated discussion rounds at the department and personally 

interfered in detail with the policy process. He brought his own detailed policy agenda to the 

table because he had a lot of expertise in this policy area.188  

Overall, recent literature on Pronk is more critical about his performance. Sjoerd Keulen 

describes Pronk as a politician who wanted to be in control of everything and introduce drastic 

changes, but as a result, encountered resistance.189 For instance, there is more emphasis on the 

conflict between him and his colleagues. Pronk wanted to strengthen his own position by 

extending his authority. Together with the Minister of Finance, he gained joint responsibility 

for the World Bank and primary responsibility for the spending of financial aid, which used to 

belong to the Ministry of Economic Affairs. Also, it was agreed with the Ministry of Economic 

Affairs that the responsibility for the UNCTAD policy changed to a co-responsibility with 

development cooperation.190 The loss of responsibility on how financial aid was spend, was a 

significant loss for the Ministry of Economic Affairs. Pronk tried to keep the influence of the 

Ministry of Economic Affairs to a minimum which caused irritation with Minister Lubbers.191  

The strengthening of his position and his far-reaching interreference also brought Pronk 

in conflict with his colleagues at the Ministry for Foreign Affairs. Due to Pronk’s third criteria  

and the emphasis on human rights for the concentration countries, Dutch development policy 

became strongly political charged and there was a chance that Pronk would interfere with the 

policy area of the Minister for Foreign Affairs. The Minister for Foreign Affairs, Van der Stoel, 

was a much more moderate social democrat. He denounced Pronk’s confrontational style, 

where Pronk’s principles seemed more important than the effectiveness of the policy.192  

Both early and later literature point out that Pronk attained much publicity for his ideas 

and he enhanced the reputation of the Netherlands among developing countries. At the same 

time, support for his ideas were less apparent outside the Netherlands, especially among other 
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Western countries.193 According to Voorhoeve, “Pronk was successful in changing the 

formulation of Dutch aid policy, but made little direct impact on the policies of other donor 

countries.”194 Pronk was very driven and had a lot of knowledge on development aid. He 

attained much publicity for his ideas and he enhanced the reputation of the Netherlands among 

developing countries. At the same time, he had a unconventional political style and pronounced 

views which caused strained relations with some Western countries.195  

Pronk’s confrontational style caused conflict with his colleagues in the EC. First of all, 

most EC Member States did not agree with the NIEO. According to Malcontent and Nekkers, 

Pronk refused to make concessions and regularly clashed with other Member States that were 

not willing to adhere to the demands of NIEO.196  Moreover, Pronk surprised his EC colleagues 

when he called the self-reliance actions of the oil-exporting countries understandable and 

proposed to allocate more financial assistance to the poorest oil-importing developing 

countries.197  Second, Pronk unsuccessfully tried to gain more focus on Asia and Latin America. 

He wanted to change the protectionist trade policy of the EC towards Africa, which he 

despised.198 

Pronk’s opinions did not only gave him trouble in his relationship regarding the EC, but 

also his colleague Laurens Jan Brinkhorst, the State Secretary for European Affairs. The fact 

that European development policy officially fell under the authority of Brinkhorst was very 

difficult to accept for Pronk, who had assumed that he would have full control on this policy 

area.199 For instance, Pronk’s policy note on the EC’s development policy clearly interfered 

with Brinkhorst’s policy area. Also, Brinkhorst was a proponent of the African focus of the EC, 

which also caused frictions between him and Pronk.200 

What is also interesting is Pronk’s own reflection on his authority towards the ACP 

policy in an interview years later. During the Den-Uyl cabinet’s first week in office, the Minister 

for Foreign Affairs, Van der Stoel, decided that the policy with regards to the EC-ACP relations, 

would fall under the authority of State-Secretary Brinkhorst, who was in charge of European 

cooperation. Yet, the finances of this policy still fell under Pronk’s budget. In the interview, 

Pronk said that he was very surprised about this decision. Moreover, he was the only European 
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minister who did not have the authority over this policy and he felt like his bargaining position 

in Brussels was weakened because of it.201  

To conclude, Pronk’s most important motives seemed to have been his aim towards 

structural reforms and the strengthening of his own position. However, judging from the 

evaluation of his period in office, both proved to be difficult to achieve. There is also an 

interesting contradiction in Pronks’ policy with regards to the EC. On the one hand, Pronk’s 

view of the European development policy was quite pessimistic, while on the other hand he 

wanted to fully control this policy area.  

What can also be concluded from the literature is that Pronk’s performance with 

regards to the EC is not discussed in depth. When it is discussed, the emphasis is on Pronk’s 

skeptical attitude towards the EC and conflicts with his colleagues. However, I believe that 

this subject deserves a more detailed analysis, especially because there were many conflicts of 

interest between Pronk and his national and European colleagues and it would be interesting 

go to deeper into the interaction between them. The next chapter will elaborate on Pronk’s 

ideas and actions regarding European development policy.  
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Chapter 4. Pronk and the EEC Council of Ministers 
 

This chapter looks at how Minister Pronk tried to promote coordination within European 

development policy. I analyzed the minutes of the Council of Ministers meetings on 

development cooperation and memorandums from delegations. These archival documents are 

accessible to the public and can be found through the database CASE, the Council’s Archives 

Search Engine.202 I used the English version of the documents. When the English version was 

not available, I translated the French or Dutch version.  

I also looked at the debates of the Dutch Council of Ministers, because they provided 

insight into the creation of a standpoint for the Dutch delegation in meetings on the European 

level and within international conferences, where the Dutch contributed to this common 

standpoint. I used the official documents from the Dutch government in print. A series of 6 

volumes on Dutch development policy was published by the Huygens Institute/Institute for 

Dutch History between 2002 and 2009. I consulted the online version of the series.203  

Furthermore, I looked at Pronk’s memorandum on EEC development policy from 1976 

and three explanatory notes to the National Financial Annual Report. According to Pronk, the 

explanatory notes clarified his policy in a more general sense and together they formed a 

memorandum itself.204 The memorandum and explanatory notes are important to determine 

Pronk’s attitude, initiatives and influence with regards to the EEC.  

 

 

4.1. 1973: Pronk’s first year in the EEC Council of Ministers   

In an explanatory note to the National Financial Annual Report for 1974,  Pronk presented the 

guiding principles of the Dutch government’s aims towards establishing a European 

development policy.205 The Dutch government saw opportunities to address the EEC’s 

commitments and it would try to ensure a fair balance between the interests of the EEC and the 

developing countries.206 The first general principle was to strive for a rapid formulation and 

implementation of an EEC development policy on a global scale. The second principle was that 
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Community development policy had to improve the position of developing countries vis-à-vis 

the EEC, emphasizing trade measures.207 The third principle was that Community policy had 

to be integrated into international agreements already designed for this purpose.208 

This explanatory note shows that Pronk supported a more integrated EEC development 

policy, as long as this policy was also aimed at non-associated countries and integrated  

international frameworks. However, Pronk was skeptical on the feasibility. He argued that a 

more integrated EEC development policy “ambitious and only feasible in the long term.”209 

These guiding principles can be found in Pronk's arguments in different EEC meetings in the 

next paragraphs.  

Based on the report of the Working Party on Development Cooperation in 1972 (see 

chapter 2), there were three fundamental questions that the Member States could not agree on. 

First, the principle of grants of financial aids from EEC funds to non-associated countries. 

Second, whether a closer cooperation of the Member States should be achieved through 

harmonization, coordination or only consultation. Third, whether a connection should be made 

between the EEC’s relation with the associated countries and Mediterranean countries and the 

framing of an overall development cooperation policy on a world-wide scale.210 

In the EEC Council of Ministers meeting on development cooperation in June, 1973, 

the delegations211 discussed questions two and three.  The minutes of the meeting reflect three 

different opinions. The French, Belgian and Luxembourg delegations prioritized the relations 

of the EEC with the associated countries and other countries that the EEC already had 

commitments with.212 Therefore, no new policy should be undertaken but existing policy should 

be made more comprehensive and efficient.213 On the contrary, the British, West-German, 

Danish and Dutch delegations argued for the introduction of a new, world-wide policy, 

simultaneously with the already existing policy with associated and Mediterranean countries.214 
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The Irish and Italian delegations were in the middle; they only agreed with a world-wide policy 

if it would not interfere with the EEC’s internal progress towards a monetary union. 215 

In this meeting, Pronk argued that if under-development was not regarded as a world-

wide issue, the weakest developing countries would be left out, which was not acceptable for 

the Dutch government.216 Furthermore, the Netherlands only agreed to a harmonization and 

coordination of Member States’ cooperation policies if it did not jeopardize the achievements 

of international organizations.217 Aside from a development policy on a world-wide scale, 

Pronk emphasized that the Commission should quickly submit proposals for refining the 

Generalized System of Preferences (GSP), whereby access of developing countries to the 

European market should be improved.218 The Danish delegation agreed with Pronk.    

In the end, the Belgian president of the meeting decided that the Working Party would 

continue its work on the problems raised at this meeting. These problems would also be 

discussed more fully during the next Council meeting.219 This meeting showed that most 

Member States agreed on the necessity of a development policy on a world-wide scale, but not 

on whether this world-wide policy should be connected to the existing association policy or 

established separately.   

Furthermore, Pronk’s arguments with regard to the poorest developing countries and 

the improvement of the GSP showed the importance that the Netherlands attached to providing 

aid for the neediest countries and the emphasis on trade measures, which was also addressed in 

the explanatory note to the National Financial Annual Report for 1974. Yet, Pronk’s colleagues, 

except the Danish Minister, did not express an opinion on these issues.   

 During the next Council meeting in November 1973, the Danish president asked the 

delegations to discuss Resolutions regarding financial and economic support for developing 

countries.220  In this meeting, Pronk proved willing to accept the Resolutions for further 

improvement, whereas the other delegations were more critical.221 The French delegation 
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demanded that all problems in the Community development policy needed to be resolved before 

Resolutions could be accepted.222  

Another example that showed that Pronk wanted to move forward, was related to the 

draft Resolution on the volume of official development assistance. Pronk regarded this 

Resolution as an example of the “will to succeed to working out a European development policy 

on a world-wide scale.”223 The Italian and Irish delegations said they were not able to meet the 

obligation to bring the level of development aid up to 0.7% of the GDP. 224 Pronk reassured 

them that it was merely an important recommendation and at this stage, there was no 

implementing decision.225 Moreover, Pronk stated that recognition of this issue in the 

Resolution would be the best solution to break out from the deadlock that the Council had gotten 

into.226 Eventually, no agreement was reached because the British delegation refused to agree 

with the 0.7% target and the West-German delegation was not willing to make any textual 

changes.227  

The last Resolution was on the harmonization and coordination of the cooperation of 

the Member States. Supported by the British Minister, Pronk pointed out the importance of this 

Resolution. He wanted “the Community [to] try to actively coordinate its policy with that of 

the international organizations that all Member States are also part of.”228 He argued for the 

necessity to seek coherence between EEC policies and what is being done on the international 

level.229 The French delegation criticized this phrasing, afraid that the Community’s actions 

would become subordinate to criteria established by international organizations. They 

advocated for a passive formulation, namely that “the activities of international bodies are taken 

into account.”230 In the end, the delegations agreed with Pronk’s suggestion to maintain an 

active formulation on the coordination with international organizations in the resolution and 

accepted the resolution.231  

Both meetings showed that Pronk had a proactive role during the discussions. Pronk 

showed willingness to accept Resolutions and to make compromises to other delegations in 

order to make progress. He also sought support from colleagues, mainly the West-German and 

                                                           
222 259th session of the Council, Brussels, 05.11.1973; Minutes, doc. 2206/73, p. 8.  
223 Ibid., 13 
224 Ibid., 8, 12.  
225 Ibid., 11.  
226 Ibid., 14, 21.  
227 Ibid., 40.  
228 Ibid., 56.  
229 Ibid. 
230 Ibid. 
231 Ibid., 58.  



45 
 

British Ministers. However, his attitude did not lead to many results, because the delegations 

were not able to reach an overall agreement, except the previously discussed Resolution.  

 

4.2. 1974: The Dutch Council of Ministers  

In the EEC Council of Ministers on development cooperation meeting on June 13, 1974, the 

motions for a Resolution on the volume of aid, the financial aid to non-associated countries and 

the harmonization and coordination of the cooperation policies of the Member States were on 

the agenda. The Resolution on the volume of aid was adopted, but the other two were not.232 

The Dutch delegation refused to give its final approval to the resolution on the harmonization 

and coordination of the cooperation policies of the Member States because it argued that as 

long as the preparation for a EEC development policy on a world-wide scale was still in 

progress, this Resolution could not yet be approved.233  

In this case, the Dutch delegation was responsible for blocking an agreement on a policy 

proposal. Yet, this action makes sense when looking at one of the general principles from the 

1974 explanatory note, which stated that the Dutch government would not approve the 

harmonization and coordination of EEC policy if it went against its main principle: the aim of 

a development policy on a world-wide scale. The Resolution of financial aid to non-associated 

countries was not accepted because of a reservation by the French delegation.  

With regards to financial aid, another relevant discussion was on the negotiations 

between the EEC and the Mediterranean countries. The West-German President of the EEC 

Council had proposed an amount 360 million EUA234 of financial assistance to three 

Mediterranean countries (Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia and Malta) which amounted to 72 million 

per year, almost 6 million per year for the Netherlands.235   

France and West-Germany left the initiative for an amount to the Netherlands. However, 

there was a lot of internal debate about what the Dutch should propose, taking place in a Dutch 

Council of Ministers meeting. 236 Minister Pronk, on the one hand, was of the opinion that the 

Member States should jointly agree on the scale of EEC aid. However, Brinkhorst (State 
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Secretary for European Affairs) and Van der Stoel (Minister of Foreign Affairs), in fear of 

isolation, argued in favor of brokering a deal with the British and propose an amount directly. 

Pronk responded that he did not mind to be in an isolated position on this matter, since it 

concerned finances that were part of his budget. 237 

Pronk’s criticism of the proposal can be explained from the general principles on 

European development policy in the 1974 explanatory note. For Pronk, it was important to 

connect the existing policy agreements and ongoing negotiations with the future policy on a 

world-wide scale. Thus, before a financial commitment to the Mediterranean countries could 

be decided, an agreement had to be reached on the overall scope of the European development 

policy.238 Also, the proposal to grant financial aid to the three countries did not correspond with 

the principle that Community aid had to  help poor countries and improve their position towards 

the EEC. In Pronk’s view, the proposed amount did not match the needs of the countries because 

their economies were not doing that bad.  

At the end of the discussion, Prime Minister Den Uyl chose a middle way and decided 

that the Dutch delegation would state that the approval for the financial aid could not be 

completed before every delegation withdrew its reservation. Also, the Dutch delegation would 

only mention an amount when the negotiations would ask for it and this amount should not be 

higher than 250 million, with an extension to 275 million. The fear for an isolated position and 

blocking further European cooperation was in this case stronger than Pronk’s argument that the 

Community’s development budget would escalate to an unclear high amount.   

Another topic in the Dutch Council of Ministers concerned a proposal by the 

Commission that the EEC would make an annual financial contribution to the ACP countries 

of 2,5 to 3,5 billion EUA.239 Again, Pronk argued that the Dutch delegation should not mention 

an amount. In his view, such matters belonged to the bilateral negotiations of the Member 

States. He only wanted to agree to the proposal if it was clear that the amount was a one-time 

contribution.240 In the end, the Dutch Council did not reach an agreement.241  

Pronk’s critical attitude can be explained from his disapproval of the EEC’s focus 

towards the ACP countries and his inability to influence the EEC-ACP policy. Pronk felt like 

the European policy with regards to the ACP countries was largely determined in Brussels and 

led by France. Therefore, he saw the financing of these countries as a support for France’s neo-
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colonial relations with these countries.242 Also, Pronk tried to gain support within the EEC for 

sending aid to poor countries in Asia and Latin America. Because this proved unsuccessful, he 

was reluctant to further integration of the EEC-ACP development agreements. 243   

What is also important for understanding Pronk’s reluctant attitude towards financial 

contributions for the ACP countries, is that Pronk did not have the authority on this policy area, 

even though the finances were part of his budget (see chapter three). Given the fact that Pronk 

wanted to control everything related to development cooperation, it must have been frustrating 

for him to have no control over a policy he had to pay for.244  

Judging from the meetings in 1974, it is clear that Pronk had developed a more critical 

attitude towards the EEC and that he was less willing to compensate compared to the previous 

year. The meetings of the Dutch Council of Ministers showed that, in contrast to his Dutch 

colleagues, Pronk did not feel the need to prevent progress within a European development 

policy and he did not fear an isolated position. This was also apparent from the EEC Council 

of Ministers meeting in June, when he was the only Minister that blocked a proposal for a 

motion on harmonizing and coordinating development cooperation policies of the Member 

States.  

 

4.3. 1975: The EEC and the United Nations  

In 1975, only two Council of Ministers meeting on development cooperation took place and the 

records of these meetings were too limited to determine Pronk’s role in the discussions. 

Therefore, this section is shorter than the other sub chapters and it will focus on Pronks’ attitude 

towards the EEC with regards to the United Nations (UN).  

In September 1975, the Seventh Special Session of the UN took place. The session was 

dedicated to issues of economic development and international economic cooperation.245 In a 

letter to his Prime Minister, Pronk reported on the role of the EEC during the UN session and 

evaluated the EEC Council of Ministers meeting on development cooperation that took place a 

month later. Pronk said that the UN session had a positive result, which was partly caused by 
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the constructive role of the EEC. There was no sign of disunity between the member states and 

the discussions between the Member States took place in a good atmosphere.246  

Pronk pointed out that in order for the EEC to maintain its constructive position, steps 

need to be taken quickly, in order to “turn the commitment to commit into concrete 

measures.”247 In this regard he described the EEC Council of Ministers on Development 

Cooperation on 13 October as “disappointing,” because no agreements were reached.248 

Judging from the minutes of this meeting, it can indeed be argued that the outcomes were vague 

and not meaningful. The Council considered that it should make a better assessment of the 

developing countries’ request made during the UN session, by adopting a pragmatic attitude.249 

It does not elaborate on what this pragmatic attitude entails.  

In view of the outcome of the UN session, the Commission had submitted proposals 

with priority schemes concerning technical assistance for the promotion of exports of the non-

associated developing countries, financial aid for the poorest countries (including emergency 

aid in the event of disasters) and agricultural production aid.250 The Council was only able to 

come to an agreement on the first issue and all delegations (except France), agreed to allocate 

3,5 million EUA for the promotion of trade coming from non-associated countries.251 The other 

matters were forwarded to the Coreper.252   

Pronk expressed his disappointment with the Council’s progress during the EEC 

Council meeting. He pointed out that, now that the EEC had taken a leading position during the 

Seventh UN Session, it rested a heavy responsibility to realize its “commitment to commit.” 

However, when it became clear in the course of the meeting that the Council could not agree 

on many policy proposals, Pronk argued that the EEC had been hypocritical during the UN 

session and that it was not possible for the Dutch government, in this context, to go along with 

minimum positions.253 
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Pronk’s disappointment can be explained from his explanatory notes to the National Annual 

Reports of 1974 and 1975. In the explanatory note for 1974, Pronk argued that the EEC should 

accept its international responsibilities, in accordance with its dominant position in the 

economic world order, and because of its comprehensive trade relations with developing 

countries (forty percent of the developing countries’ export was sold to the EEC).254 Pronk 

envisioned an important role for the EEC in creating a new international economic order and 

the EEC’s contribution to the UN session was a starting point. Yet, the results of the EEC 

Council meeting in 1975 showed that the EEC was not ready yet to commit itself to such an 

obligation.  

In the explanatory note for 1975, Pronk argued that the Dutch government would strive 

for food aid to become part of the EEC’s financial and technical assistance and be made 

available world-wide, based on agreements decided at the World Food Conference. Yet, a year 

later, there was still no agreement on the increase of Community food aid or which actions to 

take following the World Food Conference. At the Council of Ministers meeting in October 

1975, the delegations could not agree on the increase of community food aid and whether the 

EEC should participate in the International Fund for Agricultural Development that was set up 

at the UN World Food Conference.255 

In the same explanatory note, Pronk expressed his disappointment with the overall 

progress made on EEC’s development cooperation. He argued that in the two years that passed 

since the first EEC Council of Ministers meeting on development cooperation, no steps were 

taken in the area of trade policy and only a first step towards a world-wide development aid.256 

At the same time, he argued that this lack of sufficient results was no reason for concern since 

a European development policy could only be reached with difficulty and on the long term.257  

The previous examples illustrate how Pronk’s expectations and ambitions for the EEC  

proved not realistic on the short term and how he seemed to get a more critical attitude.   

 

4.4. 1976: The EEC Presidency  

In September 1976, Pronk presented a memorandum to the Dutch House of Representatives 

that contained three principles for a European development policy. The timing of this 

memorandum seems rather late to bring about a change, since the Netherlands held the EEC 
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Presidency that year from July to December. Nonetheless, the memorandum was submitted to 

the Commission and the other Member States and discussed at the upcoming Council of 

Ministers meeting.  

In the memorandum, Pronk argued in favor of the same principles as in the earlier 

explanatory notes in 1973 and 1974. In light of these principles, the Dutch government 

considered the current efforts of the EEC and the Member States insufficient. Internationally 

accepted objectives were barely reflected in their efforts, there was no prospect for a 

development aid that provided sufficient support for the most needy countries and populations 

aside from regions in Africa and the Mediterranean and there was no common trade policy that 

equally benefitted all developing countries.258 The lack of progress was, according to the Dutch 

government, due to the Member States’ failure to agree on how a common development policy 

should be pursued. The Dutch government concluded that, given the structural nature of the 

development issue, in principle the EEC could act more effectively than the individual Member 

States. The condition for a common development policy was that it has to be based on the 

objectives derived from international frameworks such as the Second Development Decade, the 

Seventh Special Session of the UN and the World Food Conference. 259  

This was the first time the Dutch government openly expressed its criticism this firmly 

in an official policy document to the Commission and the other Member States. The 

memorandum also suggested proposals for a better cooperation between the Member States on 

several development policy areas.260 As mentioned at the beginning of this chapter, there was 

no consensus between the Member States on whether a closer cooperation should be achieved 

through harmonization, coordination or consultation. Pronk suggested to make an inventory to 

determine for each policy area what kind of cooperation took place (consultation, ad hoc 

coordination, general coordination or joint policy) and then determine the conditions for a more 

intense cooperation between the Member States. In this regard, the Dutch government was in 

favor of an “intensive consultation in all policy areas, as well as an ad hoc coordination in the 

appropriate cases.”261   

Pronk made suggestions for an improved cooperation between the Member States 

within different policy areas.262 One suggestion concerned the overall coordination of 
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emergency and humanitarian aid, which was part of the EEC’s food aid, a policy area almost 

fully decided on the European level. The Member States already had a consensus on how they 

envisioned such aid, but the implementation was problematic because there was no proper 

consultation and coordination on an ad-hoc basis.263 The Dutch government aimed for an 

overall coordination of this policy and proposed to commence shortly with the establishment 

of a common emergency policy to build up an emergency unit.264  

With support of the Chief Executive of the Directorate on European Integration (part of 

DGIS, see chapter 3), Pronk submitted another memorandum on a proposal for emergency and 

humanitarian aid. They both argued that timing and presentation of the proposal was now more 

important than normally, because of the EEC Presidency.265  

In the memorandum, the Dutch government stated that it wanted to increase European 

collaboration for two reasons. First, the Dutch government considered emergency and 

humanitarian aid desirable for providing assistance based on the needs during and after a 

disaster. Second, the scale for providing aid in the most effective way was beyond the 

capabilities of individual Member States.266 To achieve this, a coordinating center should be set 

up in Brussels, with a team of experts responsible for maintaining contacts with the Member 

States, the Council and the country concerned. Furthermore, these teams would coordinate the 

granting of help and identify areas of needs, in cooperation with UNDRO, the United Nations 

Disaster Relief Organization.267 This memorandum reflected one of Pronks’ general principles, 

namely that harmonization and cooperation of the Member States’ policy was desirable, as long 

as the EEC coordinated its policy with that of the international organizations.  

Furthermore, the Dutch Permanent Representative to the EEC and civil servants from 

the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, initiated informal meetings with their British and West-German 

colleagues to see whether they could reach an agreement on proposals to improve food aid.268 
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Subsequently, the British delegation submitted a memorandum on a new strategy for 

Community food aid to developing countries.269 This memorandum proposed that the EEC 

should grant food aid whenever possible; not only as a means of providing relief in emergency 

situations, but also in connection with projects and as a contribution to the increase of the 

volume of investments. These objectives were in line with the recommendations of the UN 

World Food Conference and the Community’s wish to contribute to the solution of the world 

food problem.270 

In a telex to the Dutch Permanent Representative to the EEC, Pronk wrote that the 

Netherlands had cooperated informally in the preparation of the British memorandum and that 

he largely agreed with the content.271 Therefore, during the upcoming EEC Council of Ministers 

meeting on development cooperation, the Netherlands would support the premise of the British 

Minister (Judith Hart) that EEC food aid should be primarily used as a development tool and 

not as a channel for the marketing of surplus product.272  

 The Council of Ministers meeting was held in November 1976 and chaired by Pronk. 

The Council discussed the follow-up to the World Food Conference and instructed the Coreper 

to examine the British memorandum regarding a new strategy for Community food aid and the 

Dutch memorandum on emergency and humanitarian aid. Both would have priority during the 

next Council meeting on development cooperation.273  

Furthermore, during the debate on the Resolution on harmonization and coordination of 

development cooperation policies, the Dutch memorandum on EEC policy was included in the 

discussion.274 The Dutch delegation emphasized a proposal of an institutional nature, derived 

from its EEC memorandum. Pronk wanted to initiate joint meetings of the Council (consisting 

of the Ministers for Foreign Affairs and Development Cooperation) which would examine the 
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structural aspects of development aid problems.275 These requests to emphasize the 

development issue as a structural issue show that the Dutch delegation tried to incorporate a 

general principle of their national government into the Council’s discussions and policies.   

It can be concluded that during the Dutch EEC Presidency,  Pronk made several efforts 

to influence the decision-making process of the Council.  First of all, Pronk actively looked for 

support among his fellow Ministers for his proposals regarding emergency aid and food aid.  

Second, the Dutch and British memorandum played a role in the Council’s discussions and 

were prioritized for the next meeting. Furthermore, Pronk addressed general principles of the 

Dutch government for a European policy, by emphasizing that the Council should look at the 

structural problems of development issues and that an EEC policy should not interfere with 

international organizations. Compared to the two previous years, Pronk showed a more pro-

active attitude. Nevertheless, he still criticized the slow progress of the EEC in his 

memorandum. Because the discussion about the memorandums was continued during the next 

EEC meeting, the analysis of 1977 will have to determine whether Pronk managed to bring 

about a change.  

 

4.5. 1977: Pronk’s last year in office  

For the year 1977, Pronk presented another explanatory note to the National Financial Annual 

Report. This note reiterated the disappointment expressed in the 1976 Memorandum with 

regards to the insufficient efforts of the EEC and the Member States towards a common 

development policy, viewed from the three general principles of the Dutch government.276 Even 

though Pronk had showed more willingness to improve the cooperation and coordination of a 

European development policy in the previous year, it is clear that he was still critical of the 

achievements of the EEC and the Member States.  

During the EEC Council of Ministers meeting in March, 1977, the institutional initiative 

of the Dutch delegation to hold separate meetings on problems relating to development 

countries was on the agenda. The Council agreed to hold general discussions once or twice a 

year on problems regarding the relations with developing countries. Whereas Pronk proposed 

joint meetings between the Ministers of Foreign Affairs and Development Cooperation about 

structural development problems, the Council decided to hold general discussions within its 
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meetings. 277 The aim of these discussions was to achieve greater coherence in the Community’s 

and the Member States’ development cooperation policies. Member States could make 

suggestions for priority issues and the Commission would submit a working paper on these 

issues. 278 This illustrates that Pronk’s proposal was party successful. 

The Council approved a Resolution on the coordination of Community and Member 

States’ emergency and humanitarian aid projects. The text of the Resolution resulted partly 

from the Council’s discussion on the Dutch memorandum on emergency and humanitarian aid 

during the 1976 meeting.279 The coordination, efficiency and coherence of Community and 

Member States’ aid would be increased on a case-by-case basis, to meet the needs created by 

disasters. It also agreed on measures to be taken in case of immediate and short-term emergency 

aid. An inventory would be made that combined the means and actions of the Member States 

and the EEC, but it also took account of the work of UNDRO. It requested the Commission to 

submit proposals for putting into effect the guidelines for the proposed measures. 280   

These examples show more integration on a European level. Pronk’s ideas for an 

inventory and UNDRO coordination were adopted. However, Pronk’s proposals remained more 

ambitious. For example, Pronk advocated for an overall coordination instead of a case-by-case 

approach.  

With regard to food aid, the Council approved a number of texts on the improvement of 

its food aid strategy, but it is unclear whether the British-Dutch memorandum of 1976 played 

a role in this. The minutes state that “the Council approved a number of texts on the 

improvement of food aid strategy.” The texts are not attached to the minutes and could also not 

be found in the archive.281 

During the next meeting in June, the item “general discussion on the prospects for 

development cooperation” was again on the agenda.282 In the discussion, several issues within 

development policy were addressed such as rural development, agriculture and food production 

in the developing world. The Council concluded that there was a broad agreement on the need 

for a unified approach for implementing solutions to these issues. It requested the Commission 
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to submit proposals on actions to be taken and assistance that should be given to the Council, 

the Parliament and the Member States.283 Since Pronk put the item on the agenda, he indirectly 

forced a debate on these issues within the Council and Commission.   

 In the meeting in November 1977, the Council made progress with regards to the 

previously adopted Resolution on the coordination of Community and Member States’ 

emergency and humanitarian aid. It agreed to several practical measures for the coordination of 

urgent and humanitarian aid by the Community and the Member States.284 A coordination 

procedure was laid out, consisting of the definition, objectives and the role of the coordinator 

for two stages: immediate relief and short term emergency aid. A coordinator would be 

appointed to keep the inventory of the means available in the Member States and the 

Community up to date. Also, each Member State and the Commission would appoint a contact 

person who would be in direct liaison with the coordinator.285  

All measures aimed at an optimal coordination between the actions of the Member 

States and the EEC. This shows that the Council had developed Pronk’s proposal for an 

inventory of the means of actions available into a proposal for an institutional and 

administrative framework in Brussels. It also showed that the Council had found a solution to 

determine the best possible coordination between the Member States and the Community in a 

certain policy area, which has also been an aim for Pronk in his 1976 memorandum on EEC 

policy.286 Pronk’s memorandums on emergency and humanitarian aid and EEC policy were not 

only influential for the decision-making process, but also led to some concrete results on the 

longer term.  

To conclude, Pronk’s principles for a European development policy as stated in the 1976 

EEC Memorandum and the explanatory notes for 1974, 1975 and 1977, were barely touched 

upon in the discussions of the Council. Some motions for a Resolution had a reference to 

international objectives, like 0.7% target for volume of aid, but Member States were not able to  

agree on the  objective. In the Council’s discussions and the text of the Resolutions, there was 

no emphasis on providing aid for the poorest countries or improving the GSP, two matters that 

were important for the Dutch government. 
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On a personal level, Pronk was critical towards his national and European colleagues, 

especially with regards to international commitments. While Van der Stoel and Brinkhorst tried 

to look for support among EEC partners, Pronk rather wanted to stick to his principles with the 

possible consequence of a Dutch isolation. During the EEC presidency, Pronk softened his 

criticism. He actively looked for support among his fellow Ministers and initiated several 

proposals. The EEC presidency was seen as an opportunity to influence the Council’s decision-

making process.  
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Chapter 5: Dutch members in the European Parliament  
 

This chapter looks at the Dutch Members of the European Parliament (MEPs) that were part of 

the Committee on Development and Cooperation (CDC) between 1973 and 1977. In literate 

dated before the European Parliament’s direct elections in 1979, it is argued that there were 

links between the European Parliament (EP) and the parliament of the Member States. The main 

example of such a link was the dual mandate, meaning that MEPs were simultaneously 

members of their national parliaments.287 Also, because MEPs owed their seats to their national 

parties, the latter formed a central point for information links between MEPs and members of 

parliament of the same political party.288 

Therefore, part of the analysis in this chapter will analyze whether Dutch MEPs also 

had a national agenda. I will focus on the MEP’s actions as a committee member, but also 

include their views towards the EEC’s integration process and the possibilities and limits that 

they faced while operating within the EP. The reason for this is that, in general, MEPs 

considered the consultative powers of the EP too limited. According to Richard Corbett, they 

argued that “a system whereby ministers alone could adopt legislation suffered from a 

democratic deficit.”289 I would like to see to what extent the actions of Dutch MEPs conformed 

with this argument. Before I start with the analysis, I first describe the EP’s rules of procedure, 

the committees and my justification for selecting documents.   

 

5.1. The procedures of the EP 

The Rules of Procedure from 1972 stated that the parliamentarians formed themselves into 

groups according to their political affinity.290 The membership of the committees was 

proportionally distributed among the size of the political groups and the national delegations in 

the plenary. MEPs could indicate their preferences for committees and the election took place 

each year in March.291 Each committee had a chairman and one or two vice-chairmen, which 
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were important positions with a certain amount of power. In theory, the committees chose their 

own chairman and vice-chairmen, but in practice, the political groups agreed beforehand to 

reflect the distribution of seats in the plenary.292 

The committees examined questions raised to them by the EP or by the President on 

behalf of the Parliament’s Bureau, which consisted of  a President and eight Vice-Presidents.293 

For each subject that the committees examined, a rapporteur was appointed who prepared the 

committees’ report on the subject. These reports usually included a motion for a resolution and 

an explanatory statement of this motion.294  Rapporteurs also had an important position because 

they introduced the report in the plenary and had more speaking time than MEPs who spoke on 

behalf of their group or individually.295 

I chose to look at the subjects that fell under the competences of the CDC. In a 

memorandum from 1973, their focus shifted from associated countries to the needs of all 

developing countries. This change was made in response to the Paris Summit in 1972, when 

Community development policy set the aim to meet the needs of all developing countries.296 

According to the 1973 memorandum, the CDC had to reflect on the content of the Community’s 

commitment to a world-wide development policy and how this would complement its regional 

responsibilities.297In the implementation of Community policy making, it had to take into 

account the interests of the developing countries. Examples of subjects were: financial aid, food 

aid, economic issues (such as the GSP), multilateral negotiations and the coordination and 

harmonization of development policy.298  

The member lists of the CDC show several interesting things. First, with the 

establishment of the EP, it was decided that in principle, the CDC should consist of three 

members from the Netherlands (see chapter 2). However, only two Dutch MEPs were part of 

the Committee between 1973 and 1977.299 This means that the principle did not correspond 
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with the reality. Second, Dutch MEPs never held a chairman or vice-chairman position between 

1973 and 1977 in the CDC.300  

However, the member lists of all committees show that the Netherlands was more 

strongly represented in committees such as Political Affairs, Legal Affairs, Agriculture and 

Economic and Monetary Affairs, in contrast to the CDC.301 Furthermore, the Political Affairs, 

Legal Affairs and Economic and Monetary Affairs committees were considered politically  

more important and had a larger impact on the EEC.302 

According to the member lists of the CDC,  Arie van der Hek of the Labor Party and 

Piet van der Sanden of the Catholic People’s Party were members from December 1973 to 

March 1974. They were replaced by Jan Broeksz of the Labor Party and Wim Schuijt of the 

Catholic People’s Party. Within the EP, Van der Hek and Broeksz belonged to the Socialist 

Group and Van der Sanden and Schuijt to the Christian Democratic Group. Because no relevant 

information was found on Van der Sanden, he is left out from the analysis. It is important to 

note that the CDC was not the only committee that these Dutch MEPs were part of. This could 

influence their activity within the CDC.  

With regards to the actions of Dutch MEPs, I will focus on four things. First of all, I 

look at the EP’s plenary debates where the most important topics were debated and where 

Resolutions were passed, mostly in response to proposals by the Commission.303 Second, 

written and oral questions will be discussed, both individual or with more MEPs. These 

questions were aimed at the Commission or the Council. Questions for written answers were 

brief and submitted in a written form to the President of the EP who forwarded them to the 

institution addressed. MEP’s could also ask brief questions to be answered by oral procedure 

without a debate.304 Furthermore, questions could be put on the EP’s agenda and dealt with by 

oral procedure with a debate. These questions could be requested by a committee, a Political 

Group or five or more MEPs and related to general problems.305  

Third, I look at the motions and amendments to Resolutions, either individually or with 

a group. These motions could lead to the adoption of non-legislative resolutions and were used 
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to initiate new Community action.306 Fourth, I look at the MEP’s role as rapporteur, since this 

was a powerful role within the committees.  

The meetings of the CDC itself could also have been interesting to examine, but the 

minutes were too limited to determine the role of the Dutch MEPs. Therefore, I decided to leave 

them out. The EP’s archival documents were not accessible online, but sent to me through email 

by an archivist upon request. I mostly used the English versions and I translated the French and 

Dutch version when necessary.  

 

5.2 Van der Hek  

Van der Hek mainly asked questions and was not that active in the plenary debate. In 1973, Van 

der Hek requested an oral question with debate regarding the GSP, together with four Dutch 

MEPs of the Socialist Group. The question was a response to a statement by the Danish 

President-in-Office of the Council that the GSP could be extended to individual East European 

countries.307 In the debate, the Dutch MEPs said that they had no objections to trade agreements 

between the Community and individual Eastern-European countries, but that developing 

countries should have greater access to the Community’s market than non-developing 

countries.308 The Vice-President of the Commission responded that the  Commission would 

make sure that in its proposals to the Council, the advantages for developing countries would 

not be modified. Certain sectors and products that were sensitive for developing countries, 

would be excluded from the preferential scheme for East European countries.309 Because there 

was no motion for a Resolution on the question, the debate was closed. The Dutch MEPs argued 

that they were dissatisfied and would continue to pressure on the matter of the East European 

countries and the GSP.310 

Furthermore, Van der Hek addressed several written questions to the Commission and 

some of them dealt with topics that corresponded with his national party affiliation. For 

example, Van der Hek asked the Commission whether it was prepared to suspend European 

Development Fund aid to Burundi until its government stopped to systematically kill and deport 
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people out of the country.311 The Commission answered that it was opposed to violating human 

rights, but it would not take any steps to suspend the aid.312  

In addition to human rights, Van der Hek advocated for a world-wide development 

policy, as opposed to a focus on the ACP states. He criticized the European Commission’s focus 

on supporting African countries, despite their commitment to adopt an overall policy of 

development cooperation on a world-wide scale made during the Paris Summit.313 The 

Commission replied that before the EEC could plan an overall policy of world-wide cooperation 

with sufficient financial means, the focus should be on a limited number of developing 

countries, primarily the ACP states.314 

Another question that indicated Van der Hek’s strong nationalist and socialist point of 

view was about Surinam. Surinam has been associated with the EEC since 1962 as part of the 

overseas countries and territories.315 It was in the interest of the Dutch government that Surinam 

remained associated with the EEC after its independence. According to the Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs, it was important that the EEC could give some sort of guarantee that Suriname could 

become an associated country again after its independence, otherwise Surinam would be less 

cooperative in its independence.316 Van der Hek asked the Commission whether Surinam could 

become part of the new association agreement between the EEC and the ACP countries, in light 

of Surinam’s expected independence in 1975.317 The Commission was hesitated to do so, 

because it would not be appropriate to anticipate on this while the negotiations between the 

EEC and the ACP countries were still ongoing. Instead, it would be better to maintain and adjust 

the existing association. 318  
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Van der Hek’s written questions show a clear national party affiliation. He raised the 

issue of human rights as a criteria to suspend development aid, as was part of the Dutch 

development policy established by Pronk. He also advocated for a Community policy on a 

global level, like Pronk did. However, it did not bring them anything because the Commission 

and the Council did not take subsequent actions.  

Van der Hek’s analysis brings forward the question whether the Dutch parliamentarians 

had a national agenda. In a debate of the Dutch House of Representatives,  Van der Hek made 

some interesting comments with regard to his job as an MEP. Van der Hek complained about 

the EEC’s failure to expand its development aid to non-associated countries and regretted that 

the Council and the EP agreed to reduce aid to non-associated countries. He stated that “all 

Dutch Socialists in the EP were doing their best to defend Minister Pronks’ policy in the EP as 

well.”319 This shows that Van der Hek used the EP as a platform to protect national interests.  

In the same debate of the Dutch House of Representatives, Van der Hek argued that he 

was not sure whether the Netherlands was ready for a further European integration. He also 

argued that as long as it was unclear what a further European integration would mean for the 

relations between the different EEC institutions, the EP should not be given more budgetary 

powers.320 He claimed that the EP was deciding on the allocation of budgetary amounts, while 

it did not take any responsibility for the policy that had to be implemented with these amounts. 

In 1975, a budget treaty had made the Council and the EP joint budgetary authorities and the 

EP  could revise the budget and take the final vote on its adoption or rejection.321 This shows 

that Van der Hek was not only critical of the institution that he was a representative of, but also 

skeptical of a more integrated Europe at this stage.   

 

5.3. Broeksz  

Compared to Van der Hek, Broeksz was a more active MEP. Broeksz contributed several times 

to the general debates as a spokesperson for the Socialist Group. On some of these occasions, 

Broeksz emphasized that the EEC’s development policy was not only for the benefit of the 

associated developing countries, but that “the objective of [the Community’s] aid should still 

be to help all the countries in the world to arrive at greater economic and social 

independence.”322 This comment shows similarities to Pronk’s principle that future European 
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cooperation should also take into account the economic and political emancipation of 

developing countries. Broeksz also emphasized that bilateral policies should be harmonized 

with Community policy, so that Member States would not work towards different goals.323  

In a debate on a report on the application of the GSP, he also acted as the spokesman of 

the Socialist Group and requested, together with a West-German Socialist, three amendments 

to a motion. In these amendments, Broeksz emphasized that the GSP should be simplified,  

constitute a genuine and balanced improvement for all countries, include as many products as 

possible (especially important export products for developing countries) and its opportunities 

had to be made clearer.324 The amendments on simplification and improvement of the 

awareness of opportunities were approved and the Resolution was adopted.325 The amendment 

to include as many products as possible was rejected. An MEP of the Christian Democrats 

Group rejected the amendment because he feared that the inclusion of more products would be 

disadvantageous to Mediterranean products through the generalized trade preferences for 

developing countries that produced the same or similar products.326  

Similar to Minister Pronk, Broeksz reminded the EEC of its duty towards all developing 

countries. On one occasion, Broeksz criticized the Commission’s Vice-President for stating that 

the proposals for a new GSP should be modest due to the difficult financial situation of the past 

year.327 Broeksz argued that the Member States were wealthy enough to go further than the 

current proposals.328 He made similar arguments in another debate: “our own economic 

problems pale in the shadow of comparison with the fate of these [developing] countries. I am 

firmly convinced that we can and must do more in the world’s poorest countries; it is our duty 

to do so.”329  

Broeksz also asked oral questions that were put to the general debate. Since Broeksz did 

not speak during these debates and the questions did not include a motion, I will focus on the 

content and the collaboration with other MEPs. One question was in collaboration with other 

Socialists and asked the Commission why it did not refuse Uruguay’s request for tariff 
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preference because of its human rights violation.330 The Christian Democrats supported the 

selectiveness on this issue for a different reason, namely the EEC’s market protection. The 

Conservatives were hesitant to allow trade agreements to be jeopardized by political questions 

like this one.331  

Another question in collaboration with other Socialists was about the EEC’s attitude 

towards South-Africa. The Socialists wanted the EEC to strongly condemn the apartheid regime 

in South Africa and not grant any trade concessions to the country. The Christian-Democrats 

agreed with the first request, but thought that it was too risky to make accusations against a 

government that is trying to find solutions.332 Broeksz also tabled a question in collaboration 

with other Socialists and Dutch MEPs from different Political Groups, including Schuijt.333  

They asked whether the EEC should not urge Argentinean authorities to restore its democratic 

freedom and human rights.334  

In collaboration with British and West-German MEPs of the Socialist Group, Broeksz 

asked the Commission if it could ensure that the Common Agricultural Policy would play a 

bigger part in development cooperation between Europe and developing countries, in terms of 

a more rational organization of world food supplies and the exchange of agricultural 

production.335 Finally, there was one individual written question on Community food aid in 

which Broeksz asked whether the Commission could affirm that the usage of Community food 

aid really reached the countries that are the most in need.336  

Like Minister Pronk, Broekz also made proposals to improve the Community’s food 

aid. Broeksz was the rapporteur of three reports of the CDC that dealt with food aid. As a result 

of the first report, the EP adopted a Resolution which approved the Commission’s proposal to  

increase the budget for skimmed milk powder.337 As a result of the second report, the EP 
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approved Commission’s proposals for the supply of skimmed milk powder and butter oil.338 

Through Broeksz’s third report, the EP agreed with the extension of beneficial agreements for 

ACP countries which would provide continued stability for key export products for ACP 

countries that were in a bad economic situation.339  

There reports show that Broeksz played an important role for the CDC with regards to 

food aid. The last report took into account the interests of the developing countries, which was 

not only important for the CDC but also for Minister Pronk. It is not clear why Broeksz focused 

on food aid because I could not find any further information about this.340   

In addition, Broeksz was concerned with the decision-making process of the Council. 

On behalf of the Socialist Group, he proposed two motions for a Resolution to improve this. In 

the debate on the first motion in 1973, Broeksz expressed his dissatisfaction with the Council’s 

failure to take decisions. He said that the EP had given its opinion on more than 200 proposals, 

which were submitted by the Commission to the Council, but the Council has not yet dealt with 

them.341 In the motion, Broeksz noted that the Council had been unable to take steps to improve 

its decision-making procedure and the cohesion of Community action and requested the Council 

to fix a date by which it would take effective measures.342 This Resolution was adopted.343  

In 1976, Broeksz demonstrated his frustration with the Council’s lack of progress again. 

This time, he made several concrete proposals for the improvement of the decision-making 

process. He urged the Council to take decision through majority vote, or, when the Treaty 

provided, by a qualified majority and when one Member States was absent. Also, the Council 

should leave more matters for the Commission to deal with.344 However, during the general 

debate, Broeksz withdrew his motion for unknown reasons.345 

This analysis showed that Broeksz was an important member for the Socialist Group. 

He often spoke on its behalf and tabled motions. Furthermore, Broeksz often collaborated with 
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MEPs from his own Political Group, but also other groups. Third, Broeksz regularly 

collaborated with MEPs from countries that Minister Pronk also sought support from West-

Germany and Great Britain.  

In his actions, Broeksz followed the line of Minister Pronk. Some questions showed that 

Broeksz emphasized human rights as a means to discuss development aid, just like Minister 

Pronk and Van der Hek did. Broeksz also emphasized development policy on a global scale and 

that aid should be aimed at the poorest countries.  

His contributions to the debate on the Community’s overall development policy and his 

proposals for an improvement of the Community’s aid policy, showed that he was in favor of a 

harmonization between the Member States’ policies and Community policy. His attitude 

towards a more integrated Europe was more positive than Van der Hek’s. Also, in contrast to 

Van der Hek, Broeksz spoke in favor of strengthening the budgeting powers of the EP.346 

However, he was critical of the lack of progress regarding the Council’s decision-making 

process illustrated by two motion.  

Despite Broeksz active attitude in the EP, it remains hard to determine if and to what 

extent his activities led to follow-ups in the Commission and the Council.  

 

5.3 Schuijt  

Compared to Van der Hek and Broeksz, Schuijt’s actions connected to the CDC were limited 

because of his responsibilities in many other committees. For two years, he was a member of 

the Cultural Affairs and Youth and Political Affairs committees. During all four years, he was 

a member of the Legal Affairs Committee and held its chairmanship for two years. He was a 

member of the  Committee on External Economic Relations and the chairman of the Associated 

Committee for one year.347 Therefore, this part will be less extensive.  

In 1976, Schuijt wrote a report on the trade relations between the EEC and African 

countries. Aside from emphasizing the importance of the Lomé Convention, the report also 

referred to the trade relations with the Maghreb (Northern Africa) and Mashreq (Arab 

peninsula) region. Special attention was given to South Africa, Namibia and Rhodesia, that 

were not part of the Lomé Convention. In previous analyses, CDC meeting minutes were not 

included. An exception is made here, because they show an interesting difference between the 

draft version and the final version of the motion for a Resolution that resulted from this report.  
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 When the first draft of the report was presented by Schuijt in a meeting in October 

1976, CDC members could not agree on whether the report should have a strong condemnation 

of the white minority government in South Africa.348 The report therefore had to be discussed 

during several subsequent meetings. In March 1977, a draft version of the motion for a 

Resolution was discussed. Paragraph ten stated that:  

 

“For political and moral reasons, and especially in light of the Charter of Human Rights, the EP 

calls on the governments of the Member States to work out (…) solutions to the problems 

connected with the Republic of South Africa which will remove the policy of apartheid (…).”349 

 

In the CDC’s meeting one week later, Schuijt and a few other members (from all political 

groups, except the Socialist Group), did not agree with this paragraph and argued for a less 

strong condemnation of apartheid. In the final version, the phrasing was as follows:  

 

“ (…) South Africa’s role as a potentially important trading partner of neighboring African 

states and of the Community is hindered by its fatal policy of apartheid, and asks the 

Community and the Governments of the Member States to seek, (…) possible ways of putting 

an end to the policy of apartheid.”350 

 

 The humanitarian aspect of the issue was removed and the emphasis was now a commercial 

one, namely South Africa’s value as a trading partner. This phrasing does not correspond with 

the aim of the CDC because it does not look at the matter from the perspective of the developing 

country, but from that of the Community. Nevertheless, the report was unanimously adopted 

by the members of the CDC.351 The requested motion for a Resolution was not adopted in the 

general EP debate because it touched upon too many sensitive political issues.352  

Whereas Broeksz was critical of  the Council’s decision-making, Schuijt was critical of 

the lack of time MEPs had to deliver opinions on Commission proposals. Schuijt wrote a 
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working document on the functioning of the parliamentary committees, where he proposed 

ideas to make the EP’s work more efficient. The increase in plenary sittings, meetings of 

(sub)committees and the dual mandate was becoming too much for the MEPs to cope with. 

Schuijt proposed, among others, that MEPs should be a member of only one committee and 

there should be a better coordination between the dates and place of plenary meetings and 

committee meetings.353  The archive could not provide more insight into whether further action 

was taken on this report.  

Schuijt’s limited actions with regards to development issues, do not provide enough 

information to make valid conclusions on his contribution to the European development policy 

or whether he had a national agenda. However, the analysis of Broeksz and Schuijt’s activities 

illustrated general differences between the Christian Democrats and the Socialists in the EP.  

With regards to proposals for development policies, Christian Democrats reasoned from 

an economic perspective and whether these policies were in the interest of the EEC’s common 

market. This has become apparent in their support for the GSP, violation of human rights and 

their emphasis on the Lomé Convention. In contrast, the Socialists reasoned from the 

perspective of the developing countries, they wanted to take a stronger stance against human 

rights on humanitarian grounds and emphasizes the non-associated developing counties.  

Furthermore, there were differences between the MEPs with regards to their actions as 

a member of the CDC. Broeksz was the most active member and the only MEP that saw some 

of his motions approved. Van der Hek was very critical of the EP and European integration, 

while Broeksz and Schuijt made efforts to make the EEC’s decision-making process more 

efficient. Even though this latter point had nothing to do with development policy itself, a 

quicker decision-making could lead to the discussion and eventual approval of more policy 

proposals in the field of development cooperation.  
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Conclusion  
 

This thesis aimed to show how Dutch representatives who were active in the field of 

development cooperation tried to promote coordination within the emergence of a common 

European development policy between 1973 and 1977. 

From the Treaty of Rome in 1957 to the mid-1970s, the debate on development 

cooperation within the EEC gradually changed from an 'association' to a 'development policy.' 

The Netherlands reluctantly went along with the first association agreement in 1957. Starting 

from the 1960’s, development aid became more important in the political debate in the 

Netherlands. In 1973, a very leftist government took office, which led to an ambitious 

development policy that aimed to reach out to the poorest countries and populations. Minister 

Pronk was skeptical towards a harmonization and cooperation between the EEC and the 

Member States in the field of development aid.  

 By using Rosenthal’s schemes, several conclusions can be drawn. Within the decision-

making process of the first scheme, the intergovernmental level, the Council of Ministers 

meeting were the focus. Pronk’s performance went through several phases. It changed from 

pro-active in the first year, to a more critical attitude in the next two years and then experienced 

a revival with the EEC Presidency. He used the EEC Presidency as a means to initiate new 

proposals and to look for support among his fellow Ministers. However, he remained 

disappointed about the lack of commitment of other Member States. Yet, the analysis of the 

Council meetings have not given the impression that Pronk was isolated within the EEC. He 

was often supported by his West-German and British colleagues. Unfortunately, this support 

was not enough to reach an agreement between all Member States.  

For the second scheme, the focus was on Parliamentary pressure. The MEPs were faced 

with the limitation that their institution only had consultative powers, but they nevertheless used 

different means to exert pressure on the Commission and the Council. Both Broeksz and Schuijt 

used their position of rapporteur to exert pressure on the Commission and the Council on a few 

occasions. Broeksz used his important position within the Socialist Group to speak on its behalf 

or to table questions. Nonetheless, their actions did not lead to many concrete results.  

The MEPs faced the same problem as Minister Pronk, namely that issues that the 

Netherlands considered important for a European development policy were often not spoken 

about in the general debates or in the Commission's policy proposals. The only thing the 

Socialist MEPs could do for Pronk was to advocate for issues that were important to Pronk on 

the European level. 
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The third scheme, the elite network, is difficult to assess. It was not possible to take into account 

the behind-the-scenes diplomacy that took place within the Council and the EP. Nevertheless, 

one example can be recognized in the Dutch effort to influence a British memorandum 

proposing a new strategy for EEC food aid to developing countries in 1976, discussed in chapter 

four. This example is an interesting side note on how a group of like-minded Member States 

sought cooperation through informal meetings between their delegations. For future research, 

it would be interesting if more examples of this behind-the-scenes lobbying could be found. 

With Rosenthal’s model, I showed how the Dutch politicians performed within the 

institutions and which possibilities and limits they encountered. All Dutch politicians discussed 

in this research were disappointed with the slow progress of the decision-making of the EEC. 

However, it was mostly due to reservations of the larger Member States (especially France and 

Great Britain) that an overall agreement was not reached and discussions were postponed. Aside 

from one occasion, the Netherlands did not block a proposal for a motion.  

In this thesis, additional attention was paid to the personal motivations of Dutch 

politicians. Minister Pronks’ personal motivations and his view towards the EEC stayed 

relatively similar throughout all years. For Pronk, his general principles for a European 

development policy (its implementation on a global scale, focus on improving the position of 

the developing countries regarding the EEC and integration into international agreements) were 

his most important motivations. Even though he sometimes sought cooperation, he was only 

prepared to compensate when his principles were not in danger. Another motivation for Pronk 

was the important task he envisioned for the EEC in creating a new economic world order. 

However, he felt that the EEC did not commit to its duty towards developing countries and he 

was very disappointed about this.  

 Next to Pronk’s personal motivations, his position within the Dutch government also 

played a role in his performance. He had a different tactical approach towards the EEC 

compared to his colleagues Van der Stoel (Minister of Foreign Affairs) and Brinkhorst (State 

Secretary). While Van der Stoel and Brinkhorst tried to look for support among EEC partners, 

Pronk rather wanted to stick to his beliefs with the possible consequence of a Dutch isolation.  

Initially, Pronk was motivated to further integrated EEC’s development policy and 

willing to make concessions. However, throughout the years, the lack of willingness of other 

countries and his activist approach, led him to become more and more skeptical. Ultimately, his 

ideas and demands for a European development policy were very far from the policy that the 

EEC had decided upon so far, and it proved too ambitious to be achieved at this stage.  
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Because the EP consisted of national delegations instead of directly elected members,  public 

opinion did not play a role for MEPs. This gave them the opportunity to follow their national 

party line. The personal motivations of Van der Hek and Broeksz, the Social Democrats, were 

clearly influenced by their national party affiliation. They tried to gain support at the European 

level for ideas that corresponded to the Dutch development policy. Broeksz and Van der Hek 

knew that they were supported in their ideas by the national Minister. It explains why many of 

their questions in the EP touched upon subjects that were also important for the Dutch 

government. For Schuijt, this was not the case, but because of his membership for many other 

committees, he was more focused on issues within other policy areas.  

Furthermore, the MEPs personal view on further European integration and the authority 

of the institution that they worked for played a role in how they operated. Van der Hek was 

critical of a further European integration and the EP itself. He did not make any proposals to 

improve the EEC’s decision-making process and he spoke negatively about the extension of the 

EP’s powers. Broeksz and Schuijt were also critical of the EEC’s decision-making process, but 

they proposed changes to improve this and were positive towards an expansion of the EP’s 

powers.  

While working on this thesis, I experienced some limitations because of the 

unavailability or limited content of some archival sources. However, this did not lead to major 

problems for my analysis. Future research could expand on this thesis by looking at how other 

Member States tried to promote coordination within the emergence of a European development 

policy, or by focusing on any other policy area. A comparative analysis of different Member 

States could also be interesting.  
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