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10  BVD-survey and criteria 
 
 
 
What is the quality of the BVD-survey on anti democratic elements within MANE? 
The quality of this BVD-survey is evaluated per criterion.  
 The two case studies – on the BVD and the SRB – are structured in a similar 
way. Nevertheless, this case study does differ somewhat from the SRB study, 
mainly because the material that is investigated is different. First, the BVD-survey 
is largely descriptive research, with some explanatory elements contained within it 
– rather than the encyclopedic data of the SRB-reports. Second, because of the 
scarcity of complete, authentic, and verifiable BVD-material, only one survey is 
analyzed in-depth. Third, since the BVD-survey was confidential, there is little 
outside criticism to reflect on. This requires extra background information on issues 
such as organizational factors and the quality of basic files. Fourth, in the BVD 
case study a direct link between survey and available basic files is absent. The 
information available is too limited and too fragmented to be useful for an 
analysis in relation to the contents of the BVD-survey.1 The issue of basic files is 
discussed separately in 11.2. Finally, it remains unclear as to what method was 
used in the case of the BVD-survey, if there was a method used at all (10.2.1). 
Therefore, additional comments are made about the possible effects of the sources 
used, such as agents (13.1.2). 
 
 
10.1 HOW TO INVESTIGATE THE QUALITY OF THE SURVEY 
 
What is the quality of the BVD-survey, tested with the help of the criteria 
presented in chapter 5? This is carried out per criterion. In 5.2, specific 
indicators were developed for each criterion. These indicators are also included 
in the investigation. 
 
 
10.2 CRITERIA AND THE BVD-SURVEY 
 
For the evaluation of the BVD-survey the main criteria and the specific 
indicators will be used. By discussing these specific indicators, the extent to 
which a criterion was or not met can be argued more precisely. The BVD-survey 
was mainly descriptive research, with some explanatory elements in it. 
Therefore, many specific indicators on explanatory research – and in almost all 
cases on prognostic research – will not be applicable. The applicable specific 
indicators are mainly those that concern descriptive intelligence and on those of 
a general nature. 
                                                 
1  Such information was for the large part released after procedures by the VVV (Vereniging Voorkom 

Vernietiging) – Association to Prevent Shredding – or in other procedures by the chairman of the 
VVV, Roger Vleugels. 
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 The quality of the BVD-survey is investigated per criterion, as it was with 
the SRB case study. The following six sub-sections of 10.2 are headed by the 
criterion in question and all the specific indicators – including those not tested as 
noted above. 
 
10.2.1 Criterion 1 – design 
 
Criterion 1 New intelligence research has to be subject to careful preliminary designing,  

a standard research is designed according to an established protocol 
 

Specific 
indicators 

a) preliminary designing: research question, methods & techniques, initial literature 
exploration, to define terms and concepts;  

b) explanatory research: high alpha- & low beta-chance;  
c) prognostic research: to estimate strengths & purposes, forces & factors to influence 

opponent, room to act, factors leading to unexpected developments, indicators of 
change, events to trigger major shifts 

 
 
The BVD began its research of the anti-democratic elements within MANE – 
through ‘meticulous observation and study.’2 Because there is an absence of 
more explicit information, its design, definition of objects of investigation, and 
method is assessed by tracing implicit elements. 
 First how the BVD defined its research question and its objects of 
investigation is evaluated. Second, the extent to which the research design was 
descriptive, explanatory, or prognostic is assessed. Third, the methods that were 
used for the research design are assessed. 
 
Research question and (definition of the) object of investigation 
 
A BVD-inquiry needs a legal foundation. The research question has to fit within 
the setting of legal tasks of the Intelligence and Security Services Act. This check 
precedes the actual inquiry. The BVD-survey was headed ‘Anti-democratic 
developments within the movement against nuclear energy.’ After this heading 
on page 29, the agency formulated its research question as follows: 
 

‘Given the strong suspicion, that anti-democratic elements attempt to abuse the as such bona fide 
Movement Against Nuclear Energy for its resistance against the functioning of the parliamentary 
democracy, meticulous observation and study of these attempts seems desirable.’ 

 
The BVD wrote that MANE as such was bona fide. An inquiry into anti-
democratic developments within MANE was legal because the research question 
fitted within the legal setting of tasks (6.2). 
 
The BVD established the objects of investigation as anti-democratic elements. 
But who and what is exactly meant by anti-democratic elements? This is not 
defined in the BVD-survey. 
 The consumer had to identify from implicit comments the groups and people 
that the BVD considered as anti-democratic. Subsequently this notion is vague 
                                                 
2  Quarterly survey, 29. 



BVD-SURVEY AND CRITERIA 243

and which is further blurred by a quarterly survey nine months later.3 This leads 
to problems for the receptivity and readability of the survey concerning the 
objects of investigation. An attempt is now made to indicate which groups and 
people the BVD apparently characterized as anti-democratic. 
• Joost van Steenis. From the text, it is evident that the BVD saw him as anti-

democratic because of his activities, ideas, and writing. Van Steenis was also 
of the opinion that he was object of investigation according to the setting of 
tasks of the BVD.4 From earlier BVD-surveys, it is clear Van Steenis was 
object of investigation.5 

• Gyro Gearloose and the Little Helpers.6 From the text, it is clear that the 
BVD saw Gyro Gearloose and the Little Helpers – who committed sabotage 
on power pylons – as objects of investigation.  

• Onkruit. There are implicit indications Onkruit was an object of investi-
gation. First, the BVD made a link between Onkruit and Gyro Gearloose 
and the Little Helpers. The agency assumed that ‘these activities are if not 
carried out at the least inspired by Onkruit activists.’7 Second, the BVD 
wrote in the quarterly survey that Onkruit was involved in violent activities. 
A third indication is from an interview between the journalist Henk van 
Hoorn and the then minister of Home Affairs Van Thijn. The minister stated 
‘As far as acts of sabotage and other violent affairs are in preparation, they 
have, of course, the interest of the BVD.’8 The BVD made a link between 
Onkruit and sabotage. A fourth indication is that the BVD frequently 
reported on Onkruit.9 A fifth indication is that no information has been 
released on ‘data connected to anti-militarist subjects and organizations, 
such as Onkruit,’ following a request based on the Freedom of Information 
Act.10 From other sources, the author could reconstruct that their role has 
been completely censored in released surveys of this period.11 Therefore, 
the assumption that Onkruit had the interest of the BVD can be concluded. 

                                                 
3  In this 1982-survey, the BVD suddenly typified the ‘bona fide’ MANE as in resistance against the 

current democratic legal order (11.1). 
4  Interview with Joost van Steenis by the author, 19 October 1993. 
5  BVD, “‘Klein Geweld’ in Nederland,” Monthly survey 4, 1977, 10-12; BVD, “Verbond tegen 

Ambtelijke Willekeur (VAW),” Monthly survey 5, 1977, 24-25. 
6  Gyro Gearloose and the Little Helpers, in Dutch: Willy Wortel en de Lampjes. The group named 

itself after the personage of Donald Duck. 
7  Quarterly survey, 33. The BVD could also have had other indications, for example the destruction of 

an antenna of the company Securicor. According to this company, Onkruit incorrectly had concluded 
that Securicor protected the plant at Dodewaard (-, Met je hoofd in de wolken, 1981, 144. NRC 
Handelsblad, 17 October 1980). 

8  VARA, In de Rooie Haan, 20 February 1982, Hilversum I, 13.03 and on. Interview of minister Van 
Thijn by journalist Van Hoorn. Not corrected text from Beleid Beschouwd, no. 4540, 23 April 1982, 
10. NRC Handelsblad, 3 December 1981. 

9  See, for example: Onkruit, Dossier CID, report by the Section Security, Desk B-1, minutes with the 
actions commander, 10 June 1982 at The Hague. Moreover, a reference to a BVD-report on Onkruit 
is found in: LUID, ISAM 6/84, III 8. 

10  Letter of Head of the BVD – S.J. van Hulst – to the author, 17 November 1999, BVD-reference 
1496661/01, 2. 

11  For example, by combining the deleted passages in the BVD’s FOIA-files no. 71758, released on 17 
November 1999 with the lead found in: LUID, ISAM 6/84, III 8. 
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• Radical squatters. The BVD linked radical squatters to violence during 
actions against the dumping of nuclear waste. In an earlier survey of 1980, 
there are indications that the BVD already saw a part of the squatters’ 
movement as an object of investigation, for instance Landelijk Overleg 
Kraakgroepen (LOK) – the National Consultation Squatter Groups. 
Squatters who incited violence in combination with having goals other than 
housing, such as ‘resisting the repression of “the authorities, militarism, and 
capitalism’” were objects of investigation.12 

• Anarchists. Like radical squatters, the BVD linked anarchists to violence 
during actions against the dumping of nuclear waste. Earlier in 1981, the 
agency reported on anarchists and in particular ‘anarchists of actions.’ In 
this earlier survey, the BVD wrote that these ‘anarchists of action’ sought 
contact with, for example, the squatters’ movement, because ‘they are of the 
opinion that these groups/movements offer a good point of departure to 
attack the capitalist system. [...] A (clear) product of this new course is, for 
example, Groningen’s Anarchists Collective (GAC): this group plays an 
important role in the local squatter activities [...]’13 In internal discussions 
on the character of anarchists and anarchist movements, the dominant 
position within the BVD stated that, in general, anarchists as such should 
not be the subject of investigation, as they were deemed to be (radical) 
democrats. Only anarchists of action (violence) and anarcho-syndicalists – 
who undermine the legal order – should be objects of investigation.14  

 
From the survey, it is unclear whether the BVD also saw other groups as anti-
democratic. The agency linked a number of the Power Groups Stop Nuclear 
Energy and grassroots groups with terms such as ‘harsh opinions’ and ‘hard-
liners.’ The BVD wrote about activists who ‘were given the opportunity to have 
a more substantial say.’15 What the agency exactly meant by this, can only be 
conjecture. These terms are so vague that it is impossible to conclude whether 
the BVD used these to refer to anti-democratic elements. It does not make sense 
to categorize everything ‘harsh’ as anti-democratic. While ‘harsh opinions’ are 
sometimes also taken in parliament, these are not judged as anti-democratic. 
 The BVD remained vague when it referred to other indications, such as an 
occupation of a nuclear plant, a blockade, and short small-scale actions. Further-
more, the BVD characterized BAN explicitly as bona fide,16 and it was BAN 
who were, among others, inspired by the occupation the site of the nuclear 
power plant in Seabrook (USA). One of the founders of BAN had been present 
at the actions in Seabrook. BAN also occupied the site of the Inter-university 

                                                 
12  BVD, Quarterly survey 2, 1980, (32 and) 33. 
13  BVD, Quarterly survey 2, 1981, 38. 
14  Notes and comments by Peter Keller to the author, 26 November 2004. 
15  Quarterly survey, 30-31. 
16  Quarterly survey., 29-30. 
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Reactor Institute at Delft on 26 September 1980.17 To declare yourself in favor 
of an occupation of a site, therefore, cannot be interpreted as anti-democratic. 
 The BVD characterized MANE ‘as such bona fide.’18 It is concluded that, 
when the BVD wrote on BAN and DSD-grassroots groups it concerned ‘bona 
fide’ groups. In cases in which the BVD made a link to violence and sabotage, it 
is assumed that the agency referred to anti-democratic elements. In retrospect, 
W.P.J. Keller – head of the Training Section EO at the BVD from 1980-1986 – 
summarizes that MANE as such was not an object of investigation, only anti-
democratic sections and particular people within this movement. In the case of 
MANE, these anti-democratic elements concerned political violent activists.19

 From this, it is assumed that the BVD characterized five groups and people 
as anti-democratic: Joost van Steenis, Gyro Gearloose and the Little Helpers, 
Onkruit, radical squatters, and specific groups of anarchists.20

 In the BVD-survey, however, the consumer missed crucial information to 
clearly understand in an unambiguous way, who was the object under inves-
tigation. The definition of the objects under investigation is absent or too vague. 
This is a crucial absence since the surveys were also intended to inform 
consumers – such as local police intelligence units – which groups they needed 
to monitor (9.1).21

 
Research design – descriptive, explanatory, or prognostic? 
 
Because the style of the survey had a narrative, rather than an analytical nature, 
it is not clear as to what kind of research was carried out. There is no visible 
structure. It is a succession of data without a clear direction of the argument. An 
agency can easily write on a miscellaneous movement like MANE, using a 
narrative style, without taking into account the diversity of trends and opinions 
within it.22 The narrative style was a common approach of that time. Until 1990, 
the BVD was of the opinion that it should restrict itself to passing on 
information. This opinion did not only apply to quarterly surveys, but also to 
letters written for a minister.23

                                                 
17  Vrij Nederland, 4 October 1980. 
18  Quarterly survey, 29. 
19  Letter by Peter Keller to the author, 26 June 2000. In 1987 when Bluf! published the leaked quarterly 

survey, the then minister of Home Affairs Van Dijk did not want – contrary to Van Thijn and Keller 
– to comment what groups were, or were not, object of investigation of the BVD: ‘I repeat that on 
questions about organizations object of observation of the BVD no answer can be given, neither in a 
positive nor in a negative sense’ (Proceedings Lower House, 74-3802, Weekly Bluf!, 12 May 1987). 

20  Information could not be fully obtained on the next items: 1) According to the BVD, what groups did 
contribute to anti-democratic developments?; 2) according to the BVD, why were these groups anti-
democratic; what did the BVD mean by anti-democratic; what criteria did the agency use to make 
this term operational?; and, 3) according to the BVD, what indicators were used to determine whether 
a faction within a group – or a group as a whole – developed an increasing anti-democratic tendency. 

21  Other means to steer these units were, for example, educational conferences. 
22  There were also BAN and DSD-grassroots groups. There was an increasing overlap. A complicating 

factor is that BAN was primarily a model of how to carry out actions and not an action group (BAN, 
Breek Atoomketen Nederland, het Aktiemodel, 1981, 1). 

23  Interview with Dick Engelen by the author, 14 March 1996 and 7 March 2001. 
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 When you look closer at the composition, the BVD-survey was mainly 
descriptive. However, there are both explanatory and prospective elements 
present. One explanatory element was the final sentence of the survey – that 
‘some time ago Van STEENIS adopted the new strategy to try and infiltrate his 
theories inside the broader frame of a mass movement such as MANE.’24 One 
prognostic element in the survey was the comment by the BVD on possible 
future acts of sabotage by Gyro Gearloose and the Little Helpers. 
 For the following, the survey will be approached as descriptive research, 
except for the two mentioned comments above. These will also be tested for 
their explanatory and prognostic aspects. 
 
Methods used for the research design 
 
As noted, the survey was mainly descriptive. What methods were used for this 
descriptive research? The BVD wrote in its opening sentence, that it did its research 
by ‘meticulous observation and study.’ First, some general comments are made. 
Then, the ‘meticulous observation’ receives special attention in a sub-section on 
agents. 
 
Most of the research was descriptive. Both the disputable structure of and the many 
factual mistakes in the survey (10.2.3/5) give the impression that no method was 
used at all for the descriptive section, at least not in an acceptable way. 
 
What method was used for the explanatory element of the survey? The explanatory 
element is presented in the final sentences of the survey. The BVD wrote that Small 
Violence ‘has until now only been used incidentally by small groups. That is 
possibly the reason why some time ago Van STEENIS adopted the new strategy 
to try and infiltrate his theories inside the broader frame of a mass movement 
such as MANE.’25 Although the incidental use of Small Violence may be the 
‘possible’ reason to turn to a new strategy, the BVD clearly states that Van 
Steenis strategized to ensure that Small Violence infiltrated within a mass move-
ment, like MANE. In 10.2.4, this issue is evaluated and will show that the agen-
cy made an explanatory comment, that actually was an incorrect assumption. 
The BVD did not use any method to filter out this incorrect conclusion (10.2.2). 
 
What method was used for the prognostic element of the survey? The BVD 
describes some acts of sabotage – as causing ground shorts and phase shorts of 
high-voltage cables – by Gyro Gearloose and the Little Helpers:  
 

‘During the preparatory phase of the second large action at Dodewaard the first attempt at 
sabotaging the national grid was made. [...] A next attempt at Maarheeze [...] and the next one at 
Anna Paulowna [...].’26  

                                                 
24  Quarterly survey, 39. 
25  Quarterly survey, 39. 
26  Quarterly survey, 33. 
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The agency continues with the prognostic element that ‘it is questionable whether 
we will have seen the last of them.’27 What method was used to assess whether 
it would end with the described ground and phase shorts? 
 First, the BVD did not mention the data of the described events. For Dode-
waard, the date was 18 April 1981; at Nederweert-Maarheeze, the events were 8 
and 24 June 1981;28and at Oudesluis/Anna Paulowna, 9 October 1981.29 In the 
case of Nederweert-Maarheeze, the BVD only referred to one of the two acts of 
sabotage. 
 Second, more acts of sabotage would follow. In October 1981, five or six 
acts of sabotage took place.30 These all occurred within a period of two weeks 
after the action at Oudesluis/Anna Paulowna, the final action mentioned by the 
BVD. On 24 October, De Gelderlander reported on these new acts of sabotage.  
 Could the agency have had knowledge of these new actions when it wrote its 
quarterly survey? In other words, had the prognostic element already taken place 
in the BVD-survey? An answer to this question is found by checking the dates 
of sources used by the BVD in its survey. The agency quoted from an issue of 
Vrije and in this issue it is reported, on another page, about an event that had 
taken place on 19 October.31 Was this issue of Vrije published before 24 
October – the day De Gelderlander reported on new acts of sabotage? No, Vrije 
was only available at the bookstore on 27 October.32 This was three days after 
the report in De Gelderlander, and the same day that de Volkskrant also wrote 
about these new acts of sabotage. The BVD could only have quoted from Vrije 
after the media had already reported on these ‘expected’ acts of sabotage. 
 Finally, the agency offered the quarterly survey with a short covering note. 
This note was dated January 1982. In this note the following was written: ‘The 
Head of the BVD has the pleasure to offer you a copy of the, per ultimo last 
month closed, BVD-Quarterly survey.’33 In December, the quarterly survey was 
ready for publication. In other words, the expected acts of sabotage had already 
taken place two months before the quarterly survey finally was ready for 
publication. 
 To summarize, the method used for its prognostic element was not an 
acceptable one, such as modeling, expert judgment, scenario building, or trend 
extrapolation (3.2.3). The method used was actually a form of deception, 
because the BVD’s expected acts of sabotage, were based on prior knowledge. 
 

                                                 
27  Quarterly survey, 33 & 34. 
28  NRC Handelsblad mentioned 18 June as date. As in this article also another date was mentioned 

incorrectly – for the act of sabotage of 8 April at Dodewaard, the newspaper reported that it was 11 
April – the author took over the sources that gave 8 June as date. 

29  NRC Handelsblad, 9 April 1981; de Volkskrant, 10 April 1981; Schager Courant, 9 October 1981; NRC 
Handelsblad, 28 October 1981; Tien Jaar Verzet, 29-30. 

30  De Gelderlander, 24 October 1981; de Volkskrant, 27 October 1981; Barneveldse Krant, 28 October 
1981; Tien Jaar Verzet, 30. 

31  In this issue of Vrije – October 1981, no. 9, 25 – it is written: ‘Monday 19 October at 9.15 hours, the 
lasts three squatters are released.’ On page 34, the BVD quotes from this issue of Vrije. 

32  Administrative note on selling a consignment, Athenaeum News Center, Amsterdam. 
33  Quarterly survey, enclosed notice. 
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Observation and agents 
 
The agency stated that it used ‘meticulous observation’ in its research. From this it 
can be assumed that agents were active in the various groups described by the 
BVD. This really happened. During the actions at Dodewaard, some agents were 
active within MANE. Agents from the BVD and its local intelligence units were 
also active in other groups, who were only marginally described in the BVD-
survey, such as radical squatters.34

 The method of using agents can be a good source of information – especially 
concerning issues such as intentions. Nevertheless, special care is necessary to 
employ this method, in particular on how to guide an agent in actions and how to 
report on information that has been obtained from an agent. Specific techniques 
need to be employed for some fields in which problems may arise. This includes 
for instance representing viewpoints correctly (specific indicator of criterion 3) and 
dealing with the particulars of deception. 
 
Two examples will be explored, concerning representing viewpoints, correctly. 
One concerns Joop de Boer and the other Cees van Lieshout. Joop de Boer lived in 
Tiel. In the media, he became known as Joop Tiel. According to De Boer, the 
Police Intelligence Section of Nijmegen approached him two weeks after 
DSD’81.35 De Boer took part in the National Consultations, the coordinating 
meetings of the Dodewaard-Shuts-Down action.36 Information about De Boer 
could have been available at the BVD, because the survey was written at least 
five weeks after DSD’81.37 It is even possible that De Boer was active for the 
BVD or the local intelligence unit, before 1981. HP/De Tijd discussed the 
possibility that he could have worked for the BVD since 1953.38  
 After DSD’81, he was an agent for many more years. In 1990, he was 
identified as an agent. For at least nine years, De Boer had been active in about 
15 organizations. He only attended meetings when he received a payment for 
expenses. One of these organizations was the National Platform against Nuclear 
Energy,39 in which the PvdA (social democrats), GreenLeft, Stichting Natuur en 
Milieu, and the Dutch branch of Friends of the Earth International were 
members. As member of the board of Fonds Milieuvriendelijk Energiebeleid – 
in English: Fund for Environment-Friendly Energy – De Boer saw ‘it his task, 
especially, to raise money for more radical actions, like blockades.’40

 If De Boer insisted that such groups’ raised money for more radical actions, 
then reports are not dealing anymore with actual developments, but rather with 
                                                 
34  De Valk, De BVD en inlichtingenrapportages, 1981, 71-79, 231-239. 
35  - , De tragiek van een geheime dienst, 1990, 187-188. 
36  He was present, for example, at the National Consultation of 17 May 1981 (Minutes of the meeting 

of the National Consultation, 17 May 1981). 
37  DSD’81 took place from 19-22 September 1981. In December, the quarterly survey was closed. At 

least until 27 October, the BVD gathered data (see previous part on Gyro Gearloose and the Little 
Helpers). 

38  HP/De Tijd, 9 November 1990, 20. 
39  In Dutch: Landelijk Platform tegen Kernenergie. 
40  Volkert Vintges in: de Volkskrant, 14 November 1990. 
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developments manipulated by an agent. This way of running an agent causes 
tension with the specific indicator of criterion 3, to present a correct viewpoint 
of those involved. 
 
The second example on the issue of representing viewpoints correctly concerns 
Cees van Lieshout.41 In the media, he became known under his alias Rob 
Kamphuis. Similar to De Boer, it was said first that the Police Intelligence 
Section in Nijmegen ran Van Lieshout. Afterwards, it was said that Van 
Lieshout was a BVD agent.42 His activities for the Police Intelligence Section 
and the BVD, in left wing groups began in 1978 and ended in 1982. He worked 
also on other projects and was active as an agent for 15 years.43 He worked 
under the code name Homerus (Dutch and Latin for: Homer). 
 Van Lieshout was especially active in groups like the Red Resistance Front 
(In Dutch: Rood Verzetsfront). In the Red Resistance Front, former members of 
the Red Youth and Red Help were active.44 In addition, Van Lieshout had also 
been active at Dodewaard. It is known that he incited people to confrontational 
actions that went farther than originally planned. This sometimes led to an 
obvious incorrect reporting of these events.45 The example discussed here 
concerns MANE. During a DSD-camp in 1980 – very probably the Whitsun-
camp – Van Lieshout went with a number of people to the gate of the nuclear 
power plant at Dodewaard. On VPRO-radio, a former ANP-journalist for 
Nijmegen, Ineke Zijlmans, commented: 
 

‘At the action at Dodewaard, it was agreed very clearly in advance that it would be a soft action, 
therefore no blockades. It would only be a camp. And then, he still wanted to drive past, to still 
drive past the plant.’ 

 
Van Lieshout provoked young activists. He said something like: 
 

‘[Zijlmans:] “But we don’t let this happen. We have to do something more there, don’t we.” 
Then, these boys still walked to the gate and the security guards arrived. Then, some badgering 
took place. And then, at a particular moment, the boys walked away, not knowing quite what to 
do. And then, they went to the car, and just got the hell out of Kamphuis,[Van Lieshout] he said 
“is that what you call carrying out an action. I didn’t teach you to do it like this” [...]. And he 
himself remained in the car [...]. They were really young boys, 18, 19, 20 years old. 
[Interviewer:] They roamed around him? 
[Zijlmans:] Yes. Where he had picked them up, I don’t know. They were not from Nijmegen in 
any case, these boys I am talking about now. They were, I would almost say, involved in a kind 
of training to commit also real terrorist acts. 
[Interviewer:] He had them, so to speak, under him, as a kind of trainer, as a tough activist? 

                                                 
41  For more on Van Lieshout, see: OBIV, Operatie Homerus. 
42  In the radio broadcasting of VPRO, the Argos-redaction first calls Oolbekkink, head of the Police 

Intelligence Section of Nijmegen. Oolbekkink refers Argos to the BVD. 
43  From 1976 to 1978, he was active with the criminal intelligence unit of Nijmegen. From 1978-1982, 

he infiltrated the left-wing scene. From 1982 to 1986, he occasionally gave information to the 
criminal intelligence unit. From 1986 to 1990, OBIV writes he was at times in touch with Soviet 
diplomats, maybe for a Dutch agency (OBIV, Operatie Homerus, 1998, 190, 203). 

44  The Red Resistance Front existed from 1977-1985 (OBIV, Operatie Homerus, 1998, 57). 
45  OBIV, Operatie Homerus, 1998, 190, 88-89, 95-98, 101-102, 104-108, 120-124, 127-128, 146. 

VPRO-radio, Argos: BVD, 21 May 1993. For an illustration, see 13.1.2. 
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[Zijlmans:] Yes, they loved him. It was “Rob this and Rob that, and Rob you are really some 
guy” [...]. I think, there were four of them.’46

 
Van Lieshout incited – contrary to the agreements made within MANE – 
escalation. This is an example of how the actual actions of an agent can result in 
an incorrect representation of viewpoints. This does not imply that the BVD or 
the local intelligence unit had a policy to provoke. However, without the agency, 
Van Lieshout would not have been involved and there would not have been an 
incitement to violence and provocation. In the case of MANE, the BVD 
analyzed a hardened atmosphere47 to which the local intelligence unit of 
Nijmegen had made a contribution. 
 It can be theorized as to what methods the agencies used to run Van Lies-
hout. It probably is partly a case of negligent supervision. It is also questionable 
whether the local intelligence unit and the BVD were able to control this agent48 
Nevertheless, elements in his behavior are similar to the Milgram-experiment in 
which the potential for obedience to authority was investigated. Under super-
vision of an authority, a selected group of ‘test’ people had to give electro-
shocks to someone, on the understanding that this would improve the persons 
learning performance. If they hesitated in giving a more powerful shock, the 
accompanying authority incited them to still do it. The results of this test showed 
that 65% were willing to give the most powerful – deadly – shock, even after the 
person had protested, cursed, and expressed pain.49 The experiment showed the 
extent to which individuals can be persuaded to give up their autonomy to serve 
a larger social organization. Milgram calls this the agentic state, the condition 
persons are in when they see themselves as an agent for carrying out another 
person’s wishes. From a subjective standpoint, this happens when a person 
defines himself ‘in a manner that renders him open to regulation by a person of 
higher status. In this condition the individuals no longer views himself as 
responsible for his own actions but defines himself as an instrument for carrying 
out the wishes of others.’ This is opposite to that of autonomy, when people see 
their actions as their own.50 In the example on the younger activists at 
Dodewaard, Van Lieshout was in a position of authority. He functioned ‘as a 
kind of trainer.’ This is even farther reaching than that of a provocateur. It is 
possible that the BVD became entangled in a situation similar to the Milgram-
experiment. 
 
The other issue concerns the methods used to deal with the particulars of 
deception. The example presented here became publicly known as the affair of 
the man with the frog’s eyes. This affair has been named after the striking 
bulging eyes of the BVD-employee involved. The man with the bulging eyes 

                                                 
46  VPRO-radio, Argos: BVD, 21 May 1993. 
47  Quarterly survey, start of page 34. 
48  OBIV, Operatie Homerus, 1998, 171, 193. 
49  The person on the receiving end was an actor. No real electric shocks were given. 
50  Milgram, Obedience to Authority, 1975, 133-134. See also: Atkinson a/o, Introduction to Psychology, 

1987, 609-611. 
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was an agent runner in the province of Brabant.51 This example does not 
concern MANE, but Red Youth, which the BVD-survey also focused on. 
 The first version of this affair is the one that appeared in the press. According 
to this version, the BVD-agent runner handed over a fire-arm to his agent Danny 
Mulders. The aim was to compromise the Red Youth-member Evert van den 
Berg, by ensuring his fingerprints were on the weapon. This failed, because 
Mulders changed allegiance. Subsequently, Mulders told Van den Berg 
everything and as a result the BVD-agent runner – the man with the bulging 
eyes – was publicly made to look a fool.52

 The second version is by the former BVD’s head of Foreign Policy Staff Ad 
de Jonge. He said that the agent runner had told him that it was Mulders who 
proposed that a fire-arm should be handed over to Van den Berg, not the agent 
runner. Within the agency, the proposal was intensively discussed. De Jonge 
took part in these discussions. A request for a weapon had only been discussed 
once before. The discussion focused on three aspects. First, the ethical aspects 
were discussed. Second, its operational and technical aspects were evaluated. 
Third, the risks of inflicting losses were considered. Finally, it was concluded 
that the operation could take place. The agent runner – the man with the bulging 
eyes – and his direct superior – who was directly subordinate to the head of 
operations – met Mulders to deliver the fire-arm. In retrospect, it is still 
questionable for De Jonge whether Mulders had already turned before he made 
his request for a fire-arm. In this case, Mulders is likely to have been in touch 
with Van den Berg to create the affair. De Jonge also thinks it is also possible 
that Mulders turned later, as reported in the media.53

 There may be a preference for De Jonge’s version because the agency always 
claimed that provocations were not carried out by the agency itself, but by BVD-
agents who acted, more than likely, on their own initiative.54 Activists managed 
to mislead the BVD in other instances.55 In regards to other cases, under the 
responsibility of BVD-official Leijendekker, agents were involved in provo-
cations. While this makes it difficult to assess Leijendekker’s actual operating 
mode conclusively – which may be somewhere between negligent supervision 
and pushing things too far – it does show that the method of running an agent to 
obtain an accurate view can lead to complications. In this case, the view was 
blurred by deception – possibly used by both parties involved. 
 
To obtain a correct representation of viewpoints and to deal with deception, 
specific techniques to employ agents well are needed. However, an overall design 
                                                 
51  He was replaced to the north of the country after this affair (interview with Ad de Jonge by the 

author, 28 June 2000). 
52  The BVD confirmed this affair during the appeal of a criminal case against Lucien van Hoesel (Vrij 

Nederland, 17 August 1974; De Waarheid, 31 December 1981; Dekkers & Dijksman, ’n Hollandse 
stadsguerrilla, 1988, 64-67). 

53  Interview with Ad de Jonge by the author, 28 June 2000. 
54  Compare: Hoekstra, In dienst van de BVD, 2004, 97. 
55  An example is an occupation at Volkel-base to mislead John Wood/Gardiner, who was – on several 

occasions – paid by the BVD (De Valk, De BVD en inlichtingenrapportages, 1996, 75). See also 
13.1.2. 
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of running agents either was absent or did not function in practice. Former 
BVD-official Hoekstra noted that a mechanism was absent, at the agency, to 
stop excesses.56 In methodological terms, this poses the risk of creating an 
artifact – a validity problem caused by measuring something different than 
reality, as a result of the measurement itself. From the number of examples 
found, this problem seems to have been a structural one.57 In 13.1.2, this issue 
will be returned to, in particular in terms of its relation to deception. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The formulation of the research fell within the legal tasks of the BVD. From the 
survey, however, it was not clear who was or was not the object of investigation. 
When possible, the consumer had to identify this information from implicit 
comments. This absence is felt even more since surveys were also intended to 
inform local intelligence units as to which issues to focus on. 
 No preliminary designing had taken place. The survey was torn between 
different concepts, if there was a concept at all. In the descriptive section, the 
use of a method cannot be traced – at least not in a correct way. For the 
explanatory element, the absence of a method did not filter out an incorrect 
assumption. In the case of the prognostic element, the BVD made use of deception 
instead of a method because the agency wrote that it expected acts of sabotage 
when it already had prior knowledge. 
 The method of using agents was well developed. For this method, special 
techniques are needed to ensure a correct representation of viewpoints, and to 
deal with deception. It is likely that a mechanism did not exist to stop excesses. 
 The BVD-survey did not meet this first criterion. 
 
10.2.2 Criterion 2 – different angles of investigation 
 
Criterion 2 Research is carried out by researching through relevant different angles of 

investigation, oriented at relevant options to be formulated 
 

Specific 
indicators 

a) descriptive research: triangulation of sources, biases by problematic accessibility; 
b) explanatory research: competing hypotheses, high alpha & low beta chance, 

robustness, profoundness; 
c) prognostic research: robustness, width, options & openness (& their strengths and 

weaknesses), dissenting opinions 
 

 

As a matter of principle, the BVD did not reveal its sources or its information 
position. It was not only the BVD’s explicit policy, but also its legal 
responsibility. At the time of the leaked survey published by Bluf!, the then 
minister of Home Affairs Van Dijk refused to comment on the survey 
 

‘It will lead us to the possibility of analysis and deduction and all things that you cannot do with 
a quarterly survey. It will lead us to questions about organization, mode of operation, and state of 
knowledge of the BVD.’58

                                                 
56  Hoekstra, In dienst van de BVD, 2004, 40. 
57  De Valk, De BVD en inlichtingenrapportages, 1996, 71-79, 231-239. 
58  Proceedings Lower House, 74-3796 and 74-3802; Weekly Bluf!, 12 May 1987. 
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Triangulation of sources 
 
For this quarterly survey, the consequence is that the sources and information 
position need to be traced from direct and less direct clues. However, these 
indicate a strong information position by the agency: 
• The BVD collected publications by a wide range of groups – ranging from 

MANE, to anarchists (quoting Vrije) and Van Steenis (referring to Small 
Violence and the Foundation Power and Elite). 

• The agency had access to the reports and minutes of meetings of most of the 
mentioned groups, such as MANE.59 

• The BVD collected detailed information – including personal matters – on 
people active in the groups mentioned in the survey.60 

 
Table 10.1 Sources: what information on what groups of the survey61  

(in italic, if this specific information position is only assessed) 
 
 Publications Minutes/ 

reports 
Taps, 

observations 
Agents Personal: 

character analysis, 
family situation, 

photo’s 
 

Van Steenis  
(incl. Red Help, 
Red Youth) 
 

yes yes, including 
deceptive 

reports 

yes yes yes 

Gyro Gearloose & 
the Little Helpers 
 

yes probably not 
applicable 

likely likely 
not 

likely 

Onkruit/  
anti militarists 
 

yes yes yes possibly/
likely 

yes 

Radical squatters 
 

yes yes yes yes likely 

Specific anarchists 
 

yes likely yes yes likely 

BAN, DSD,  
other MANE 
 

yes yes limited to 
observation? 

yes yes,  
possibly limited 

 
Through a wide variety of means, the following information was obtained: 
• Publications could be simply obtained by subscription or by buying them. 
• Agents were active in all groups mentioned in the survey.62 They not only 

obtained publications and minutes of groups, but also taped meetings.63 
• The BVD tapped phones or carried out (electronic) observation – directly, 

or indirectly through local intelligence units.64 
                                                 
59  Quarterly survey, 29-32, 33. For comparable examples, see: BVD, FOIA-file 2.239.432-A9, 1996, 1 

& 3. 
60  For such information obtained in comparable cases, see: a series of VVV FOIA-files (for example: 

BVD, FOIA-file, 2.231.778-30, BVD, 1996/1997; BVD, FOIA-file 2.239.432-A9, 1996, 4-6, 15-16). 
61  Sources are mentioned in this case study, or are from other BVD-surveys/reports, VVV’s BVD 

FOIA-files, Andersson Elffers & Felix, “Een nieuwe BVD,” or publications by Hoekstra, In dienst van 
de BVD, Buro Jansen & Janssen, AMOK, and OBIV. 

62  10.2.1; De Valk, De BVD en inlichtingenrapportages, 1996, 71-82 + 231-238. 
63  In Operation Black, an agent taped Red Youth-meetings (13.1.2). John Gardiner/Wood taped 

meetings during his period in the Netherlands in 1983-1984. 
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• The agency obtained information through official sources, other than local 
intelligence units. City Halls were a source of information, for example to 
copy pictures handed over by an object of investigation during a request for 
a passport, or to copy charters of a foundation obtained from Chambers of 
Commerce.65 

 
Biases by problematic accessibility 
 
The easiest data to collect, for intelligence research, is that on macro and meso-
levels. Data at the micro level is less accessible – you need to be close to the 
object of investigation. 
 In the case of the BVD-survey, there were no problems in obtaining detailed 
insights at the micro level. It is likely, for example, that the agency had several 
agents in all groups described in the survey.66 Furthermore, the agency was 
capable of gathering data in all the necessary different fields. 
 
Competing hypothesis 
 
To carry out explanatory research, use can be made of competing hypotheses. In 
10.2.1, a comment was made on the final sentence of the survey. The BVD 
wrote that Small Violence ‘has until now only been used incidentally by small 
groups. That is possibly the reason why some time ago Van STEENIS adopted 
the new strategy to try and infiltrate his theories inside the broader frame of a 
mass movement such as MANE.’67 In 10.2.4, the accuracy of this comment is 
discussed – it will be shown that the agency concluded an explanatory comment, 
which was actually an incorrect assumption. 
 Nevertheless, it was also a central issue and sincere concern of the BVD that 
Van Steenis might infiltrate Small Violence within MANE. How do you 
approach such a concern? In the case of the survey, the assumption should have 
been tested by reformulating it as a hypothesis. One of the possible techniques to 
test this was evaluated in 3.2.2 – Analysis of Competing Hypotheses (ACH).  
 
To illustrate how such an approach could have looked like, the matrix of step 3 
from ACH is worked out regarding BVD’s concern that Small Violence might 
infiltrate MANE. In step 3 of ACH, the diagnosis of the evidence and the 
argument is identified. To assess which items are most helpful in judging the 
relative likelihood of a posed hypothesis, a matrix is developed with the 
hypotheses across the top and evidence down the side. 
 

                                                                                                                   
64  According to one source – Sjoerd Bos – some local intelligence units used all methods mentioned, 

including illegal ones as (illegal) taps, burglary, or breaches of the mail confidentiality (Sjoerd Bos, 
former head PID-Zaanstad, in: Nieuwe Revu, 6-13 December 1990, 31-32; Nieuwe Revu, 13-20 
December 1990, 38). 

65  For information obtained in a comparable case, see: BVD, FOIA-file 2.239.432-A9, 1996, 4-14. 
66  De Valk, De BVD en inlichtingenrapportages, 1996, 71-82, 231-238. 
67  Quarterly survey, 39. 
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Table 10.268

Question: what is the possibility of a security threat caused by a strategy of Van Steenis 
to infiltrate his ideas of Small Violence within MANE? 

(H = hypothesis; E = evidence) 
Hypotheses: 
• H1. Van Steenis had no such strategy, and did not strive for it (absence). 
• H2. Van Steenis had no strategy, but only would have pushed for it, if he had the opportunity 

(opportunism). 
• H3. Van Steenis had such a strategy, and worked towards it (active presence). 
 

  H1 
 

H2 H3 

E1* Van Steenis says he had no such strategy to infiltrate Small Violence. 
 

+ + + 

E2* Van Steenis wrote in radical periodicals that everyone should think and 
decide for themselves what actions they wanted to carry out. 
 

+ - - 

E3* Other DSD‘81 press group members said that he did not have a strategy, 
but only talked sometimes about Small Violence. 
 

+ -/+ - 

E4* Van Steenis organized and took part in MANE actions focused against 
people (Small Violence is aimed against people). 
 

- + + 

E5* Actions of MANE plus Van Steenis always kept within the concept of 
MANE (the concepts of MANE and Small Violence are opposite to each 
other). 
 

+ - - 

E6* Van Steenis talked about all kinds of actions – such as acts of sabotage – 
even when they did not fit within his concept of Small Violence. 
 

+ + - 

E7 The assumption that Van Steenis would push his concept of Small 
Violence within MANE, because he had done so for years (implicit 
assumption by the BVD-analyst). 
 

- - + 

E8 The logical deduction that Van Steenis – compared with the 1970’s – 
entered a completely new type of group in which he needed rapport. This 
need of rapport limited largely the possibility to infiltrate his ideas. 
 

+ + - 

E9 The logical deduction that it is impossible for a single person to take over 
a grass roots organized movement of autonomous groups in order to 
infiltrate particular ideas. 
 

+ - - 

* For sources, see footnote at the top of table 10.2 
 
While the matrix of step 3 of ACH could be filled in as in as above, the way it is 
filled in should lead to discussion. Table 10.2, illustrates that evidence 1 has no 
diagnostic value as it is answered positively for all three hypotheses. This type of 
answer implies that you could doubt Van Steenis’ words. However, if you are of 
the opinion that Van Steenis always says what he means you could fill this out 
differently. In that case, evidence 1 has to be filled in as in table 10.3. 
 

Table 10.3 The revised evidence 1 (E1) 
 

  H1 
 

H2 H3 

E1 Van Steenis says he had no such strategy to infiltrate Small Violence. 
 

+ -/+ - 

                                                 
68  Sources of evidence 1-6. E1: Interview with Joost van Steenis by the author, 19 October 1993. E2: Vrije, 

October 1981, no 9, 8. E3: Interview with Rob Stomphorst by the author, 19 April 1993. E4/E5: Met je 
hoofd in de wolken, 109; Tien Jaar Verzet, 30; Interview with Joost van Steenis by the author, 19 October 
1993. E6: NRC Handelsblad, 20 August 1980; Vrije, 1981, no 8, 6; Vrije, 1981, no 9, 8. 
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If you have reasons to believe Van Steenis’ words, evidence 1 has diagnostic value. 
The matrix is helpful when others disagree with your judgment – it can be used to 
highlight the precise area of disagreement. The subsequent discussion can then 
focus productively on the ultimate sources of differences. 
 It is not a fixed rule to make a general notation in the matrix with plus or minus 
symbols only. You can refine it by using a numerical probability. In that case, you 
add a scale to show the intrinsic importance of each item of evidence. In a further 
refinement, you could even show the ease with which items of evidence could be 
concealed, manipulated, or faked, or show the incentive of a party to do so.69 This 
refinement, for example, could be useful for revised evidence 1 in Table 10.3. For 
other evidence you may, for example, value evidence 9 as the one with the most 
intrinsic importance, while the others have more or less the same value. In that case 
evidence 4 seems to balance evidence 5 and evidence 7 seems to balance evidence 
8. This leaves evidence 2, 3, 6, and 9 as the critical ones. Although step 3 of ACH 
is definitely not the final one in this process, it does appear to provide a first 
provisional preference for hypotheses 1 and 2, in which hypothesis 1 seems to be 
supported slightly more than hypothesis 2. In step 5 of ACH, you attempt to 
disprove hypotheses (3.2.2). If you manage to do so for either hypothesis 1 or 
hypothesis 2, the analysis is likely to result in a strong and unambiguous 
conclusion. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The BVD had an excellent information position concerning all groups 
mentioned in the survey – even on MANE. For all groups mentioned in the 
survey, the agency used a triangulation of sources. Information was not only 
present at the easy to obtain macro and meso level, but also at the more difficult 
micro level. There was no bias because of problematic accessibility of sources. 
 The central concern of the BVD was that Small Violence might infiltrate 
MANE. The agency concluded that Van Steenis had a strategy to infiltrate Small 
Violence within MANE. This was, however, an incorrect assumption. It should 
have been formulated as a hypothesis, and could have been tested, for example, 
by ACH. The absence of hypothesizing is a serious flaw in the research. 
 
Criterion 2 was met as far as it concerned the descriptive aspect. There was an 
excellent information position with a triangulation of sources on all aspects and 
objects of the research.  
 Criterion 2 was not met as far as it concerned the explanatory element of the 
research. The incorrect concluding comment of the survey should have been 
tested as a hypothesis instead. 
 

                                                 
69  Heuer, Psychology of Intelligence Analysis, 1999, chapter 8, page 5 of 9. 
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10.2.3 Criterion 3 – to be correct, complete, and accurate 
 
Criterion 3 Data and information presented need to be correct, complete, and accurate 

 
Specific 

indicators 
a) sound processing (collectors also); take notice of reliability; be unambiguous on 

certainty; be critical on consistency; 
b) pay attention to data lacking; do not ignore deviant data; aim at denying a hypothesis;  
c) acknowledgment of sources; correct representation of viewpoints 
 

 
Because a series of comments by the agency included more than one type of 
failure – as being both incorrect and incomplete, or an incorrect representation 
of viewpoints combined with incomplete information – all the different aspects 
of the criterion are discussed in one evaluation of a quote. This is carried out to 
avoid duplication. Flaws are discussed per group or person. At the end of this 
section, an overview is provided of aspects and specific indicators that were or 
not met 
 
Break Atomic Chain Netherlands (BAN)70

 
The BVD wrote that BAN ‘based as it is on the American example of “affinity-
groups” and for a large part trained by Americans.’71 While, BAN did base itself 
on an American example72 the comment that Americans trained BAN, for a 
large part, is not correct. The American connection was composed of the 
following elements: 
• It is true that there was an American living in the Netherlands who delivered 

training – Harcourt Klinefelter, a former employee of Reverend Martin 
Luther King. Since July 1972, he lived in the Netherlands. During this time 
he worked at Volkshogeschool ‘Overcinge’ at Havelte.73 From 1975, 
‘Overcinge’ offered training in non-violent resistance.74 On 2-4 March 
1979, this training – in cooperation with Centrum voor Geweldloze 
Weerbaarheid – was delivered to members of MANE. They were active in 

                                                 
70  In Dutch: Breek Atoomketen Nederland (BAN). In March 1979, training initially took place for the 

first action of BAN (12 May 1979). BAN was dissolved in February 1982 (Meth Medura, Training in 
Meth Medura of 1979 until 1983, -, 3 and 6). After February 1982, many who had been active in the 
BAN-concept still took part in actions against nuclear energy. 

71  Quarterly survey, 30. 
72  An important and early source of inspiration for direct actions against nuclear energy was an article 

in IDOC-NORTH AMERICA, no. 52, April 1973, 61-67. On pages 66-67, a plea is made for a non-
violent, international campaign against nuclear energy. This article influenced the debate in a number 
of European countries and, finally, also in the Netherlands (Interview with Harcourt Klinefelter by 
the author, 11 October 1994). 

73  Volkshogeschool is an education center for courses in different fields, open to large parts of the 
population (Volkshogeschool ‘Overcinge’ in cooperation with Centrum voor Geweldloze 
Weerbaarheid, “Training voor geweldloze acties,” Summer courses 1984). 

74  This concerned mostly a training session of one week, and – on requests of groups – a number of 
shorter training sessions. Police officers were also invited to some sessions. The then senior police 
officer Ben Voulon – also active in the police union Politiebond – for example, was invited to a 
course on training in non-violent action in which, among others, the participants discussed nuclear 
energy (Letter Harcourt Klinefelter of 8 December 1981 to the participants of the course ‘Training in 
Geweldloze aktie,’ 18-23 December 1981). 
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the Power Groups Stop Nuclear Energy, NEC, the Dutch branch of Friends 
of the Earth International (Vereniging Milieudefensie), and the World 
Information Service on Energy (WISE).75 Klinefelter called it one of his 
most successful short training sessions, because two months later these 
people held their first BAN-action by blockading the gate of the UCN. 
Afterwards, Klinefelter delivered more training. Eventually these were 
taken over by the community Meth Medura.76 

• Pieter Lammers – at BAN from the very beginning – was involved in the 
occupation of the site in Seabrook, USA. Back in the Netherlands, he shared 
his experience and knowledge with BAN. 

• Two women – Addy Wartena and Yvonne de Bruijn – had followed and 
then coordinated courses and training in the Philadelphia Life Center 
(USA). In the Netherlands, they were active in Meth Medura. After the first 
actions in 1979, they were asked to deliver training as a preparation for an 
action of BAN at Almelo in October 1979. The cooperation between Meth 
Medura and BAN was deepened. Together with BAN-activist Abel 
Herzberger, they delivered many training sessions.77 

 
The BVD’s assumption that Americans largely trained BAN does not match the 
facts, rather it is exaggerated and biased. 
 
Directly after the comment on the Americans, the BVD wrote that in the 
affinity-groups activists got to know each other very well and were on the same 
wavelength playing ‘psycho-therapeutic games.’78 According to Herzberger, 
BAN made use of two types of games. First, there were games to strengthen the 
team spirit. Second, there were role-plays and simulations games. According to 
Herzberger, it is out of the question that these were psycho-therapeutic games.79

 While the BVD may have had reasons to hold a different opinion to 
Herzberger, it did not mention any. No information could be found that 
supported the statement of the BVD. The explanation of Herzberger seems to be 
the most plausible one. The terminology of the BVD may give rise to an atmos-
phere of psychic manipulation, yet voluntarism was a crucial element in the 
BAN-model. The characterization by the agency therefore appears inaccurate. 
 
The BVD suggested that, as a result of BAN, the initial occupation of the site of 
DSD’80 developed into a blockade: ‘The aforementioned BAN – until then the 

                                                 
75  Notes by Harcourt Klinefelter of 11 January 1979 for the preparation of the course of 2-4 March 

1979. See also: “Verslag van het weekend in Havelte,” by Lex, undated report on the training 
weekend of 2-4 March 1979. 

76  Interview with Harcourt Klinefelter by the author, 11 October 1994. 
77  “Training in geweldloze sociale verandering 30 juni - 7 juli 1979,” Meth Medura, Training in Meth 

Medura van 1979 tot 1983, - , 3-4. Interview with Abel Herzberger by the author, 27 May 1993. 
78  Quarterly survey, 30. 
79  Interview with Abel Herzberger by the author, 27 May 1993. 
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most active part of MANE – still had a strong influence in 1980 [...]. And so the 
original plan to occupy of the precincts became a blockade [..].’80

 This passage by the BVD is invalid. In addition to BAN, the Power Groups 
of Gelderland were also very active. For years, the central aim of these Power 
Groups was to protest against the fast breeder reactor at Kalkar (Germany). The 
Power Groups were active for a longer period (from 1974 onwards, with a clear 
growth from 1977 onwards) than BAN (12 May 1979). There was also a 
difference in the development of both groups towards direct action. From its 
beginning, in May 1979, BAN carried out direct actions whereas the Power 
Groups only became involved later in this type of action (1980: DSD’80). 
 The BVD suggested that BAN opposed the occupations of sites. One of the 
ten founders of BAN – Pieter Lammers – had joined the occupation of the site in 
Seabrook, USA. Furthermore, BAN occupied the site of the nuclear power plant 
of the Inter-university Reactor Institute at Delft on 26 September 1980 (10.2.1). 
It is not correct to link BAN to opposing, in general, the occupation of sites. 
 What was the position of BAN on DSD’80? In the beginning, BAN had its 
doubts about DSD’80, but for completely other reasons than the BVD 
suggested. BAN’s doubts were related to its aims, and training in non-violence. 
BAN opted for direct action, because of a lack of trust in the proceeding of 
parliamentary decision-making, in the case of the UCN.81 BAN was goal-
oriented, on actually delaying the atomic program. ‘In the long term, the largest 
delay possible is shutting it down.’82 For BAN, the large Dodewaard-action 
came too early. The BAN-model – in which training was essential – was not 
widespread enough. Moreover BAN saw the demand of ‘Dodewaard Shuts 
Down’ as unrealistic. BAN did not expect that the blockade would lead to an 
immediate shut-down. 
 The initiative of the Dodewaard-Shuts-Down-action came from the Power 
Groups of Gelderland. Like BAN, they were inspired by the action at Seabrook. 
The Whitsun-camp of 24 and 25 May 1980 served to prepare for the large 
Dodewaard-action of that year. While BAN was not present as a group at this 
camp, because of the objections mentioned, individual BAN-activists were 
present.83

 Two days after the discussion-weekend – on 27 May 1980 – BAN carried out 
its own delay-action at Dodewaard.84 During this action, BAN-activists said that 
they did not want to have anything to do with the Whitsun-camp. In turn, the 

                                                 
80  Quarterly survey, 31. 
81  BAN-activist Herzberger explains this as follows: ‘In 1978, it seemed like that the enlargement of the 

UCN may not take place. Then, a majority of the Lower House – including CDA-member Van 
Houwelingen – opposed the enlargement. The party discipline of the CDA created a majority. As a 
result of such affairs, BAN had no trust in the way of parliamentary decision making.’ The 
parliamentary way of protest was also ended (Interview with Abel Herzberger by the author, 27 May 
1993). A second point of dissatisfaction concerned the slogan of the demonstration at Almelo: the 
limited ‘against enlargement,’ instead of ‘against the UCN.’ This dissatisfaction can also be traced at 
the Power Groups (Vrije, 1979, no. 2, 18-19). 

82  BAN, Breek Atoomketen Nederland, het Aktiemodel, 1981, 5. 
83  Interview with Abel Herzberger by the author, 27 May 1993. 
84  LAKA, Tien Jaar Verzet, 1987, 24. 
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Power Groups of Gelderland – organizers of the Whitsun-camp – distanced 
themselves from the BAN-action. 
 A point of criticism of the initiators from the Power Groups of Gelderland 
was the secretive and closed way BAN prepared its actions. They advised 
openness and cooperation with the local population.85 Rob Stomphorst – an 
organizer of DSD’80 – also criticized the effect of BAN-actions: ‘your form of 
action is a means to achieve your goal, but these BAN actions did not yield a lot 
of results. When a means turns out not to work anymore, in the sense of bringing 
in results, you choose another means.’86

 The activists said that the contact between both groups were not close.87 A 
couple of weeks later, both groups settled their disputes and together they turned 
their efforts towards Dodewaard.88

 As noted, the BVD suggested a link between BAN and its reluctance to 
occupy sites. The agency made this comment without any further explanation, 
passing over the following information: 
• A founder of BAN had taken part in the occupation of the site at Seabrook, 

USA. 
• In September 1980, BAN had occupied a site at Delft. 
• The objections of BAN were aimed at the demands of ‘Dodewaard-Shuts-

Down,’ which it saw as unrealistic, and at the timing of the action (the 
BAN-model had to be more widespread). This preceded the question 
whether BAN wanted to occupy the site. 

 
The BVD did not explain why these three points were not influential. The 
agency made suggestions that were contrary to these facts. For more, see the 
history of the twin-track decision in the following section. 
 
Dodewaard Shuts Down 1980 (DSD‘80) 
 
The Power Groups Stop Nuclear Energy of Gelderland – the PGSNE’s of 
Gelderland – took with the Whitsun-camp of May 1980 the initiative for the 
preparation of DSD’80. The BVD reported on DSD’80: 
 

‘However, during the preparation phase of the October action MANE in its entirety proved less 
radical and resistance-minded than was assumed by MANE circles from their Nijmegen and 
Amsterdam divisions, who had originally come up with the idea of a lock-in of the precincts. 
Despite the harsh opinions coming from PGSNE-Nijmegen, from Amsterdam, Rotterdam, and 
Utrecht grassroots groups and from Onkruit circles, a considerable number of grassroots groups 
preferred a blockade to lock-in.’89

 

                                                 
85  Onderstroom, June 1980, no. 30, 15-17. 
86  Vrij Nederland, 31 May 1980. Shortly before the Whitsun camp of May 1980, Stomphorst made a 

similar analysis in Onderstroom, May 1980, no. 29, 4-5. 
87  Arnhemse Courant, 27 May 1980. 
88  In Onderstroom – the periodical of the Power Groups of Gelderland, no. 30, June 1980, 14 – 

overtures were already made. On 22 June of that year, further talks took place. Aim: ‘We hope that, 
among others, these points are talked over and that we now can continue together.’ 

89  Quarterly survey, 30. 
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Some components of this extract need to be discussed. First, it was the Power 
Groups Stop Nuclear Energy of Gelderland that – at the Whitsun-camp of 1980 
– took the initiative for the preparation of DSD’80. The BVD-passage 
‘Nijmegen and Amsterdam divisions, who had originally come up with the idea 
of a lock-in of the precincts’ needs correction (or must be further explained by 
the BVD). 
 Second, the advocates of a lock-in of the site not only came from the 
mentioned large cities or from Onkruit. ‘Passionate advocates for the occupation 
of the site were also found in groups from Valburg and Herveld (not from 
Dodewaard itself, although sympathizers from that place were also present). 
This was very much a source of satisfaction for the organizers.’90 Other 
advocates for a lock-in were from Het Land van Cuyck and a part of Arnhem 
(another part was against).91 Within Nijmegen the women’s group objected: 
‘We do not feel like arming ourselves, to become like the riot police.’92

 Third, the BVD correctly wrote on page 29 that during the Whitsun-camp 35 
of the 41 groups voted for a lock-in, but the agency only reproduced a part of the 
decision. In the closing statement of the Power Groups of Gelderland it was 
recorded that: 
• 35 groups wanted a lock-in; 
• 4 groups wanted a blockade; 
• 2 groups were against the proposal (they wanted to take their concerns to 

parliament); 
• of the 35 groups, 10 wanted to switch to a blockade, because a lock-in was 

probably not realistic; 
• a majority of the groups proposed in the case of ‘of it being impossible to 

occupy the site (as a result of a confrontation with the riot police) to switch 
to a thorough blockade of all supply roads.’93 

 
MANE already took during the Whitsun-camp the twin-track decision of a lock-
in or blockading the plant. The reaction of the authorities was such that it turned 
out to be a blockade. 
 Fourth, MANE did not choose a lock-in because of the basic principles of 
DSD; openness, non-violence, to avoid to be criminated, wide support of the 
population, grassroots democracy, and the right to resistance.94 Such delibe-
rations of this twin-track decision can be found in publications of MANE.95

 In terms of the four points above, the comment of the BVD – that MANE in 
its entirety showed that it was not as radical and resistance minded – is beside 

                                                 
90  NRC Handelsblad, 27 May 1980. 
91  Onderstroom, June 1980, no. 30, 20-21. Debate of the group discussion. Those from Dodewaard 

stated ‘to occupy is the best, for practical reasons a blockade is the most realistic.’ 
92  Ibid., 20. 
93  Ibid., 18. 
94  Undated document of the planning group: “Konsept aksieplan ‘Dodewaard gaat Dicht,’” 1-2. 

Milieudefensie, June 1980, 4-7. Onderstroom, June 1980, no. 30, 3, 6, and 18. “Handboek 
‘Dodewaard dicht,’” Onderstroom, 1980, 5, 10-15. de Volkskrant, 27 May 1980. 

95  For example in: “Handboek ‘Dodewaard dicht,’” Onderstroom, 1980, 6-7. 
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the point. MANE as a whole kept itself to its twin track decision from the 
beginning. The BVD did not explain the expression ‘harsh opinions’ other than 
making a link to an occupation of the site. What the BVD actually did was to 
represent only half of the twin tracks decision of the Whitsun-camp and 
subsequently gave an incorrect picture of the toughness of large cities. Because 
this eventual link is biased and incorrect, strong opinions are classified under the 
bona fide MANE (10.2.1). 
 
The BVD said that an occupation of a site had until then only been used abroad, 
and then only at construction sites of plants: ‘Thus, the Netherlands would be 
the first to experience the lock-in of a running plant.’96

 First, as far as it concerned DSD’80, it retained the idea of a lock-in. Was 
this the first time? 
 Second, it is possible that the actual lock-in of a running plant did happen for 
the first time, during a large scale action. Before DSD’80, a small scale lock-in 
had already taken place on the site of a running nuclear power plant – the lock-
in by BAN on the site of the Inter-university Reactor Institute at Delft, on 26 
September 1980. This action received large media coverage, because the police 
used a new measure – the square stick. In the weekly Vrij Nederland, the 
heading ‘Next time, the riot police will come with garrote chains’ was used.97 In 
addition to the wide media coverage, questions were asked in parliament by Van 
der Spek (PSP).98 Despite all this attention, the BVD apparently missed this 
BAN-action. 
 
The BVD wrote about the ending of DSD’80: ‘The action group responsible for 
the illegal broadcasting station “Radio Aktief” at some point started broad-
casting the suggestion to terminate the action.’99 This is not correct. BAN-
activist Herzberger – and not the group that kept Radio Aktief in the air – spread 
this message. 
 Discussions about the end of the action preceded Herzberger’s statement. 
While the majority of activists wanted to end the action, a minority wanted it to 
continue because the aim of the Dodewaard-Shuts-Down-action had not been 
reached. This refers to the initial objection of BAN that the aim of the action 
was not realistic. Herzberger commented that ‘this brought the action to a close.’ 
It resulted in an impasse in which the activists had little to say anymore among 
themselves. Herzberger – originally not a supporter of the large Dodewaard-
action – permitted the action to end with his statement. Although a majority 
shared his opinion, it did lead to protests.100

 

                                                 
96  Quarterly survey, 29. 
97  Vrij Nederland, 4 October 1980. 
98  Lower House, session 1980-1981, question 448 of Van der Spek (1 October 1980); appendix, 883; 

answer Wiegel (6 January 1981). 
99  Quarterly survey, 31. 
100  Interview with Abel Herzberger by the author, 27 May 1993. 



BVD-SURVEY AND CRITERIA 263

Between DSD‘80 and DSD‘81 
 
The BVD wrote: 
 

‘In short, the action [DSD‘80] was branded as a “flop” and the “hard-liners” among the activists 
were given the opportunity to have a more substantial say in the matter. 
 This resulted in grassroots democracy and -autonomy living up to its promise and in any 
case the “Dodewaard Shuts Down” movement agreed to organize itself into grassroots groups, 
while in addition the concept “short-timed, small-scale action” to be organized by individual 
grassroots groups made its entry.’101

 
At several points, this extract is incorrect. First, the BVD suggested a link 
between hard-liners who got a more substantial say and lived well up to the 
promise of grassroots democracy and -autonomy. The agency made this link in 
an incorrect way. For a long period, BAN discussed issues by consensus, based 
on the importance of participation in decision-making processes. It gained 
considerable experience.102 Grassroots democracy and -autonomy were 
definitely not, as the BVD suggested, showpieces of the tough ones (whoever is 
meant by it). As such, it was correct to state that the grassroots concept was 
developed more deeply before DSD’81.103 The BVD-survey also lacked internal 
consistency. On pages 30 and 31, the BVD discussed BAN in-depth, followed 
by an explanation of consensus democracy, grassroots democracy, and 
grassroots autonomy. In this passage, the BVD apparently was convinced that 
other groups than the hard-liners, also worked with these concepts. 
 A second objection concerns the passage ‘and in any case the “Dodewaard 
Shuts Down” movement agreed to organize itself into grassroots groups.’ In 
relation to the preceding sentence, the BVD made it look like that the decision 
was taken after DSD’80. Actually, this decision was taken before DSD’80, on 
the preparatory Whitsun-camp of 24-25 May 1980.104 During the preparation of 
DSD’80, many DSD-grassroots groups were founded. 
 Third, the BVD said that the short-timed, small-scale action made its entry 
after DSD’80: ‘the concept of a “short-timed, small-scale action” to be 
organized by individual grassroots groups made its entry.’ Before DSD’80, 
individual grassroots groups already organized short-timed small-scale actions. 
A week before DSD’80, a consultation on short-timed small-scale actions took 
place at Amsterdam. Also at the time of DSD’80, there was a consultation on 
short-timed small-scale actions. During DSD’80, the following short-timed 
small-scale actions took place: on Saturday, at the castle of the Queen’s 
Commissioner Geertsema; on Monday, at BAM in Kesteren; on Monday-night, 
at Vihamij-Buttinger in Nijmegen; and on Tuesday, at Kerstens in Elst and 
Holec.105 In ‘Konsept Aksieplan Deel 2’ of the planning group106 five main 
                                                 
101  Quarterly survey, 31-32. Such a short-timed, small-scale action is called in Dutch: prikactie. 
102  BAN, Breek Atoomketen Nederland, het Aktiemodel, 1981, 3, appendix ‘Konsensus besluitvorming.’ 
103  Interview with Fred Gersteling by the author, 14 July 1993. 
104  LAKA, Tien Jaar Verzet, 1987, 23. 
105  -, Met je hoofd in de wolken, 1981, 39-41, 108-110, 126-127. 
106  Undated. This was probably the Amsterdam planning group (-, Met je hoofd in de wolken, 1981, 

108). 
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points were presented for DSD’80. The fifth point referred to the short-timed 
small-scale actions: ‘To carry out actions elsewhere in the surrounding area’ 
(page 2). A group from Amsterdam gave the following motivation for carrying 
out short-timed small-scale actions: 
 

‘“We refuse to be cannon fodder for whatever side. From now on, we have the motto: WISDOM 
IS BETTER THAN STRENGTH.” “Of the three remaining possibilities, we choose the last one. 
- protest demonstration: old hat. 
- demonstration ending in a confrontation through a breakthrough or blockade: we do not want it. 
- smart actions that reflect the seriousness of our intentions and that could create disorder 

amongst those who control the power machine, or make it look ridiculous.”’107

 
 Some of the activists from Amsterdam – a city that the BVD characterized as 
a hard-liner – had apparently doubts concerning the mass action at 
Dodewaard.108

 
The BVD wrote about the actions against dumping of nuclear waste in 1980 and 
1981: 
 

‘As early as 1980, a number of activists opposing the transport of light radio-active waste from 
ECN at Petten to IJmuiden where it had to be transshipped, had shown rather a taste for violence; 
in 1981 the route from Petten to IJmuiden was divided into one part for non-violent activists and 
another for those preferring tougher action. Partly as a result of the mounting frustration that 
their actions were not yielding any direct results and partly due to the fact that MANE actions are 
not only carried out by “open sandals and woolly socks idealists” but also by radical squatters, 
Onkruit activists and anarchists, increasing talk of violent actions […] can be heard within 
MANE [...].’109

 
First, the BVD wrote that light radio active waste was dumped. Activists said, 
however, that not only was low and middle radio-active waste dumped, but also 
cooled high radio-active waste.110 Did the BVD want to take a position in a 
discussion on the nature of waste dumped? 
 Second, the BVD suggested a radicalization and exemplified this by activists 
who split the route in 1981. In 1980, Vrije reported: 
 

‘I want to give another example of an action in which, in my opinion, co-operation was good. 
That was during this spring, at actions concerning the dumping of nuclear waste into the sea. In 
Petten, BAN-people sat on the ground with their method of non-violent resistance; Onkruit 
attempted a (failed) blockade; there was a demonstration at the locks; and in the harbor itself, 
there was a blockade by Greenpeace.’111

 

                                                 
107  Amsterdam planning group quoted in: -, Met je hoofd in de wolken, 1981, 108. 
108  For a risk analysis, how to interpret short-timed, small-scale actions is of interest. Do you see a short-

timed, small-scale action as a way to avoid a possible escalation of violence, or as an indication of a 
continuing radicalization? The BVD did not deal with this. The agency limited itself to an inaccurate 
representation of the facts. 

109  Quarterly survey, 34. 
110  Noord Hollands Dagblad, 23 May 1980. 
111  Vrije, 1980, no. 10, 19. It is referred to the actions against the dumping of 9-10 June 1980. 10 days 

later, on 20 June, Onkruit carried out their own action against General Shipping. See also: LAKA, 
Tien Jaar Verzet, 1987, 24-25. 
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 Contrary to the suggestion of the BVD, already in June 1980 – this is even 
before DSD’80 – the route was divided and four different types of actions took 
place next to each other – a blockade on the road, a barricade on the road, a 
demonstration, and a blockade on the water in the harbor. 
 
Onkruit 
 
The BVD linked Onkruit to violence against people and objects: 
 

‘Partly as a result of the mounting frustration that their actions were not yielding any direct 
results and partly due to the fact that MANE actions are not only carried out by “open sandals 
and woolly socks idealists” but also by radical squatters, Onkruit activists and anarchists, 
increasing talk of violent actions against people and objects directly or indirectly involved in 
nuclear energy can be heard within MANE.’ 

 
Wijnand Duijvendak – in the beginning of the eighties who was active in 
Onkruit – denies categorically that Onkruit would have advocated violence 
against people.112 The disputed BVD-statement needs to be supported by 
evidence or it needs to be reformulated to prevent misunderstanding. 
 
Gyro Gearloose and the Little Helpers 
 
In 10.2.1, a quote concerning Gyro Gearloose and the Little Helpers is already 
discussed for its prognostic aspect. 
 
Joost van Steenis (pre-MANE-period), Red Youth & Red Help 
 
The BVD wrote about Van Steenis: ‘He holds a grade in mathematics and 
physics, which he taught for some time. At the present time he is 
unemployed.’113 Van Steenis said, he had studied mathematics, physics, and 
chemistry. The comment on his unemployment is the only information in the 
BVD-survey that could not be traced from open sources.114

 
Joost van Steenis – MANE-period 
 
The BVD wrote:  
 

‘Thus, in the spring of 1981 on the NC-DSD an old acquaintance suddenly came back into view, 
in three capacities: Joost van STEENIS who under his own name joined the press group DSD-
1981. As “Joost” he submitted a proposal for a program for the action week program, in which 
23 September was scheduled as a “high-voltage day,” explaining this as follows: “the sawing 
down and digging out of power pylons, not forgetting the distribution stations. Take a hike into 
nature and find your own power pylon.” In addition, he wanted to act as a provisional 

                                                 
112  Interview with Wijnand Duijvendak by the author, 27 October 1994. 
113  Quarterly survey, 37. 
114  In the past, he had applied for a teaching post at a school in The Hague. Van Steenis met all the 

requirements, but to his surprise he saw the advertisement again in the newspaper some time later. He 
was neither called nor offered the post. His investigations ended in vagueness. It is possible that he 
was prevented from pursuing his profession (Interview with Joost van Steenis by the author, 19 
October 1993). 
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coordination address for short-timed, small-scale actions at electricity companies, power pylons, 
and suppliers, through PO-box 1005 in Amsterdam.’115

 
Apparently, the BVD did not know that Van Steenis had already participated in 
DSD’80 and that he was even present during the preparatory National 
Consultations. In 1979, Van Steenis moved to Amsterdam. He joined the 
squatters’ movement and he became involved in MANE. For his squatters’ 
grassroots group in the Amsterdam quarter De Pijp, he subsequently took 
responsibility for contacts with MANE.116

 A short comment regarding ‘As “Joost” he submitted a proposal.’ It was 
quite acceptable in MANE, during this time, to use only your first name. 
 
Two other disputed passages on Van Steenis during his activities in MANE are 
discussed in 10.2.4: 
• the statement by the BVD that Van Steenis had a strategy to infiltrate his 

ideas within MANE (also 10.2.2) 
• the representation by the BVD about the relationship between Van Steenis 

and acts of sabotage and barricades. Among others, it will be shown that the 
agency incorrectly ascribed a quote in Vrije to Van Steenis. 

 
Conclusion 
 
There were a lot of flaws and mistakes in the survey. When we only look at 
correctness, for example: 
• the statement by the BVD that BAN was trained by Americans is 

exaggerated and colored, 
• BAN denied categorically the characterization by the BVD that its games 

were psycho-therapeutic, 
• contrary to what the BVD said, a lock-in of a nuclear plant had already been 

carried out (by BAN), 
• a lock-in was advocated by more groups than large cities and Onkruit, 
• the twin-track decision – with the alternative plan of a blockade – had 

already been taken during the Whitsun-camp, 
• the group responsible for ‘Radio Aktief’ did not spread the ending of 

DSD’80, but rather BAN-activist Herzberger, 
• grassroots democracy and autonomy were not, as the BVD suggested, 

showpieces of only hard-liners, 
• the first short-timed, small-scale actions, to divide the road between Petten 

and IJmuiden at actions against the dumping of nuclear waste, the founding 
of DSD-grassroots groups, and the appearance of Van Steenis all happened 
one year earlier (1980) than the BVD stated (1981), 

• the BVD ‘expected’ acts of sabotage which it already had prior knowledge 
of from the media (10.2.1), 

                                                 
115  Quarterly survey, 34. 
116  Interview with Joost van Steenis by the author, 19 October 1993. 
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Table 10.4 Aspects and specific indicators: illustrations on criterion 3 
 
Aspects Met/ 

not met 
+, -  

 

Illustrations 

correct - all the presented illustrations 
 

complete - BAN on DSD-lock-in; comment on MANE & resistance minded; 
lock-in Delft; short-timed, small-scale action; study Van Steenis; 
Van Steenis at DSD‘80; political goal Van Steenis (10.2.4) 
 

accurate - all the presented illustrations 
 

   

Specific indicators 
 

  

sound processing - comment on resistance minded; prognosis Gyro Gearloose (10.2.1); 
quotes Vrije (10.2.4) 
 

take notice of 
reliability 
 

  

unambiguous on 
certainty 
 

- light radio active waste; prognosis Gyro Gearloose (10.2.1) 

critical on consistency - comments on grassroots concept; inconsistencies between surveys 
(11.1) 
 

pay attention to data 
lacking 

- many examples, as: BAN on DSD-lock-in; lock-in Delft; split up 
route dumping 1980 
 

do not ignore deviant 
data 

- BAN on DSD-lock-in; comment on MANE & resistance minded; 
lock-in Delft; political goal Van Steenis in Vrije (10.2.4) 
 

aim at denying 
hypothesis 

- comment on MANE & resistance minded; Van Steenis strategy 
(10.2.4) 
 

acknowledgment 
sources 

- quote Vrije – 43-years old, 25 years active (10.2.4) 

correct representation 
viewpoints 

- BAN on DSD-lock-in; comment on MANE & resistance minded; 
Radio Aktief; quotes Vrije – editorial & contents (10.2.4) 
 

 
None of the aspects of criterion 3 – correct, complete, and accurate – were met. 
For eight of the nine specific indicators, several examples can be given in which 
these were not met. 
 The many flaws may indicate the absence of any design and method (10.2.1), 
especially when this is seen in the light of the excellent information position of 
the agency (10.2.2). 
 It is striking that almost all examples concern MANE, and Van Steenis’ 
MANE-period. On Van Steenis’ past – with 24% of the text, the second largest 
component of this survey (11.1) – only one minor point can be traced. This gives 
rise to the assumption that two different authors worked on this text – one on 
Van Steenis’ past, and the other on MANE and Van Steenis’ role in it (13.1.2). 
 Criterion 3 is not met.  



DUTCH INTELLIGENCE 268

10.2.4 Criterion 4 – to be plausible and convincing 
 
Criterion 4 The analysis and presentation of data, arguments, and conclusions needs to be 

plausible and convincing – replicable and verifiable 
 

Specific 
indicators 

a) information is best and most balanced of that moment;  
b) make unavoidable bias explicit; content of report is consistent; consumer understands 

what producers mean; producers write what they mean; show what is established 
knowledge, and what is an underpinned judgment; arguments and information are 
relevant for conclusion; clear use of reliability and probability; clear structure of the 
argument and report;  

c) explanatory research: show strength of causal relationships, and plausibility of 
findings; eliminate alternative explanations;  

d) explanatory & prognostic research: a judgment rests on defined and clarified 
assumptions;  

e) prognostic research: principle of continuity; argument is made explicit, patterns are 
drawn; if possible make use of theory 

 
 
A number of comments by the agency included more than one type of failure. 
To avoid duplication – as in 10.2.3 – all the different aspects of the criterion are 
discussed in one evaluation per BVD-quote. At the end of this section – by 
referring to the following examples – it is indicated what aspects and specific 
indicators were met or not met. 
 
Van Steenis (pre-MANE-period), Red Youth & Red Help 
 
The BVD wrote about Van Steenis’ discussion paper on Small Violence: 
 

‘This paper received a very bad reception within “Red Help”, and resulted in Van STEENIS no 
longer playing a major part in this group. A point in case is that Van STEENIS, contrary to a 
number of other members of “Red Help” who were of a lesser political standing, was not invited 
partake in a stay at a PFLP terrorist training camp at Aden (South-Yemen) in 1976.’117

 
What did the agency find a case point? That Van Steenis had an argument, and 
therefore was passed over? Or that he did not join the others at South-Yemen, 
because this training camp was not in accordance with his opinions on Small 
Violence? In this passage, the function and aim of mentioning the training camp 
remains unclear.118 It is unclear for the consumer to understand what the 
producer intended. 
 
Van Steenis – MANE-period: Small Violence 
 
The final sentence of the BVD-survey was: ‘This is possibly the reason why 
some time ago Van Steenis adopted the new strategy to try and infiltrate his 

                                                 
117  Quarterly survey, 37. 
118  Van Steenis wonders why the BVD mentioned the training camp, and not his visit to China in 1971. 

For the delegation of the Red Youth, this visit became an ideological letdown: President Nixon 
visited China and Lin Piao’s airplane crashed (Interview with Joost van Steenis by the author, 19 
October 1993. De Groene Amsterdammer, 13 Februari 1985, 5. Haagse Post, 9 January 1988, 25). 
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theories inside the broader frame of a mass movement such as MANE.’119 
Already in 10.2.2, some attention was paid to this comment in combination with 
a competing hypothesis. In this section, the focus of attention is on whether it is 
plausible and convincing. 
 According to the BVD, the strategy of Van Steenis was ‘to try and infiltrate 
his theories inside the broader frame of a mass movement such as MANE.’ This 
passage can be investigated in three ways: 
1. Did Van Steenis want to infiltrate his theories? 
2. Was it possible that Van Steenis could infiltrate his ideas? 
3. Did Van Steenis succeed in infiltrating his theories? 
 
Sub 1. Did Van Steenis want to infiltrate his theories? 
 
The BVD formulated its final sentence in such a way that it assumed a positive 
answer to the first question. Is this correct? A strategy supposes that there is an 
intentional way of actions. Van Steenis denies this: ‘It was not an intentional 
aim.’ At the same time, his concept of Small Violence was still part of his body 
of ideas. He talked with others about it during Dodewaard.120

 The BVD may argue that – if Van Steenis denied that this strategy was an 
intentional aim – this denial is propaganda or deception. Therefore, the intention 
of Van Steenis is also analyzed by checking other sources, such as Vrije. There 
is a distinction between using a strategy to infiltrate your ideas, and presenting 
just your opinion. Between these two extremes, there is a sliding scale. What 
was the position of Van Steenis on this scale? This becomes clear in an article in 
Vrije, from which the BVD paraphrased other passages. After Van Steenis 
explained that activists had to think about what they could do – for example, 
against the actions of special, arrest squads – he continued: 
 

‘You must not think, however, that this is a plea to raise a rigid organization, in which all the 
plans are devised in advance and everyone has a precisely defined task. This would only copy 
the present societal organization and we would have a power struggle between one power 
apparatus against the other, without human beings being involved as thinking souls. This is a 
plea to convince people that if they do something – may be to demonstrate, to blockade, to hunt 
plain-clothes police officers, to squat, to throw stones, etc. – they will begin to think about it in 
advance as much as possible about what they can do, both alone and together. This process 
means that they have to think about their own possibilities, because not everyone wants to throw 
a stone and not everyone is capable of running equally fast. But the more aware people are in 
taking part in an action, there is more of an opportunity to bring success.’121

 
Van Steenis pleaded for thinking and awareness, but not for infiltrating his own 
ideas. Van Steenis did not want a rigid organization and he did not force the use 
of violence upon others.  
 The agency also wrote that Van Steenis suggested that blockades and short 
small-scale actions ‘must be organized more systematically for future 

                                                 
119  Quarterly survey, 39. 
120  Interview with Joost van Steenis by the author, 19 October 1993. 
121  Vrije, October 1981, no. 9, 8. 
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actions.’122 To the extent the consumer of the BVD-survey may assume that 
systematic meant ‘to prescribe from above’, this impression needs correction. In 
Vrije, Van Steenis advocated for ‘more consultation and especially also more 
thinking in advance, by people, about what they themselves’ could contribute to 
the action.123

 His statements in Vrije, of the preceding month, support the impression that 
Van Steenis wanted everyone to carry out their own actions. He wrote about the 
‘electricity day:’ 
 

‘Some will propagate the Giro-blue-action, others will go a bit further and occupy an electricity 
building [...] In Amsterdam, there are plans to march into fields with hundreds of people, to saw 
down, with metal saws, the power pylons that bring atomic power to the city.’124

 
The possibility remains open that Van Steenis presented his ideas on Small 
Violence. His statements, however, tend to indicate an opinion rather than a 
strategy to infiltrate his theories. 
 
Sub 2. Was it possible that Van Steenis could infiltrate his ideas? 
 
The second question concerns the possibility that Van Steenis could infiltrate his 
ideas. Because there is a negative answer to the first question, this second 
question has already largely lost its relevance. Three more points however, 
indicate against this possibility. 
 First, the ideas of Van Steenis were received with mixed feelings. In the 
early days of the press group, members even wondered whether he was a 
provocateur. Finally, they leaned towards the opinion that this was not the case. 
There was some caution towards Van Steenis. Rob Stomphorst – who like Van 
Steenis, was also a member of the press group – said: ‘Joost did bring forward 
Small Violence. The sentiment was “does it have to be this way?” The reaction 
was reserved, and it took a while before you realized that he meant it 
seriously.’125

 Second, one way to infiltrate your ideas is to take over the organization. This 
is a top-down approach. The success of such a strategy depends both on the 
effort you can put into it, and on the receptivity of the target group. Attempts by 
groups to take over organizations that have a rigid organizational structure with 
an active top and an inactive basis have prospects for success. The CPN, for 
example, had infiltrated effectively into a number of organizations. In the past, 
CPN-members occupied strategic posts in organizations led by a small active 
group with a large inactive basis, such as the Amsterdam student union ASVA 
(Maagdenhuisbezetting). 

                                                 
122  Quarterly survey, 35. 
123  Vrije, October 1981, no. 9, 9. 
124  Vrije, 1981, no. 8, 6. Giro-blue-action: an action, composed of complicated payments of the energy 

bill by citizens, to bring disarray to the booking systems of energy companies involved in nuclear 
energy. It was a protest against nuclear energy, especially against the fast breeder at Kalkar 
(Germany) in which the Netherlands took part in. 

125  Interview with Rob Stomphorst by the author, 19 April 1993. 
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 What is the difference with MANE? To start with, Van Steenis was – 
concerning his ideas – a solitary individual in MANE. He did not operate as a 
group. Therefore, Van Steenis lacked the possibility to occupy, with followers, 
different posts in order to take over the organization. Furthermore, MANE had a 
decentralized structure. All over the country, there were more or less 
autonomous groups that defined their own course. These autonomous groups 
were composed of people that carried out actions themselves. They were 
established according to the principle of grassroots democracy. It is much more 
difficult to take over such a movement than, for example, a student union. Both 
factors – a solitary individual and the structure of MANE – made a takeover 
quite unlikely. Although the BVD described elaborately the structure of 
MANE,126 it did not use it in relation to Van Steenis’s possible strategy or the 
likelihood of him being successful to infiltrate his ideas or to take over MANE. 
 Third, Van Steenis is of the opinion that the aim of bringing MANE into line 
with the concept of Small Violence was too bold: ‘Small Violence was not the 
model of action of DSD’81. Not because it was not possible to put this forward, 
but because it was not expedient: DSD’81 was a mass-action [...] I do not have 
the power to change the other peoples’ thoughts.’127 This observation links well 
with the incompatibility of the basic principles of both Dodewaard Shuts Down 
and the concept of Small Violence. They are opposites (table 10.5). 
 

Table 10.5 Principles and concepts of Dodewaard Shuts Down and Small Violence 
 

Basic principles of Dodewaard Shuts Down 
 

Concept of Small Violence 

openness 
 

secrecy 

non-violence 
 

violence 

to avoid to be criminated 
 

committing criminal acts 

large scale mass-action 
 

to carry out actions by small groups 

wide support of the population (national and local) 
 

being disconnected from the population 

 
All three arguments – reception, take over capabilities, and conflicting concepts 
– point towards the same outcome. The possibility that Van Steenis could 
infiltrate his ideas was very low if possible at all. 
 
Sub 3. Did Van Steenis succeed to infiltrate his theories? 
 
With the results of sub 1 and sub 2, the third question – if Van Steenis 
succeeded to infiltrate his theories – seems superfluous. Nevertheless, it is 
explored by focusing on publications and actions that may hold elements of 
Small Violence. 

                                                 
126  Quarterly survey, 30-32, 36. 
127  Interview with Joost van Steenis by the author, 19 October 1993. 
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 The BVD gave no examples of such publications in MANE, although data in 
relation to this can be found. While Van Steenis did not call for Small Violence 
in similar publications, some elements of his thinking can still be traced. In Vrije 
No. 8 1981, for example, he revealed the private addresses of Kistemaker, 
Sickinghe, Goedkoop, Pelser, and Dee. Concerning the last three people he 
added: ‘Just make contact with these gentlemen.’128

 Also in relation with actions actually carried out, the BVD could have 
presented data. During DSD’80, Van Steenis drove – for a short small-scale 
action – to the castle of the Queen’s Commissioner Geertsema with a few 
people.129 On 11 April 1981, a Broad Street Debate130 was organized before the 
house of professor Kistemaker.131 These actions were composed of an element 
similar to Van Steenis’s ideas: they were aimed at people. While Van Steenis 
not only joined these actions, he more or less arranged them.132 They did not 
match with the concept of Small Violence, in the sense that both actions 
proceeded quietly and violence was absent. 
 The BVD appears to have missed the point concerning elements of Small 
Violence. This impression of misunderstanding is reinforced when the BVD 
tried to link Van Steenis to acts of sabotage and to riots with the police, even 
though these did not contain elements of Small Violence. The BVD focused on 
for example, the Tuesday program of the short small-scale actions of DSD’81. 
Tuesday was power pylon day (see following heading ‘Van Steenis – MANE-
period: sabotage and barricades’). The agency should have paid attention to the 
Monday program instead. Monday was the day of the nuclear lobby.133 Of 
interest are Van Steenis’s notes for the press conference of 19 August 1981 – 
meant for preparing DSD’81. On his list for the short small-scale actions of 
Monday – the day of the nuclear lobby – were heads of electricity companies, 
leading politicians (Geertsema, Van Aardenne), scientists (Kistemaker), and 
high ranking people from business and finance, ‘but also specially recruited 
people who have to tell lies, such as Van Loon of KEMA and Wasser of public 
relations GKN.’134

                                                 
128  Vrije, 1981, no. 8, 5-7. Making this kind of contact is not the same as Small Violence. Also in 

reputable newspapers, similar calls do occur. An example is the article of Ted Gup in the 
International Herald Tribune of 25 January 1996. Gup could not, after several efforts, contact Idi 
Amin by phone. Finally, he wrote ‘The best I can do is share with the world his home phone 
number.’ 

129  See also: -, Met je hoofd in de wolken, 1981, 109. Minimally during one, but possibly during both the 
mass-scale blockades of Dodewaard, the castle of Geertsema served as command center of the police. 

130  The action was paraphrasing the Broad Public Debate – a nation-wide and government-inspired 
discussion on nuclear energy, that took place at that time. 

131  LAKA, Tien Jaar Verzet, 1987, 30. 
132  Interview with Joost van Steenis by the author, 19 October 1993. 
133  5e Energiekrant, 2. See also: De Waarheid, 18 September 1981. 
134  Notes by Joost van Steenis for the press conference of 19 August 1981 on DSD’81. The conference 

was held in the squat De Groote Keyser at Amsterdam. GKN: company that owned Dodewaard. 
KEMA is the Dutch quality-control institute for electrical materials and appliances, like the National 
Bureau of Standards. Children in the neighborhood of KEMA died because KEMA had been 
extremely negligent with its nuclear waste on its site. After many years of denials, an employee 
finally admitted this crime (see, table 9.1, 1978 & 1980. Sources: Utrechts Nieuwsblad, 16 December 
1978; de Volkskrant, 23 December 1978; De Tijd, 15 February 1980; NRC Handelsblad, 28 February 
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 During DSD’81, hardly any short small-scale action was carried out, even 
fewer against people, and not one was found that fitted the frame of Small 
Violence. Van Steenis’ ideas could not or hardly be traced within MANE. 
 
Conclusion 
 
To summarize, the agency missed the point. First, the comment from the BVD 
that Van Steenis ‘adopted the new strategy to try and infiltrate his theories inside 
the broader frame of a mass movement such as MANE’ is neither based on, nor 
supported by arguments – and it is also neither plausible nor convincing. 
 Second, in its presentation the agency missed data that included possible 
elements of Small Violence – actions and publications aimed at people. The 
BVD paid attention to sabotage instead, an approach that does not fit with the 
concept of Small Violence. 
 
Van Steenis – MANE-period: sabotage and barricades 
 
The BVD wrote about the relationship between Van Steenis and sabotage & 
barricades.135 Sabotage and barricades did not fit with the concept of Small 
Violence. How did the BVD report on this relationship – and did the agency 
report on this in a plausible and convincing way? 
 
Sabotage 
 
Around DSD’81, there was an increasing number of acts of sabotage against 
power pylons. Gyro Gearloose and the Little Helpers claimed these actions. The 
BVD wrote that Van Steenis presented a plan for actions against power pylons: 
 

‘As “Joost” he submitted a proposal for a program for the action week program, in which 23 
September was scheduled as a “high-voltage day,” explaining this as follows: “the sawing down 
and digging out of power pylons, not forgetting the distribution stations. Take a hike into nature 
and find your own power pylon.” In addition, he wanted to act as a provisional coordination 
address for short-timed, small-scale actions at electricity companies, power pylons, and 
suppliers, through PO-box 1005 in Amsterdam.’136

 
Van Steenis was of the opinion that the possibility of sabotage had to be 
presented at a National Consultation: ‘I represented these people from the 
concept of a grassroots democracy.’137 Press group member Stomphorst 
commented: 
 

‘It was not clear if he consulted supporters, or if there were supporters. There were people who 
thought the same as he did. He was not afraid to say controversial things, and he also did do 

                                                                                                                   
1980; Haarlems Dagblad, 25 April 1980; Algemeen Dagblad, 26 April 1980; Haagse Courant, 26 
April 1980; de Volkskrant, 26 April 1980; Brabants Dagblad, 19 March 1981; De Gelderlander, 30 
March 1981). 

135  Quarterly survey, 34 and 36. 
136  Quarterly survey, 34. 
137  Interview with Joost van Steenis by the author, 19 October 1993. 
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something. Nobody was in a position to tell someone else that they had to leave. He was listened 
to with mixed feelings [...]. He did not have a wide and solid rank and file. If he was not present, 
you did not hear this voice, or if you did, the tone was different.’138

 
Van Steenis doubted whether he would have joined this form of sabotage: ‘The 
violence practiced in MANE did not fit within my range of ideas.’ ‘It [the will to 
commit acts of sabotage] is present, so you must not reject it. Everyone must be 
able to carry out actions in their own way.’139 In the absence of activists who 
pleaded for sabotage, Van Steenis presented the possibility of sabotage without 
necessarily supporting it. From his perspective, it is logical that he looked for 
other ways than a massive confrontation with the police. As a result, Van 
Steenis pushed for a thematic day to commit sabotage to power pylons. He did 
this within the frame of short-timed, small-scale actions, which were supported 
by others.140 Van Steenis told NRC Handelsblad that on electricity day people 
would march into the fields to saw down with metal saws power pylons that 
transported electricity from Dodewaard. This happened during a press 
conference at which he was the chairperson – the members of the press group 
took turns at being the chairperson. Fred Gersteling – also a member of the press 
group – commented: ‘The proposal caught on well with many activists, knowing 
though that it would not happen.’141

 Van Steenis capitalized on what was already going on inside MANE. From 
1978 onwards, there were discussions within MANE on the possibility of soft 
sabotage. The social-democratic party PvdA even took part in these discussions, 
but it said committing sabotage or occupying a construction site was a boundary 
that the party would not step over.142 During the Whitsun-camp for the 
preparation of DSD’80, the possibilities to commit sabotage at power pylons 
were also discussed.143

 As far as the author is informed, no acts of sabotage were committed during 
DSD’81, but some were carried out during the following weeks. The role of Van 
Steenis is best described as an informant, in the sense of informing. A 
consequent course can be traced in the actions of Van Steenis – everyone had to 
think for themselves, everyone had to carry out their own action.144

 
Also in another context, the BVD linked Van Steenis to sabotage. The agency 
reported that Van Steenis eulogized Gyro Gearloose and the Little Helpers.145 
Yet, the passage that the BVD is referring to, is not from Van Steenis. It 
concerns an editorial commentary from Vrije.  

                                                 
138  Interview with Rob Stomphorst by the author, 19 April 1993. 
139  Interview with Joost van Steenis by the author, 19 October 1993. 
140  Undated document, signed by Joost – grassroots group Amsterdam – de Pijp, 1-2. 
141  Interview with Fred Gersteling by the author, 14 July 1993. 
142  Nijmeegs Universiteitsblad, no. 3, 12 October 1978. Discussion on a paper presented in September 

1978, “Geweldloos weerbaar als basis voor een strategie.” 
143  Onderstroom, June 1980, no. 30, 18 and 20. Van Steenis was absent here. 
144  Vrije, October 1981, no. 9, 8. See also preceding heading ‘Van Steenis – MANE-period: Small 

Violence.’ 
145  Quarterly survey, 34. 
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 The BVD quoted, from pages four to nine inclusive, from the October 1981 
issue of Vrije. Page 4 began with an editorial commentary of Vrije, ending with 
the comment: ‘Below, two articles follow on “Dodewaard still shuts down-
”week by people who were present.’146 On page 4, an article from an 
anonymous author began and on page 6 it ended. At the bottom of page 6, the 
following article started, written by Van Steenis. This article ended on page 9. 
While the BVD attributed the following to Van Steenis it was not from him: 
 

‘In a recent article of the anarchist monthly “De Vrije,” Van STEENIS states that “the struggle 
for the environment against capitalist exploitation of energy sources and against anti-democratic 
decisions is becoming increasingly vicious.” In some respects he compares the activities of 
MANE activists to the Vietcong struggle against the USA, likening our present Minister of 
Home Affairs to Goebbels, while eulogizing in the same breath the “Front of Resistance Gyro 
Gearloose and the Little Helpers.”’147

 
Those who read the article by Van Steenis, will search in vain. All these 
comments are from the editorial commentary. It is almost incomprehensible that 
the BVD did not know which text was from Van Steenis, and which was not. 
First, it was clearly stated in the same editorial commentary that people, who 
had been at Dodewaard wrote two of the following articles. Second, the BVD 
only quoted from the editorial commentary (page 4) and the article by Van 
Steenis (pages 6-9), but the agency entirely overlooked the intermediate article 
by the anonymous author (pages 4-6). 
 In the quote, the BVD stated that ‘[i]n some respects he compares the 
activities of MANE activists to the Vietcong struggle against the USA.’ The 
agency raised the impression that the struggle of MANE showed some features 
of a guerrilla warfare. This theme would fit in with the passage of the BVD-
survey on Red Youth and Small Violence. This is not correct for two reasons. 
First – as noted – Van Steenis did not write the passage, but rather it was an 
editorial commentary. Second, the editorial commentary had a completely 
different tenor. In Vrije, it was written: 
 

‘The state began a new way of fighting what they saw as undesirable phenomena. Tear-gas 
generators.148 The same that hung under American helicopters in Vietnam to smoke out the 
resistance. The same that caused many deaths among the Vietnamese civilians. A TNO-
researcher (D.M.W. Elskamp), in his study of literature on the use of CS- and CN-gas had never 
heard of evidence that it caused death. His advice was implemented as policy by [Minister of 
Home Affairs] Wiegel (more gas, fewer demonstrators). The forbidden tear gas CS has been 
used! Forbidden in wartime, but used in peacetime, because it is not forbidden explicitly. Plain-
clothes officers use tear-gas sprayers to arrest people, or “just” to eliminate them.’149

                                                 
146  Vrije, October 1981, no. 9, 4, editorial commentary. 
147  Quarterly survey, 34. This last comment is the one on Gyro Gearloose and the Little Helpers. 
148  A comment has to be made on the passage in Vrije on tear-gas generators. They were most likely fire 

extinguishers. At Dodewaard, police officers made, among others, use of tear gas hand grenades. 
These hand grenades were placed on sticks. The police officers also carried fire extinguishers. ‘The 
combination of both pieces of equipment – fire extinguisher on the back and stick in the hand – has 
probably been the cause for the assumption that tear gas was spread with the use of fire 
extinguishers’ (Letter of 14 December 1981 by the ministers of Home Affairs and of Justice, “De 
gebeurtenissen bij de demonstratie in Dodewaard in de periode van 19 t/m 22 september 1981,” 
Lower House, session 1981-1982, 17240, 10). 

149  Vrije, October 1981, 4. 
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The agency not only ascribed it incorrectly to Van Steenis, but it also gave an 
extremely tendentious representation. It is an example of deception by the BVD 
to its consumers to arrive at a particular opinion based on an improper and 
incorrect use and processing of sources. 
 
The BVD reported on pages 6-9 in Vrije (this article was written by Van 
Steenis): ‘In addition, Van Steenis considers MANE only one of the many 
expressions of social disaffection, all of which have in common the essential 
struggle for another social and political order. In this respect, he sees no 
distinction between MANE and the squatters’ movement.’150 The BVD did not 
give an indication of the composition of this other order. Van Steenis mentioned 
it in his article: 
 

‘I do also think that it reaches beyond nuclear energy [...] The goal of the action is also to aim 
towards a more small-scale (energy)production, so people are more involved in what they do in 
their lives. So that the people can determine more what they do themselves, and are less 
determined, governed, steered, bullied, and unnecessarily kept under tutelage by “above.” 
The “Dodewaard-Shuts-Down”-movement has precisely come into being from a feeling of 
discomfort that demonstrating is not sufficient. Something else has to happen! And that 
something else has to be found in both the aim of the action (for example, to strive for a more 
small-scale energy production, by which nuclear energy is not possible anymore), and in the 
method of the action (the use of the model of grassroots democracy, in which all elements are 
enclosed of another society).’151

 
According to this quote, the other order was composed of elements such as 
small-scale production and more involvement of citizens. These elements would 
not have been out of place in a program of the PPR political party of those 
days.152 Also according to the BVD, PPR-ideas were never a danger to the state. 
 
From the same article in Vrije, it can be shown how the BVD obtained some of 
its data. Van Steenis wrote in Vrije:  
 

‘But without thinking in advance about the usefulness and the aim of actions, I – as a 43-year 
old person – would not have been able to be active for about 25 years in different movements 
aimed against the existing social structure.’153 [italics supplied] 

 
The BVD wrote in its survey: 
 

‘Lately, Joost van Steenis, age 43, for some 25 years actively involved in groups and movements 
aimed against the existing social structure […].’154 [italics supplied] 

 
There is nothing wrong with this paraphrase – although the agency chose now 
not to refer to Vrije, contrary to the other quotes. Because of its other deceptive 

                                                 
150  Quarterly survey, 35. 
151  Vrije, October 1981, no. 9, 6. 
152  In English: Radical Political Party. It was a left-wing split-off from the center-oriented KVP (Catholic 

People’s Party). The PPR took part in government during 1973-1977. During its period in 
government, it influenced the decision on the nuclear program to the extent that no new nuclear 
power plants were built. 

153  Vrije, October 1981, no. 9, 7. 
154  Quarterly survey, 37. 
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paraphrases, however, the agency would have served its consumers better, if it 
had enclosed the original article of Vrije, as this would have prevented many 
mistakes. 
 
Barricades 
 
Like sabotage, barricades were a form of action that did not fit within the 
concept of Small Violence. The BVD wrote: 
 

‘[…] Van STEENIS [...] acted as background leader and source of inspiration for the first 
construction and the repeated reconstructions of barricades at the dikes later on. 
He knew how to motivate a large number of activists to return time and again with a persistency 
verging on the fanatic [...].’155

 
According to Van Steenis, he was mainly in the press tent. The other members 
of the press group were more regularly at the barricades.156 Even if the BVD 
agreed that this statement by Van Steenis was correct, the agency could still 
maintain Van Steenis was ‘background leader and source of inspiration,’ 
because Van Steenis arrived in a truck full of materials for barricades.157 A few 
comments on this argument. 
 First, during the preparation – after long discussions – the option of building 
barricades was explicitly open.158 In a number of cities, activists agreed to build 
these and they collected the necessary materials. These groups were responsible 
for the construction of barricades. Their own initiative was central to this 
activity. 
 Second, Van Steenis criticized activists for taking materials for barricades 
with them, but, in the period preceding the action, they did not think about what 
kind of things were needed.159 This evaluating criticism, which was made after 
DSD’81, had ended does not indicate that he was background leader and source 
of inspiration. 
 Third, Van Steenis wanted another type of confrontation. He wanted to deal 
with the members of the elite personally, not the riot police. About barricades 
and riot police, he said: ‘From my ideas on Small Violence, I am not at all in 
favor of mass-actions. I do not feel at all the need to have people antagonize the 
riot police time after time.’ In regards to the riot police, he wrote: ‘The riot 
police is a stick which, if necessary, the ruling class can use to keep the 
population quiet. During an action, you may try to take that stick away, but the 
ruling class is always able to make new sticks.’160  
 Fourth, as someone had to be in the press tent, which was about a ten 
minutes walk from the barricades, Van Steenis was present: 
 

                                                 
155  Ibid., 36. 
156  Interview with Joost van Steenis by the author, 19 October 1993. 
157  Interview with Rob Stomphorst by the author, 19 April 1993. 
158  Ibid. 
159  Vrije, October 1981, no. 9, 7. 
160  Van Steenis, De macht van het familiekapitaal en wat ertegen te doen, 1980, 72. 
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‘Therefore, it seems physically impossible for me to hustle and bustle them on the dike. How 
then could I cause a commotion repeatedly on the dike? The BVD has no idea how this action 
passes off. The BVD thinks groups hustle and bustle other groups. People were hustled and 
bustled by circumstances, and by the response of the police. If people mount the dike then they 
are themselves actively involved, not because they are hustled and bustled.’161

 
Press group member Gersteling confirms this idea: ‘After the response of the 
riot police [the first afternoon, over 130 activists were wounded], everyone was 
furious. There was no need for Joost to hustle and bustle them on the dike.’162

 In short, you cannot say that Van Steenis had nothing to do with barricades, 
but the role of leader ascribed to him by the BVD is exaggerated. In 10.2.1 
‘Observation and agents,’ the role of PID- and BVD-agent Cees van Lieshout 
was discussed. At an earlier action at Dodewaard, Van Lieshout remained in the 
car and incited young activists to badger the security. He behaved like a trainer 
of these young people. He is more qualified to be ‘the background leader and 
source of inspiration’ than Van Steenis, a year later at the barricades of DSD’81.  
 
During DSD’81, however, there were situations in which Van Steenis fulfilled a 
leading role. These are not mentioned by the BVD. One example was on 
Tuesday morning, 22 September 1981. Van Steenis talked – together with Sible 
Schöne and a few others – to a crowd that had a negative attitude towards the 
action. According to Van Steenis, his leading role was composed of: 
• keeping the activists in the camp; 
• sending the riot police away (who actually retreated); 
• talking to the crowd. 
 
His aim was to de-escalate the tensions between activists and the population. 
Moreover, he had agreed with a group in Amsterdam to guard the camp.163 This 
last information could not have escaped the notice of the BVD. It was written in 
the article of Vrije, which the agency used as a main source for its survey. Van 
Steenis wrote: ‘After a simple phone call on Monday night to people in my 
grassroots group, 40 to 50 people with helmets and clubs were ready in de Pijp 
on Tuesday afternoon to come to Dodewaard to help defend the squatted site.’164

 The response of the authorities also can create leading roles. During DSD’81 
– probably during the Sunday night – the Acting Mayor Goldberg visited the 
camp. He wanted to consult with Van Steenis. Van Steenis, however, wanted to 
sleep and someone else attended the meeting.165 It is not that surprising 

                                                 
161  Interview with Joost van Steenis by the author, 19 October 1993. 
162  Interview with Fred Gersteling by the author, 14 July 1993. 
163  Interview with Joost van Steenis by the author, 19 October 1993. Sible Schöne remembers the 

discussions with the hostile crowd as taking place on Monday. Not all the dates in this article are 
correct, for example, the period when Van Thijn was minister of Home Affairs (NRC Handelsblad, 
23 October 1999). 

164  Vrije, October 1981, no. 8, 8. The squatted site: the activists camp was built on a squatted site. The 
farmer who owned the land supported the DSD-action. Therefore, he did not need to ask for 
permission from the authorities. During the preparation, the authorities had made clear that a permit 
to built a camp would not be given. 

165  Interview with Joost van Steenis by the author, 19 October 1993. 
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authorities want to speak to someone who they perceive as radical and 
influential. In the case an agreement can be reached, it will be accepted more 
easily by the participants, than agreements reached with a softie. Nevertheless, 
this may also result in pushing (radical) leaders into organizations that have a 
grassroots structure, such as MANE. Such a possible result has relevance for a 
risk analysis – is it desirable that authorities push for a radical, such as Van 
Steenis, to be a leader? It must also be said that neither Van Steenis, nor the 
press group as a whole, were in the position to make such an agreement. During 
the action, the activists took decisions at large grassroots meetings. In this 
respect, it is interesting that the BVD elaborately described the grassroots 
structure, and grassroots democracy of MANE, including the autonomy of the 
grassroots groups. Nevertheless, the agency characterized – incorrectly – Van 
Steenis as a background leader. 
 In relation to the role of a leader, a final comment is made on the press 
group. On 17 May 1981, Van Steenis joined the provisional press group. At that 
time, the press group had to be supplemented with some experienced people 
from Nijmegen. The activists agreed that the press group should not act on its 
own. The press group was only responsible for the organizational aspects of the 
action. Policy issues and the course of actions were discussed at National 
Consultations. Rob Stomphorst was the permanent chairperson at these National 
Consultations, The press group had – as central to the action – to give an 
account to the National Consultation. At every meeting, the function of the press 
group was a point of discussion.166 Within the press group, someone from 
Nijmegen was the permanent chairperson. During press conferences, the 
members of the press group took turns at being the chairperson.167 Most of the 
controversies and tensions within the press groups were aimed at Van Steenis.168 
However, during the preparation phase the atmosphere improved.169  
 
Conclusion 
 
To summarize, the agency linked Van Steenis to sabotage and barricades in a 
way that did not confirm the actual relationship. The analysis and presentation 
by the BVD was neither plausible nor convincing. On several occasions, the 
presentation was deceptive. 
 
To understand what the producer means; the producer writes what he means 
 
In the survey, in many instances use was made of normative language. When 
this is combined, for example, with elastic concepts, it may result in phrases in 

                                                 
166  Minutes Dodewaard-Shuts-Down, meeting 17 May 1981. Interview with Fred Gersteling by the 

author, 14 July 1993. 
167  Interview with Joost van Steenis by the author, 19 October 1993. 
168  In the background, tensions between the (squatters’) movement from Amsterdam and Nijmegen were 

influential. 
169  Interview with Fred Gersteling by the author, 14 July 1993. 
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which it is difficult to understand what the producer means. The opening 
sentence of the survey is an illustration: 
 

‘Given the strong suspicion that anti-democratic elements attempt to abuse the as such bona fide 
Movement Against Nuclear Energy for its resistance against the functioning of the parliamentary 
democracy, meticulous observation and study of these attempts seems desirable.’170

 
Concerning the issue of understanding what the producer means, the following 
comments can be made: 
• ‘[T]o abuse the as such bona fide Movement Against Nuclear Energy.’ In 

Dutch, to abuse – ‘misbruiken’ – means ‘to make a wrong or bad use (of 
something).’171 What is the BVD focusing on – a lock-in, barricades, acts of 
sabotage, or Small Violence? After reading the survey, it is not clear 
whether the BVD also included the first two items. 

• ‘[R]esistance against the functioning of the parliamentary democracy.’ This 
is a catch all concept that raised objections in parliament – both from left 
and right-wing parties.172 Was the functioning of the parliamentary 
democracy at stake when someone strove for small-scale production and 
more involvement of citizens, such as Van Steenis? Was there resistance 
against the parliamentary democracy when BAN, carried out actions against 
decisions it found at odds with democratic values? Or did resistance against 
parliamentary democracy refer to types of action such as sabotage? These 
questions remain unanswered in the BVD-survey. 

• ‘[O]bservation and study.’ In Dutch, to observe – observeren – means ‘to 
detect, to notice’ or ‘to spy (on), to watch.’173 It includes information 
obtained from agents such as Cees van Lieshout. This raises a new question 
when this is combined with elements that strive to abuse MANE. Did the 
BVD include or exclude the activities of agent Van Lieshout – such as 
inciting young activists to badger the guards at Dodewaard, against the 
agreements made within MANE – as a form of abuse? 

 
Normative language combined with disputed facts makes it difficult to 
understand what the producer means. For example, the BVD stated that it ‘could 
really not be blamed on Joost’ not ensuring that DSD’81 was sustained174. 
‘Really not to be blamed’ – in Dutch: was echt niet de schuld – is the circum-
stance that you have done something wrong, refrained from doing something, or 
was remiss in fulfilling your responsibility.175 This is contrary to the facts: 

                                                 
170  Quarterly survey, 29. 
171  Van Dale, 11th revised print, 1989. 
172  Lower House, session 1990-1991, 21819, no. 3, 7: ‘Summarizing, Mr. Dijkstal {conservative-liberal 

VVD} said that the efficiency and effectiveness of intelligence and security agencies {...} increases 
when the more clear the concepts are defined of “security of the state,” of “democratic legal order,” 
of “other important interests of the state,” of “maintenance of social life,” etc.’ 

173  Van Dale, 11th revised print, 1989. 
174  Quarterly survey, 36. 
175  Van Dale, 11th revised print, 1989. 
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• First, DSD’81 was an action – as the BVD wrote – organized by a move-
ment that held to a grassroots democracy. Therefore, to blame one person is 
not expedient. 

• Second, Van Steenis advocated that everyone needed to be aware of the 
action and to think about their role in it themselves. He did not advocate that 
the responsibility was on one person. The BVD – not Van Steenis – stated 
this assumption (see previous section on ‘Sabotage’). 

• Third, the BVD raised the impression that ‘the rest wanted to leave, but 
Joost did want to continue.’ Yet, Van Steenis advised activists to leave the 
camp to head for home. Van Steenis wrote this in the same article of Vrije, 
from which the BVD quoted extensively.176 

 
The use of the normative word ‘blame’ is not in line with the facts. The 
information that falsifies this BVD-characterization is found in an article that the 
agency quoted from. It is difficult to assess what the BVD meant by it. 
 
Some other examples of normative language – in which it is difficult to under-
stand what the producer means – are already evaluated. These concern issues 
such as ‘strong opinions’ and tougher ones’ (10.2.1 ‘Research question and 
object of investigation;’ 10.2.3 ‘Dodewaard Shuts Down 1980’ & ‘Between 
DSD‘80 and DSD‘81;’ and, 10.2.4 ‘Barricades’).177 In the final sentence, the 
BVD stated ‘This is possibly the reason why some time ago Van STEENIS 
adopted the new strategy to try and infiltrate his theories inside the broader 
frame of a mass movement such as MANE.’ The formulation implies that the 
BVD was not completely sure about the reason why Van Steenis had turned to a 
new strategy. Yet, the formulation does imply that Van Steenis had turned to a 
new strategy. Despite this there was no such strategy (10.2.4). The BVD 
presented a judgment as an established fact. 
 In turn, the judgment on future acts of sabotage – ‘it is questionable whether 
we will have seen the last of them’ – appears to concern acts of sabotage that the 
media had already reported on. Here, the BVD presented established facts as a 
judgment (10.2.1). 
 To state an established fact as a judgment – or the other way around – not 
only hinders the consumer from understanding what is meant, it can also lead to 
the consumer being deceived, as in the case of the ‘expected’ acts of sabotage.  
                                                 
176  Vrije, October 1981, no. 9, 8. 
177  A first additional example is that the BVD linked hard-line activists to Van Steenis in his alleged role 

as background leader and source of inspiration for the construction of barricades (Quarterly survey, 
36). It remains unclear who the BVD had in mind concerning hard-line activists. The BVD risks 
giving a reductio ad absurdum proof, as ‘when you were in touch with Van Steenis, you were a hard-
line activist.’ 
A second additional example is that the BVD wrote: ‘He knew how to motivate a large number of 
activists to return time and again with a persistency verging on the fanatic, even when they were 
being chased away repeatedly with tear gas and long flat truncheons’ (Quarterly survey, 36). Van 
Steenis opposes that he persuaded activists again and again to mount the dike (Interview with Joost 
van Steenis by the author, 19 October 1993.; see also in the above of this 10.2.4). The BVD linked a 
normative description – with a persistency verging on fanaticism – as a disputed fact. 
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Structure 
 
A clear structure of a survey enhances its accessibility and readability. It also 
supports the producer to stay within the research design. The report on the anti-
democratic development within MANE was one of the eight sections of the 
quarterly survey of 1981. Both the structure of the survey as a whole and the 
structure of the section on anti-democratic elements within MANE are 
evaluated. 
 
Structure of the sections in the survey 
 
There was no uniformity between the eight sections of the survey. The first 
section – six pages on ‘The “Satellite Agencies” in the Netherlands’ – included 
an introduction and conclusion as did the eight pages long section on ‘The Press 
Agency Novosti: instrument for the CPSU and the KGB.’178 The six pages long 
section on ‘Rapid developments in the CPN’ contained passages that could be 
interpreted as introductory and concluding in nature, however the layout did not 
support this clearly. An introduction and a conclusion were absent in the 
sections ‘Setting out for a progressive majority’ (four pages long) and ‘CVC-
summit in Noordwijkerhout (three pages long).’179 The longest section (eleven 
pages) – ‘Anti-democratic developments within the Movement Against Nuclear 
Energy’ – and the four page long ‘Representation Arab League in the 
Netherlands’ included an introduction, but did not have a conclusion. This latter 
section was titled, in the index, ‘The Arab League.’ The six pages long survey 
on ‘Security of Personnel’ had an introduction and its conclusion was presented 
as ‘Final Remarks.’ 
 
Composition of the quarterly survey 
 
The eight sections of the quarterly survey were classified into four categories: 
I. Activities of Foreign Intelligence and Security Agencies. 
II. Anti-democratic Movements. 
III. Minorities – Activism – Terrorism. 
IV. Security.180 
 
The BVD characterized Novosti as an instrument of the CPSU and the KGB.181 
The agency did not classify this as ‘Activities of Foreign Intelligence and 
Security Agencies,’ but rather within ‘Anti-democratic Movements.’ For an 
outsider, this categorization appears to be illogical. Articles were classified 

                                                 
178  CPSU: Communist Party of the Soviet Union. 
179  CVC: Dutch abbreviation of (Prague) Christian Peace Conference. 
180  Quarterly survey, index. 
181  Quarterly survey, 7 and 15. 
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according to their main topic, by authors that were responsible for this area in 
the branch.182

 
Structure and narrative style 
 
The section on MANE, did not include a conclusion. This is caused by both the 
absence of the article having a clear structure and the narrative style of the 
survey. Until 1990 – as noted – the narrative style was the dominant feature at 
the BVD (10.2.1 ‘Research design’).  
 In 4.1.2, six less optimal writing strategies were presented. It cannot be 
assessed whether these less optimal writing strategies have played a role. 
Specific information is lacking to analyze this further. 
 
Structure and argumentation 
 
There were serious flaws in a number of the crucial argumentations such as the 
link between Small Violence and the concept of MANE, between Van Steenis 
and sabotage, and between Van Steenis and barricades. Besides representing 
data incorrectly there was also no structure in the argument presented. For 
example the BVD completely ignored the description of MANE’s grassroots 
structure when it discussed the possibility of an infiltration of Small Violence 
within MANE. A structure – as in the Toulmin-model (4.2.1 ‘Structure’) – 
would have had resulted in a more focused argument. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The survey was not convincing and plausible in terms of the three main links made 
– the link between the concept of MANE and Small Violence (intention, possibility 
& actual); between Van Steenis and sabotage; and between Van Steenis and 
barricades (including his role as leader). In discussing these links, the BVD was, in 
several instances deceptive towards its consumers. 
 The poor quality of these three links is felt even more, as these comprise the 
crucial elements in a risk and threat analysis. Risk and threat analyses belong to 
the core business of the agency. It is worrying that the agency was not capable of 
describing even one of these links accurately. 
 
To obtain a better quality, a Review Section could play a role. The answers on 
the Review Section’s questions could provide the following (2.3.1): 
• Question 1. Does the conclusion of the assessment arise from the available 

data? No. The concluding sentence of the BVD – that Van Steenis had the 
strategy to try and infiltrate Small Violence within MANE – is an inaccurate 
assumption. In relation to MANE, the data on Van Steenis focused on 
sabotage and barricades, rather than Small Violence. 

                                                 
182  Compare: notes by Peter Keller to the author, 26 November 2004. 
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• Question 2. Is another legitimate conclusion possible? Yes. You could 
conclude that Van Steenis did not have such a strategy, and even if he did 
his chance of success was almost nil (incompatibility of the concepts of 
MANE and Small Violence & lack of capabilities). Concerning 
radicalization, the BVD could have drawn conclusions about the role of and 
the room to act available to its own authorities (compare 11.3). 

• Question 3. Has all relevant data been taken into account (3A), and are the 
facts that have not been taken into consideration capable of altering the 
product’s basic premises (3B)? 3A: No. The political aims of Van Steenis 
(in Vrije); actions against Kistemaker and Geertsema; and the basic 
principles of DSD, of Small Violence, and of the authorities at Dodewaard 
(11.1) are absent. 3B: Yes, the facts mentioned in 10.2.4 would have altered 
the premise that Van Steenis had a strategy to try and infiltrate his ideas 
within MANE. 

• Question 4. Do the conclusions exaggerate or underrate the description of 
the situation? In its concluding sentence, the BVD exaggerated that Van 
Steenis had a strategy to try and infiltrate his ideas within MANE.183 

 
The use of normative and vague language hindered the consumer in understanding 
what the producer meant. This language was often interspersed with inaccurate 
information.  
 
A structure was absent, both in the composition of the survey and within the 
argument put forward. 
 
The two aspects of criterion 4 – being plausible and convincing – were not met. 
For all of the applicable specific indicators, one or more illustrations can be 
given that these were not met. 
 It is striking that, all the main aspects in which this criterion was not met 
concerned Van Steenis’ role in and with MANE. As in 10.2.3, only a few minor 
mistakes were made concerning Van Steenis’ past – totaling 24% of the second 
largest component of the survey. This leads to an assumption that two different 
authors worked on this text – one on Van Steenis’ past, and the other on MANE 
and Van Steenis’ role within it (13.1.2). 
 Criterion 4 is not met.  

                                                 
183  In 11.1, the elements are presented to answer the fifth question: 

Question 5. Are there incongruities between two products that deal with the same issue? Yes. the 
BVD described in the Monthly survey 4 of 1977 Small Violence more accurately (only referring to 
the Red Brigades) than in the Quarterly survey 4 of 1981. In the Quarterly survey 4 of 1981, MANE 
was bona fide, but in the Quarterly survey 3 of 1982 it was suddenly a part of the scene against the 
democratic legal order. In the Quarterly survey 4 of 1981, the BVD linked Van Steenis only vaguely 
to the Alliance against Arbitrary Official Rule, contrary to concrete statements made in the Monthly 
survey 5 of 1977. 
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Table 10.6184

Aspects and specific indicators: illustrations on criterion 4 
 
Aspects Met/ 

not met 
+, - 

 

Illustrations 

plausible - links: concepts MANE-Small Violence, Van Steenis-sabotage 
& Van Steenis-barricades 
 

convincing - links: concepts MANE-Small Violence, Van Steenis-sabotage 
& Van Steenis-barricades 
 

   

Specific indicators 
 

  

explicit bias  - quotes Vrije: Vietnamese guerrilla & political goal Van 
Steenis 
 

consistent content - grassroots MANE & possible strategy of Van Steenis; 
grassroots MANE & leader Van Steenis; classification of four 
sections of the survey (Novosti); between surveys (11.1) 
 

consumer understands - Van Steenis not present in Yemen; editorial quote Vrije; who 
abuses MANE; what is resistance; blaming Joost; harsh 
opinions & hard-liners 
 

producer means writing - quotes Vrije: editorial and contents 
 

show established knowledge - expected acts of sabotage 
 

show underpinned judgment - intentional strategy Van Steenis 
 

info relevant for conclusion - info on electricity day or on actions against 
Geertsema/Kistemaker 
 

clear use reliability & 
probability 
 

- Van Steenis intentions; Van Steenis’ leading role at barricades 

clear structure - differences in composition of each section survey; compo-
sition of MANE-Van Steenis section; structure of argument 
 

 

                                                 
184  From the specific indicators, only the applicable ones are mentioned. The prognostic comment on 

expected acts of sabotage, for example, was of such a nature it cannot be used to check all those 
indicators. 
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10.2.5 Criterion 5 – to be of relevance for the consumer 
 
Criterion 5 The information, conclusions, and options presented need to be of relevance for the 

consumer it is written for 
 

Specific 
indicators 

a) policy relevant: directed towards danger, threats, and risks; 
b) report: being in time, brief, clear & direct; 
c) explain what is unknown; support statements by arguments;  
d) explanatory research: present cause-and-effect patterns;  
e) prognostic research: sketch possibilities of (width of) future developments, indicate 

factors that can be manipulated; be aware of relevant forces & speed of intervention 
 

 
A number of elements are evaluated to assess whether the survey was of 
relevance for the consumer,. These elements indicate that the survey was not as 
policy relevant as it could have been: 
• The BVD did not use relevant material to underpin (or to falsify) a number 

of its assumptions and arguments (10.2.4). 
• The agency used vague language, mixed with disputed data, which resulted 

in unclear and convoluted text (10.2.4). 
• The majority of the text of the survey (67%) did not focus on what the BVD 

agreed to record – that is it focused on MANE itself (43%) and Van 
Steenis’s past (24%), rather than on anti-democratic elements within 
MANE.185 

• In the survey, no insight was given on aspects that the authorities could 
influence most – their own room to act and the impact of their own actions – 
from which cause-and-effect patterns could have been drawn (compare 
11.3). 

 
The report by the management consultation agency Andersson, Elffers & Felix – 
which led to the reorganization of the agency in 1990 – makes it clear that the 
absence of a policy relevant orientation was more widespread in the BVD than just 
in the case of the quarterly survey: ‘the wishes of consumers and the usefulness for 
them of the information collected was insufficiently taken into account; collecting 
has become more than desirable a goal in itself.’186 A former head of the BVD – 
De Haan – explained: ‘Through the years, this file expanded into an inconvenient 
and incoherent entity, by which its practical utility has been reduced substan-
tially.’187  
 Not only in the collection, but also in the presentation, the general BVD-
approach did not contribute to writing policy relevant reports. Already under the 
first head of the BVD, Einthoven, the agency was of the opinion that ‘if we 
write down the facts, then the readers can draw their conclusions.’ In retrospect, 

                                                 
185  11.1. 
186  Andersson, Elffers & Felix, “Een nieuwe BVD,” 1990, 14. 
187  de Volkskrant, 9 November 1991. 
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Engelen said this thought ‘was maybe somewhat naive.’ Before 1990, 
recommendations were not part of company philosophy.188  
 In the 1990’s, the BVD dropped the narrative style and turned to an analytical 
style to undertake risk, security, and threat analyses.189 Nowadays, the agency 
draws conclusions and makes recommendations. BVD-reports have become 
more future oriented. After 1990, the benefit of BVD-reports reflected an 
‘expertise, especially in the field of the capability to predict the development of 
threats and the societal ability to resist.’190

 
Prognostic elements 
 
Prognostic elements help to enhance the policy relevance of a survey. Three 
prognostic elements are now discussed. 
 First, the previously mentioned ‘expected’ acts of sabotage by Gyro Gear-
loose and the Little Helpers that were actually established facts (10.2.1). Second, 
the assessment of the possible infiltration of Small Violence within MANE 
which was the central concern of this survey. In 10.2.4, this possibility was 
assessed as very small. As the probability of a infiltration by Small Violence 
was very small, a third element becomes of interest. What would happen if Van 
Steenis and the (MANE-) scene went separate ways? 
 In the material, consulted by the BVD, the elements to assess more or less 
Van Steenis’ possible future attitude are present. Such an analysis requires Van 
Steenis political aspirations and the way in which he hopes to achieve this 
political end – his strategic goal and objective. The strategic goal is subordinate 
to the political end since it is the means to reach the political end.191

 Van Steenis’s political end changed drastically during the second half of the 
seventies. During his time in Red Flag, Red Youth, and Red Help, his political goal 
was in line with Maoism. Then it changed. During his period within the squatters’ 
movement and MANE, his political goal was a mixture of working on small-scale 
societal issues and participation, with a focus on individual thinking and individual 
responsibility for your actions (10.2.4). These successive political ends were 
characteristic for the successive groups Van Steenis was active in. These successive 
political ends of Van Steenis are, however, quite contradictory: 1) large-scale 
Maoism is diametrically opposed to a small-scale society; 2) to focus on individual 
thinking and individual responsibility for your own actions is quite the opposite of 
Maoism which is oriented towards a collective philosophy. 

                                                 
188  Interview with Dick Engelen by the author, 14 March 1996. The exception to this general practice 

was the analyses of the small Foreign Policy Staff (11.3.3).  
189  Besides, the BVD produces official reports for the Public Prosecutor. Lower House, session 1997-1998, 

25877, no. 1-2, 15, 51, and 58. 
190  Andersson, Elffers & Felix, “Een nieuwe BVD,” 1990, 21. 
191  In publications on war – as by Von Clausewitz – this distinction is known as ‘Ziel’ and ‘Zweck.’ ‘Das 

Ziel’ is the strategic objective of the confrontation. ‘Der Zweck’ is the ultimate political end. (Aron, 
Clausewitz, 1983, 61. Clausewitz, Vom Kriege, 1966, 888, 907, 909). The distinction between these two 
constructs – Ziel and Zweck – showed to be useful even to analyze a non-violent conflict (De Valk, 
“Meccanismi della nonviolenza,” La Nonviolenza come Strategia di Mutamento Sociale, 1992, 154-175). 
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 Although his political end changed drastically, his strategic goal – the way he 
wanted to reach his political ends – remained more constant. His violent revolu-
tionary concept changed to a moderate violent guerrilla concept – Small Violence 
which he developed. This concept targeted the elite through harassment. 
 While Van Steenis changed his political end the strategic goal, albeit subordi-
nated remained unchanged. Attempting to win a conflict for a completely different 
political end, but by still using the same strategic concept, does create doubts about 
its effectiveness and efficiency.192

 
Although Van Steenis changed groups, he remained steadfast to the concept of 
Small Violence. This leads to two hypotheses. One relates to his psychological 
nature in which it can be hypothesized that Van Steenis’s change of ideas stems 
from his need to find a new home for his activism. When he joined the squatters’ 
movement and MANE, he was in a situation in which both these movements did 
not share his political views (Maoism) and his strategic concept (Small Violence). 
To gain a better rapport – the underlying argument of this hypothesis – he could 
either change his political ends or his strategic views. A hypothesis may be ‘as long 
as he remained steadfast to Small Violence, Van Steenis was even willing to 
change his most important goal, namely his political end.’ If so, this indicates Van 
Steenis’s extent of opportunism (to be willing to change his political ends), but also 
the limits of his opportunism (to remain steadfast to Small Violence, the concept he 
had developed himself). 
 A second hypothesis deals with his future behavior if the squatters’ movement 
and MANE ever ceased to exist – or whether he would be expelled from it (9.3). 
How would Van Steenis react? An element in this assessment is his tenacity to his 
strategic concept of Small Violence. A hypothesis could be ‘as Small Violence is in 
its essence a revolutionary concept, it is likely he will move towards a more 
revolutionary political end, once he discontinued his activism within the squatters’ 
movement and MANE.’ The change to a more revolutionary political end in the 
future – the underlying argument of this hypothesis – is likely to be caused by 
cognitive dissonance reduction. If other information confirms this hypothesis, a 
warning has to be given as soon as he leaves the squatters’ movement and MANE 
(10.2.6).193

 
The survey focused on Van Steenis and his role in MANE. Generally spoken, three 
fields of information are vital for such an overall analysis: 1) a political-strategic 
analysis – including the capabilities of the parties involved, 2) a description of the 
                                                 
192  Clausewitz, Vom Kriege, 1966, 888. See also Clausewitz’ letter of 22-12-1827 to major G. von Roeder 

(Clausewitz, Vom Kriege, 1966, Anmerkungen des Herausgebers 280, 1119-1120). 
193  Many years after he left the movement, in September 2000, Van Steenis wrote on his website: ‘I never 

had any sympathy for the many groups, which restricted themselves to peaceful actions (...)’ 
(http://members.ams.chello.nl/steenis/whoisjoostvansteenis.htm).  
There is a clear difference in tenor compared to a statement he made when he was in the scene. Then he 
made a plea ‘to convince people that if they do something […] they will begin to think about it in 
advance as much as possible about what they can do, both alone and together. This process means 
that they have to think about their own possibilities […] the more aware people are in taking part in 
an action, there is more of an opportunity to bring success’ (Vrije, October 1981, no. 9, 8). 
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interests, and 3) an estimate of the intentions.194 An evaluation of these aspects is 
likely to yield policy relevant results.  
 
Conclusion 
 
The applicable specific indicators were not met. Too many mistakes were made 
on analyzing possible threats and risks. The quarterly survey was not focused, 
only one-third of the total of the survey was on the issue that the BVD agreed to 
record. In addition, relevant material was not included. The style of the survey 
was narrative, not analytical. Statements were not supported sufficiently by 
robust arguments. Essential cause-and-effect patterns were absent. 
 
The specific indicator of being in time has less relevance for the quarterly 
survey. The comment that the BVD made about ‘expected’ acts of sabotage, 
when it already had prior knowledge, illustrates that this indicator was not met. 
Apart from this, no other attempt was made at using data to assess future 
developments.  
 
The survey contained on one hand too much material that did not have relevance 
for the consumer, and on the other hand overlooked information that would have 
been of relevance. The main aspect of criterion 5 was not met. For each of the 
applicable specific indicators, examples can be given in which these were not 
met. 
 Criterion 5 is not met. 
 
10.2.6 Criterion 6 – warning 
 
Criterion 6 The timely and well-urged warning makes clear the nature, gravity, duration, and 

timing of the threat, as well as the likelihood the threat will become reality 
 

Specific 
indicators 

a) warn when evidence is a reasonable basis for action, not when harm will occur; do not 
only warn, but also urge that measures are taken;  

b) danger is not a product of the imagination; avoid bias of worst-case scenarios; a 
warning is not a summing up of all the dangers possible;  

c) indicate nature, gravity, probability of occurrence, timing, and duration; which 
indicators are available to observe a threat; what are the intentions of the opponent; is 
the threat unambiguous, or does an opponent’s actions serve other purposes; is a 
threat mandatory or optional 

d) make recommendations 
 

 
Criterion 6 is not applicable, as the survey was not intended as a warning.195  

                                                 
194  The three main fields of information cannot only be found in intelligence and security agency reports but 

also in related military literature. You can find these elements in, for example, J.D. Singer’s formula on 
the relative effectiveness of a deterrence system (D): D = estimated capabilities x estimated intentions. For 
non-military concepts of conflicts, Johan Niezing converted this formula. He defined the effectiveness (E) 
as the product of instrumental conditions (IC) and psychological conditions (PC), both as perceives by the 
opponent (ES). In short: E = (IC x PC) ES (Niezing, “Modeling Utopia,” Research on Civilian-Based 
Defence, 1996, 76-85). 
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10.2.7 Conclusion 
 
To summarize the conclusions of the previous sections the first, third, fourth and 
fifth criterion were not met. However, the second criterion was met concerning 
the descriptive, but not concerning the explanatory part. The sixth criterion was 
not applicable. None of the applicable specific indicators were met – except for 
only one of the nine specific indicators of criterion 3. This concludes that the 
quality of the BVD-survey was inferior.  
 
Some results of this case study raise concerns. First, the survey included misleading 
elements – such as the predicted acts of sabotage and the paraphrasing from Vrije 
(on MANE and Vietnam). As noted in 4.1.2, to be misleading is the worst 
criticism possible. You may lose your credibility. 
 Second, the results of this case study show that the author of the survey did 
not master even the most elementary skills that are characteristic for this 
discipline. The excellent information position of the BVD (10.2.2) strengthens 
this impression. 
 Third, the BVD-survey may contribute, intentionally or unintentionally, to 
marginalize people and groups that have been described.196

 
To marginalize 
 
The BVD visualized an atmosphere of radicalization between DSD’80 and 
DSD’81. The agency did so by incorrectly allowing matters to take place in 
1981, whereas in 1980 they intervened – for example the first short-timed, 
small-scale actions; the first time of dividing the road between Petten and 
IJmuiden at actions against the dumping of nuclear waste; the founding of DSD-
grassroots groups; and the first appearance of Van Steenis. There is a bias in the 
BVD-survey – the appearance of Van Steenis is incorrectly recorded as 
coinciding with radicalization and concerning this radicalization BVD made 
incorrect suggestions on Van Steenis, and concerning guerrilla warfare.197

                                                                                                                   
195  When the BVD-report had been an intelligence estimate, a negative warning could have been given on the 

possibility of the infiltration of Small Violence within the MANE. A recommendation should also have 
been made to pay extra attention to possible changes in Van Steenis’s political ends – and behavior – as 
soon as he left the squatters’ movement and MANE (10.2.5). 

196  In his sociological study, Van Reenen distinguishes a soft and a hard strategy to marginalize. The soft 
version is directed at condemning acts. The hard version is composed of ascribing negative 
characteristics to a group. For more: Van Reenen, Overheidsgeweld, 1979, 39. 

197  There was a radicalization between DSD’80 and DSD’81 though. Among some activists, there was a 
frustration that they were not successful. The BVD put this correctly. There was a militant atmos-
phere. The blockade of DSD’81 had to be more effective and it had to take less the nature of a dem-
onstration. A number of matters were less well dealt with by the BVD. The possibility to build barri-
cades was presented more explicit for DSD’81, but this was in principle also possible for DSD’80 
(minutes DSD-meeting, 8 October 1980, 2.). The same goes for the possibility to block the river 
Waal. The BVD only mentioned this for DSD’81, but activists also discussed it for DSD’80 (this 
happened at the Whitsun camp of 24-25 May 1980 {Onderstroom, June 1980, no. 30, 19}). The pas-
ture to raise the camp was squatted (quarterly survey, 33) with the assent of the farmer who owned it 
(not mentioned by the BVD). Official permission was not possible for legal reasons. The plan to 
occupy the site was definitely off for DSD’81. In that respect, even a de-escalation was the case. 
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 The BVD wrote, in contrast to the facts, that Van Steenis had made a 
comparison between MANE and the Vietcong. The agency also linked him, in 
an incorrect way, to sabotage and barricades – as ‘background leader and source 
of inspiration’ in a role in which he ‘knew to how to motivate a large number of 
activists to return time and again with a persistency verging on the fanatic.’ On 
the other hand, the BVD did not mention the moderate political ends of Van 
Steenis – of being committed to small-scale activities and to more citizen 
involvement – which were recorded in Vrije from which the agency quoted 
from. 
 Elements of a strategy to marginalize can also be traced concerning other 
groups. The BVD linked, for example, BAN to psycho-therapeutic games (BAN 
challenges BVD’s characterization ‘psycho-therapeutic’) and training 
undertaken by Americans (incorrect). The BVD raised the impression that there 
was an atmosphere of brainwashing by foreigners. 
 The BVD also missed a number of relevant insights by leaving out the role 
of the authorities. In 1981, the tougher actions of the police contributed to 
radicalization. The role of agents and provocateurs makes the issue of a strategy 
to marginalize even more relevant. Agent and provocateur Van Lieshout, for 
example, incited young activists – contrary to the agreements made within 
MANE – to badger the guards at the nuclear power plant at Dodewaard. This 
way, the BVD may – probably unintentionally – contributed to developments 
that the agency subsequently judged as negative. Through such a combination of 
marginalizing and provoking, a risk of the agency producing a self-serving 
report was created. 
 The strategy to marginalize has a twofold function; ‘the isolation of a – 
politically seen – threatening group from the rest of the population, in order to 
make it politically not dangerous, and as an extra justification for intended or 
prior violent actions from the authorities.’198 Because the author of the BVD-
survey did not master the basic techniques of writing a survey, it is assumed that 
to marginalize people and groups that were described was unintentional, and 
rather a by-product of other mistakes and failures made in the survey. 
 
 

                                                                                                                   
 For the period between DSD’80 and DSD’81, I would like to link this radicalization to items such as: 

1) symbolic or effective blockade (during the preparation of DSD’81, the feeling dominated that this 
action had to be more far-reaching than DSD’80. DSD’80 had been ‘too much a demonstration-
model’); 2) fundamental nonviolence or in principle non-violent; and, 3) the policy of the authorities 
and of the police towards the activists. For more on the discussion on nonviolence and on the policy 
of the police, see De Valk, De BVD en inlichtingenrapportages, 1996, 147-152, 154-157). 
The biggest watershed of radicalization – bigger than any shift between DSD’80 and DSD’81 – took 
place in 1979 by bona fide BAN. It was a watershed for two reasons. First, there was the means. 
BAN started in an organized structure with direct actions. Second, there was the reason to use this 
means: the lack of confidence in the parliamentary decision making. BAN did not direct itself to 
decision making bodies, but it trusted on its own power. 

198  Van Reenen, Overheidsgeweld, 1979, 39. 
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