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Introduction 

When a journalist asked the former British Prime Minister Harold Macmillan what leaders should fear most he replied: ‘Events, dear boy, events’. It is not the dazzling amount of policy documents or legislation, but it is the unexpected events that test leadership resistance the most. Crisis events therefore, are ultimate to uncover response and learning strategies of those in power. In times of crises, ministers can either be honoured or penalized for the actions they take and it requires both leadership and political skill to manage a crisis and its aftermath. Political leaders are subject to a range of forces: mass media, parliamentary inquiries, (restraints of) the political system, legislation, their political opposition or the political climate they are in may influence their behaviour and possibilities to act. This chapter will address the crisis aftermath; the turbulent accountability, response and learning processes and the impact upon future careers of those politically appointed leaders who are there to manage the crisis. We will examine ministerial turnover in the Netherlands with and attempt to contextualize levels of learning as part (and result) of crisis induced ministerial turnover. 

The acute response needs to be in balance with the post-crisis investigations, the restoration of a sense of normalcy and at the same time measures to improve and implement reform should be addressed  (Boin, 2009). These measures can end up being symbolical and serve as ‘quick fixes’ in organisations or mandates, preserving the overall structure. This is the most commonly identified crisis-learning pattern, referred to as ‘single loop learning’ (Boin, 2009). Learning with more deep-rooted changes that have longer-term impact are referred to as ‘double-loop learning’ (Argyris and Schön, 1978), and are less associated with crisis (Boin, 2009). This kind of double-loop or institutional learning (reformulation of policy problems, scope and goal) is often hindered during politicized crisis accountability situations and for many different reasons. Not all parties involved are prone to public learning processes (see Genest in this volume on the role of private actors).  However, learning can take place on other levels as well. May (1992) for example, distinguishes policy learning (social and instrumental) from that of political learning in which policy actors become more sophisticated in advancing their arguments and improving their framing strategies and political tactics. 

The high risk and variety of responses of political leaders at stake during crisis leads us to the central question of this chapter: why some appointed cabinet ministers manage to stay in office despite high crisis accountability pressures and blame attribution, whereas others that have been under seemingly the same substantial accountability pressures, do not?

Following May’s (1992) distinction, we know that political learning by key political officeholders is likely after crisis. However, in line with the attempts of this book to identify and encompass learning on several levels we will also examine the potential effects of post crisis accountability pressures on the less expected changes in policies/institutions as a result of learning (see for example the IRT case study of Dekker, de Jong and Luitwieler, 2000). We view crisis management as a key public leadership challenge to face the public pressure and openly assess, explain and account for unfolding crisis events through meaning-making activities (Boin, ‘t Hart, Stern and Sundelius 2005; Boin, 2009) when faced with threats to core values (see Deverells chapter in this volume), to contain or avoid an escalation of accountability pressures (Boin, 2009; Masters and ‘t Hart, 2012) or triggers of defensive routines that can hamper the crisis management (‘t Hart, 1993). The political communication that often follows can have profound effects on the careers of top political actors and the futures of governing institutions (Boin, 2009; Boin, ‘t Hart, McConnell and Preston 2010; Hood, 2009; Coombs, 2011). 
In parliamentary systems the leadership tasks of political crisis management falls to the cabinet that consists of (portfolio) ministers and the Prime Minister. In a crisis, ministers who are seen as compromising or mismanaging their responsibilities can suffer undermined public and parliamentary support and they can be called to resign (Woodhouse, 2004; Bäck, Meier, Persson and Fischer 2012; Dowding and Lewis, 2012; Fischer, 2012; Bovens, Brandsma, Thesingh and Wever, 2010). 

In this chapter we juxtapose two different theoretical perspectives in exploring ministerial resignations and learning processes as a result of crisis accountability. The crisis accountability and particularly blame management literature provides insight into the use of particular framing contests and crisis narratives, and the ministerial turnover literature factors in structural and individual variables. Ministers are enabled as well as constrained by both structural and individual characteristics in positioning themselves with regard to accountability and learning hence we argue that both these perspectives play a crucial role in understanding ministerial resignations after crisis. 

Two perspectives: understanding ministerial resignations 

Perspective 1: Blame management 

Crisis events are potentially delegitimizing events to leaders (‘t Hart, 1993). Governments and their top representatives are obvious blaming targets for perceived failures to predict, prevent or adequately prepare and cope with crisis events (Boin et al, 2010). When things go wrong office holders employ blame management strategies to avoid being pinpointed as culpable and/or responsible for the problems that have been identified (McGraw, 1991; Sulitzeanu-Keenan and Hood, 2005, Hood, 2011). Public affairs research provides insight into how carefully crafted crisis communication strategies serve to frame (Sheufele, 1999) and influence audiences (Boin, 2009; Masters and ‘t Hart, 2012). Research into corporate responses to crisis events further underscores this (e.g., Hearit’s Crisis Management by Apology). Coombs (2011) impression management and the notion of political marketing (Strömbäck, 2007) highlight the strategic use of communication to purposefully shape the reputation of, popularity of, and trust in institutions that can be capitalized during tough times (Boin, McConnell and ‘t Hart, 2008; Boin, 2009). Blame avoidance accounts for the political and institutional factors that set the stage for interactions, communication and various blame management strategies that can be used by all types of actors in the public and political arena (Boin et al, 2008, 2010; Boin, 2009; Coombs, 2011; Hood, 2011). 
Past research suggests that the choice of blaming strategies ministers follow will depend on their perception of 1) how bad the situation is (severity) 2) what or who caused the problem; that is, depicting events as operational incidents or as symptoms of endemic problems (agency and causality) and 3) who should be held responsible; that is, depicting events as caused by a single actor or by ‘many hands’ (responsibility) (Brändström and Kuipers, 2003, Brändström, Kuipers and Daléus, 2008; Boin, 2009). Political actors can resort to rhetorical strategies in order to escape blame and to deflect blame on others. In defence, their political opponents do the same. Once questions about causality are on the table, incumbents will be motivated to attribute adverse events to incidents, ad-hoc and lower level causal factors, which they cannot be expected to know about and control. In turn, their political opponents and critics will frame the causes of the crisis in terms of much larger systemic failures, for which ministers can be held responsible. They will claim that the incumbents’ past choices are the root causes; for example, regulatory frameworks, government cutbacks, organisational routines, and management cultures tolerant of rule violations (Bovens and ‘t Hart, 1996; Vaughan, 1999; Brändström et al, 2008). Likewise, Woodhouse (2004: 7) makes a distinction between “…‘policy’, which belongs to the minister, and ‘operations’, which are distanced from a minister and therefore lack a causal link”. 
With this in mind we expect to find that ministers are more likely to resign as a result of crisis-induced accountability pressures when accountability forums emphasize systemic/institutional rather than technical/operational causes for the crisis and its escalation. 

On responsibility, incumbent policymakers tend to attribute a negative event to a network failure: a complex interplay of structures, actors, and decisions. Network causality makes responsibility for failures a matter of the proverbial ‘many hands’ (Boin, 2009). Particularly with governments inheriting predecessors’ policies and programs, it will be more difficult for political opponents to pin blame on one particular minister and call for his or her resignation. If causal accounts therefore emphasize the dispersed nature of the relevant governance processes, blame assignment will be complicated:  pointing to the ‘many’ and therefore ‘no one’ being held responsible (Thompson, 1980) and decreasing the likelihood for immediate improvements or changes to take place. By contrast, pinning down the root of failure to individual policymakers will make it harder for incumbents to escape blame and necessitate scapegoating tactics (Ellis, 1994) and increase expectations of corrective measures to be taken. The firing of subordinates combined with pro-active adoption of corrective measures – symbolic as much as substantive - can sometimes relieve pressure on embattled ministers (Brändström and Kuipers, 2003). Despite this, we expect to find that ministers are more likely to resign as a result of crisis-induced accountability pressures when accountability forums emphasize the responsibility of one rather than several ministers and institutional actors.
Perspective 2: Ministerial turnover 

An alternative line of research focuses on the role of constitutional design, party structures and prime-ministerial discretion in determining how political actors are held accountable and sanctioned when they face accountability pressures (Dowding and Kang, 1998; Dewan and Dowding, 2005; Berlinski, Dewan and Dowding, 2007; Bovens, Brandsma and Thesingh, 2014). At the core of this research is the idea of cabinets and ministers ultimately being accountable to citizens through the electoral process. Empirical studies in this vein, however, show that the perceived capability of a government and its individual members to govern properly depends on many other (f)actors, with accountability taking many forms (Dowding and Lewis, 2012; Fischer, 2012). When a minister appears incapable of overseeing policy and of adequately informing the public and Parliament, then the Prime Minister, the party and the opposition might hold him or her accountable (Dowding and Dumont, 2009: 1). A successful minister therefore needs to possess both policy skills and political acumen to be able to maintain the cabinet’s, party’s, parliament’s, the media’s and the electorate’s trust.

Findings from the UK suggest that there is a relationship between the age of a minister and the risk of forced resignations, where young and old ministers are most at risk (Dewan and Dowding, 2005; Berlinski et al, 2007). However, studies in the Netherlands, Sweden and Germany suggest that politically related characteristics seem to matter more to ministerial survival, such as previous parliamentary background and significant cabinet experience (Bäck, Persson and Meier, 2009; 173-174; Fischer and Kaiser; 2009: 209; Bovens et al, 2010: 331). More experienced ministers have more “political credit” (Bovens et al, 2010) and are less likely to resign than political newcomers because of their understanding of how the (in-) formal procedures work and their broader political power base (Berlinski et al, 2007; Bäck et al, 2012: 5). 

There are other calculations determining the relative “importance” of an individual minister to the Prime Minister. A minister who holds a “high” position within the party or is believed to be closer to the Prime Minister is likely to enjoy more protection (Dowding and MacLeay, 2011: 125). On the other hand, a minister with strong political support can also potentially be a leadership contender and thus a threat to the Prime Minister (Bäck et al, 2012). So if the minister in question already has a crisis in his/her portfolio, this might be an opportunity for the PM to set him/her back. The reputation and perceived performance of a minister can affect his or her likelihood to survive a resignation call (Hansen et al, 2013). Prior votes of no confidence are a factor that, according to several studies, leads to a higher resignation hazard (Dowding and Dumont, 2009; Berlinski et al, 2007). However, this finding is not supported in studies of Dutch ministers that show a surprisingly weak link between prior votes of no confidence and a higher risk of resignation (Bovens et al, 2010: 332). Notwithstanding these possible mixed motives and findings regarding the relative “importance” of ministers given their history of prior problems we expect to see that ministers that have been subject to one or more prior calls of no confidence are more likely to resign than ministers who have not been subject to prior calls.

However, the same study suggests that ministers are more important (and thus receive more protection) if they belong to a political party that is necessary for the parliamentary majority. Ministers who are not members of these necessary parties are more at risk to resign before the end of their term (Bovens et al, 2010: 330). We therefore expect to find that ministers of political parties that are not a member of a necessary party for the parliamentary majority are more likely to resign than ministers who are members of a necessary party.
The findings from the two theoretical perspectives and the propositions above can be summarized in a framework (see the figure below) and will be further operationalized in section 3. 

Figure 1: BM framework – Blame management and Ministerial careers
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Design, methods and data 

We have primarily employed a comparative case-study design of crisis events in the Netherlands that constituted situations of severe accountability pressures on the national government and incumbent ministers. A framework was derived from the existing findings of accountability and blame management literature that offer complementary perspectives on explaining the dependent variable in terms of ministerial resignations or not. The study design follows the logic of small to medium–N comparative analysis based on several empirical observations of each case (George and Bennett, 2005; Blatter and Haverland, 2012:18-20). We have integrated comparative elements with case analysis to make it possible to identify similarities and differences among the cases which should facilitate comparisons and allow us to recognise patterns across cases (George and Bennett, 2005: 233). Each case was analysed based on process-tracing method in order to understand how the dynamic interplay of blame management strategies developed and the results are summarized briefly in the text.
 Four probable propositions derived from the findings in the literature on blame avoidance and ministerial careers were used to explore and probe against the evidence provided by the six crisis events that we included in the analysis. The cases were then compared based on the observations of each case in order to recognize patterns that seem to have had an effect on the outcome in terms of ministerial resignations.

In order to uncover if there is a link between the performance of blame management strategies, contextual individual characteristics and ministerial resignations we needed an empirical sample of cases that all constitute a potential “resignation issue” (crisis accountability) and also a significant variation in the outcome (resignation or non-resignation) is necessary to allow for a discussion on what factors seem to matter most for ministerial survival or resignations. Resignation issues are seen as issues “deemed serious enough for a call to be made for the minister to resign (or ‘consider his position’)” (Dewan and Dowding, 2005: 48). By accountability pressures we mean the rise in pressure when there is an accountability relationship requiring an actor to inform or justify his/her actions to an accountability “forum” such as members of parliament, organizations outside the parliament or the media, who’s actions (critique) can have consequences for the actor (Bovens et al, 2010; Dewan and Dowding, 2005: 47).

We have chosen crisis cases based on availability of data and variation in both resignations and non-resignations. The criterion for a potential “resignation issue” was the result of prior research and a newspaper analysis. Therefore the crisis cases originate from different sectors, despite the potential difficulties. Different sectors are simply more politically “sensitive” than others, which is likely to influence the likelihood of resignations that we are not factoring in. 
Cases were selected on the basis of the following five criteria: 
1. Accountability pressures placed on minister by media and national debates.

2. Cases should have been identified as national crisis events through prior crisis-research; 

3. Occurred within a contemporary era of politics (after 1990); 

4. Well documented through databases and articles online;

5. Overall sample contains sufficient variation in the dependent variable (resignations or not)

The cases involve resignation issues regarding political, administrative and ‘natural’ errors and can be grouped together as potential resignation “issues” due to a political incident or due to a breach of trust (Bovens et al, 2010). 
Data mining has been done using four types of sources, leading to a triangulation of data sources: parliamentary documents (debates, hearings and reports of standing committees) on the official website of the Dutch parliament
; newspaper articles of three newspapers that discussed the minister and the crisis
; official reports of inquiry committees or (semi)-independent investigation committees after the incident
; background information of the minister from the ‘Parlementair Documentatie Centrum’
 

In examining blame management we follow the crisis exploitation framework of Boin (2009) and apply two aspects of framing blame that can lead to accountability pressures on ministers: agency/causality and responsibility. Agency and causality are framed by actors either in terms of immediate causes involving references of failures by ‘lower level operators or agencies’ or referred to as larger system failures by ‘top political actors’ (Hood, 2011). Responsibility can either be framed to ‘individual actors’ or a complex ‘network of (many) actors’. Although learning is difficult to identify through secondary sources (May, 1992), we have coded for proposed changes in policies, for example when a minister refers to redefining policy instruments or changing the organization. 
In operationalizing the expected findings from the ministerial career literature, we have built on the frameworks of Bovens et al (2010) and Berlinski et al (2007). First, we coded for previous ministerial experience as well as previous parliamentary experience. Secondly, we coded for previous votes of censure and necessary party for coalition government (meaning that if all ministers of one coalition party would resign due to the resignation of the individual minister, the cabinet would fall). All the information needed for coding the perspective of ministerial careers has been taken from information of the Parlementair Documentatie Centrum (parliamentary documentation centre).
 The centre has a very complete database with biographical information about ministers and the establishment of cabinets. 
After the coding process, all codes were registered in code registration forms to see how many codes were coded as present per variable.
 Between 35 and 50 media accounts and parliamentary reports were examined per case to identify the variance in meaning-making strategies of actors and forums (incumbent ministers, media, parliament and political opposition).
 Framing blame is a dynamic and interactive process where strategies adapt and change over time, and this fact needs to be acknowledged. In order to triangulate the findings of the study, the coding of observations was compared with two other sources of information: relevant policy documents and conclusions of prior crisis case studies (e.g., academic studies and official reports) which also provided information on other types of corrective measures being employed. 

We have tried to reduce coincidental results by questioning the reproducibility of the results and if the results are accurate and generalizable (Yin, 2009). A second coding was performed to increase reliability; some of the data has been coded by a third researcher and compared to the results of the authors, which produced similar results as the original coding.
 

Context and cases: crisis management politics in the Netherlands

The Netherlands is not known for many ‘ministerial crises’; most members of government resign collectively (and voluntarily) when the cabinet steps down. In the period examined for this study (1989 – 2010), seven cabinets held office
 in which a total sum of 210 ministers took office. Of those 210 ministers, 16 were forced to resign due to a “breach of trust” and resigned close to the end of their cabinet tenure (Bovens et al., 2010: 323-324). The cabinets of Lubbers (1989-1994 [5]
, one term) and Balkenende (2002-2010 [9], four terms)
 seemed to face a higher number of forced resignations than the two ‘Purple coalition’
 cabinets in between. The period after incumbency of the first two Balkenende cabinets (2002-2003 [4], 2003-2006 [2]) sets the stage for a turbulent period regarding ministerial responsibility (De Ruiter, 2013; Bovens et al, 2010). The Dutch system of ministerial responsibility is subject to political judgment and the constitution does not entail set rules for interpretation of ministerial accountability. Table 1 briefly illustrates the six crisis events that have been included in the analysis of this study.
Table 1: Short descriptions of the six crisis cases analysed for this study
	Cabinet period
	The non-resignations

	Minister

	Kok I and Kok II

’94 – ‘02
	A parliamentary inquiry of the Bijlmer disaster from 1992 unravelled in the period 1998-1999 more information about the (dangerous) cargo on board and the consequences for health. This led to a blame game between the minister(s) of Transport, the minister of Health and the Prime Minister. 
	Minister of Economic Affairs (before Transport, Public Works & Water Management) Annemarie Jorritsma 



	Kok II

’98 – ‘02
	After the Fireworks explosion in 2000, the government, municipality and fireworks factory became rolled up in a blame game on the responsibility of the disaster due to a report of the Oosting-committee. Following the report, a three-day debate takes places, leading to no resignations. 
	Minister of Internal Affairs Klaas de Vries; Minister of Housing, Urban Planning and Environment Jan Pronk; Minister of Defence Frank de Grave

	Balkenende IV

’07 – ‘10
	The collapse of Lehman brothers (2008) led to a global banking crisis, and led to a series of measures taken by the minister of Finance in order to remain salience on the market. The decisions, concerning great amounts of taxpayers’ money, were taken without informing the cabinet, leading to a parliamentary inquiry committee and public hearings of the minister involved. 
	Minister of Finance Wouter Bos

	
	The resignations
	Minister

	Lubbers III

’89 – ‘94 (caretaking) 
	The IRT affair unravelled the controversial methods in tracing down criminal (drugs) networks in 1993/1994. Before a parliamentary inquiry started, two ministers resigned due to internal conflicts and heated debates on May 27 1994. 
	Minister of Justice Ernst Hirsch Ballin; 
Minister of Internal Affairs Ed van Thijn. 

	Balkenende I

’02 – ‘03

(caretaking) 
	A TV airing of the Dutch journalism program Zembla on construction fraud
 in 2001 revealed an extensive ‘black market’ between construction companies. It turned out during public hearings that the incumbent minister had been informed of these arrangements between construction companies and the building of the Schiphol Tunnel, oppositely of what he had admitted before.  
	Minister of Defence (before Justice) Benk Korthals

	Balkenende III

’06 – ‘07

(caretaking)
	In 2005, a fire in the Schiphol detention complex (leaving 11 dead) uncovered major failures in fire safety regulation, leading to a blame game on ministerial level for a lack of supervision and regulation after the report of the Dutch Safety Board is published. The report clearly attributes governmental failure of the State building agency and the penitentiaries service. 
	Minister of Justice Piet Hein Donner; 
Minister of Housing, Urban Planning and Environment Sybilla Dekker;

Portfolio minister of Immigration and Integration Rita Verdonk (non-resignation)


Patterns of ministerial resignations in the Netherlands 

Perspective 1: Blame management
 
Causality
Table 2: results on causality [A= Absent, P= Present]

	Blame management strategies on causality

	Case
	Minister frame causality to lower level actors
	Media frame causality to system/high level actors
	Minister frames causality as previous mismanagement of predecessors


	Parliament frame causality by top political actors/system
	Outcome

	FW de Vries
	A
	A
	A
	P
	N-R

	FW Pronk
	A
	P
	P
	P
	N-R

	FW de Grave
	P
	P
	A
	P
	N-R

	Banking Bos
	A
	A
	A
	P
	N-R

	Bijlmer Jorritsma
	A
	A
	A
	P
	N-R

	IRT van Thijn
	A*
	P
	P
	P**
	R

	IRT Hirsch Ballin
	P
	P
	A
	A/P
	R

	Schiphol Donner
	A
	P
	A/P
	P
	R

	Schiphol Dekker
	A
	A/P
	A
	A/P
	R

	Schiphol Verdonk
	P
	P/A
	A
	P/A
	N-R

	CF Korthals
	P
	A
	A
	P
	R


Strategies of causality by those that remain seated

In the non-resignation cases there seems to be a pattern in how accountability forums and ministers address causality in the event (see table 2). Most ministers (except for de Grave) did not blame their lower level operatives for causing the negative events or its escalation. Good relations with their public officials (agencies) were pointed out in most cases, focusing in the debate(s) on the issue on the minister-parliament level (political), or dispersed causality and for example referred to ‘trans boundary’ forces that caused the. Bos, for example, states that the ministry of Finance did not see it coming: ‘…we were not aware that we would need these instruments on short notice’
. De Grave (Fireworks) does blame his public officials claiming that they did not inform him about the existence of the responsible governmental agency for fireworks regulation: ‘The marginal existence (of fireworks regulation) within the department, explains why no action was taken any time sooner’.
 It is noteworthy that except Pronk and de Grave, the media is not persistent in framing causality to high-level actors. They merely take over the main highlights of the public debates but hardly criticize them publicly. Only Pronk argues from an institutional/mismanagement perspective, noting that he ‘was surprised after coming to office about the way that the supervisors worked’
 and that the ‘execution of external safety policies had been an issue already when he came to office in 1998’.
 Members of parliament framed causality by top political actors, with the main argument that they were misinformed and therefore the minister created more uncertainty. In the Bijlmer disaster, a cargo bill debate in parliament was not about the actual meaning of the bills, but about the fact that the minister misinformed the parliament about the completeness of the documents that she presented and therefore further institutionalized the crisis: ‘the minister of Transport … should be charged … because we are talking about crucial information here’
 or ‘Jorritsma has misinformed the parliament as a minister of Transport’.
 

Strategies of causality by those that resigned

In the resignation cases, a majority of ministers framed causality due to actions by lower level operatives or attributed blame to lower level operatives or criticasters in the media. This was not the case in the Schiphol fire, where Donner and Dekker accepted their blame immediately after the report was published and resigned. Donner made one reference to the Dutch Custodial Institutions Agency when he resigned, limiting his own involvement by claiming that previous cabinets took most of the decisions regarding fire safety.
 In the phase directly after the incident, they made little reference to their role in causing the crises, as well as little references to the role of their public officials. In the IRT case, high media and parliamentary saliency showed extensive critique on the role of the political system in causing the crisis.
 Korthals suffered merely from his position as scapegoat for previous cabinet failure.
To conclude, the results in the non-resignation cases show that accountability forums frame causality mainly on narrow and detailed aspects of the crisis, focusing on a lack of information given by the minister or the timing in which he/she presented information to the public. In the Bijlmer case and the fireworks case
, causality was (also) dispersed to a wider circle of actors, involving factory owners and Air cargo transport organizations. Little extensive critique on the institutional efficacy was identified in three three non-resignation cases. In the resignation cases on the contrary, especially in the IRT and Schiphol case, causes were frequently framed in debates and media as primarily a governmental failure indicative of systemic/institutional flaws. 
Responsibility
Table 3: results on responsibility [A= Absent, P= Present]

	Blame management strategies on responsibility

	Cases
	Minister accepts responsibility
	Minister disperse

responsibility 
	Parliament critique on minister (gov/opp)
	Resignation calls by pol opposition in media
	Media critique on minister
	Outcome

	FW de Vries
	P
	P
	A
	A
	A
	N-R

	FW Pronk
	P
	P
	P
	A
	P
	N-R

	FW de Grave
	P
	P
	P
	A
	P
	N-R

	Banking Bos
	P
	P
	A
	A
	A
	N-R

	Bijlmer Jorritsma
	A
	P
	P
	A
	P
	N-R

	IRT van Thijn
	P
	P/A
	P
	P
	P
	R

	IRT Hirsch Ballin
	A/P
	P
	P
	P
	P
	R

	Schiphol Donner
	P
	A
	A
	A
	A
	R

	Schiphol Dekker
	P
	A
	A
	A
	A/P
	R

	Schiphol Verdonk
	A
	A
	P
	P/A
	P
	N-R

	CF Korthals
	A/P
	P
	P
	A
	A/P
	R



Strategies of responsibility by those that remain seated

Officially, all ministers in the non-resignation cases accepted responsibility for what they were being blamed for and some interesting patterns can be discerned (see table 3). First, a majority of the ministers were promoting the idea of ‘collective or shared’ responsibility. If one is to blame, then you might as well blame all. Especially minister de Vries and minister Jorritsma used this line of argument on several occasions: ‘We were just the coordinator’
 (Jorritsma) or ‘I’m just the coordinator in these kind of cases’
 (De Vries).

In the fireworks case, the three ministers warned that if they would face a vote of censure, the entire cabinet would have to resign, which was discarded by the opposition in the media.
 Secondly, the ministers accepted responsibility only for the situations that were clearly linked to their (policy) part of the incident. Pronk: ‘I can only look at this from an environmental perspective … that is my competence’.
 Thirdly, ministers were keen to disperse responsibility to colleagues or other third parties. Minister of Finance Bos, was seen as a decisive leader in both media and parliamentary debates by using the argument ‘urgent and transboundary’ to justify his actions, leaving him no choice than to act quickly and be decisive. It later became apparent that decisions regarding spending more than 400M of taxpayers’ money to save banks had not been communicated with parliament, which rendered him critique from media and his counterparts. A fourth pattern regarding how responsibility was framed in non-resignation cases is that several ministers used the line of “memory loss” reasoning in facing questions and critique. During public hearings, Jorritsma and Bos state more than once that they could not recall talking to their colleagues about case X or situation Y. Jorritsma: ‘I think I did so myself, but I can not recall this for a full one hundred percent’
. De Grave used a similar strategy, by noting that he was not aware of the existence of one of the governmental agencies that fell under his responsibility, therefore he could not be held responsible for their behaviour. In the resignations cases, Korthals applied similar strategies as Jorritsma, Bos and de Grave, by using an ‘I-didn’t-know’ line of reasoning to justify his actions. In his case, Korthals was questioned by the inquiry committee right after public prosecutor Wijkerslooth stated that he had informed the minister about the upcoming deal between the public prosecution service and the construction agencies (albeit informal).
 Because the information was made public, this led to a direct blame game where the minister was accused of misinforming parliament for the third time as a minister. Fifth, parliamentary critique was divided and shows no clear pattern in the non-resignation cases, critique on ministers was mainly implicit and littlw clear-cut calls for resignations. In all three cases, the parliamentary critique was implicit with spokespersons making sweeping judgements that ‘the minister should reconsider if they feel like they have enough authority to remain seated’
, both in the media as in the parliament itself. For example in de Bijlmer case, Groenlinks (Green party) spokesperson Rosenmöller states that ‘there have been so many mistakes claiming ministerial responsibility, but it is difficult to address this to one minister’.
 Or in the Fireworks case, where Groenlinks spokesperson van Steenhoven said that “I can imagine that a minister is affected in a way that he takes responsibility and resigns as a consequence of that”. 
 Furthermore, there seems to have been few direct resignation calls made in media in the non-resignation cases. Although not completely absent, most of the calls made were indirect. For example that ‘politicians have left office for less’
, that ‘the report held no political consequences’
 or that ‘they should question if they should resign now that the public trust has been harmed’
. 
Proposed changes in non-resignation cases is primarily visible at the “social” level. In the Fireworks as well as the Bijlmer case, lots of references are made to improving the “way of working’2, but no evidence was found that showed changes were actually made to procedures. In the banking crisis case, a new regulatory framework was introduced which indicates learning taking place on a policy level in this particular case. 

Strategies of responsibility by those that resigned

In the resignation cases, we can see that the Schiphol fire was quite an outstanding case compared to the other two (IRT and construction fraud). Two of the three ministers resigned after the report of the Safety Board
 was published
 a year after the incident and left the aftermath debate to their follow-ups
. They seemed to follow the logic of the ‘Carrington-doctrine’ by taking responsibility although not admitting to have done anything wrong: ‘causes of the incident are due to their public services, but it is time to show the consequences’.
 The media and members of parliament appreciated their resignations which was not debated and paved the way for lesson drawing instead of political debacle on whether or not the ministers should or should not resign. In the case of Donner, he ‘bought’ political credit by resigning and returned after elections as minister of Social Affairs in the new cabinet three months later. Minister Dekker, who resigned at the same time as Donner, did not face harsh critique in the media or in parliament. Based on the conclusions of the Dutch Safety Board, it was evident that by resignation of Donner, Dekker was forced to resign as well. The findings in the Schiphol case are contradictory to findings in all other cases, and even more in contrast to the non-resignation of minister Verdonk. This can possibly be explained by the influence of the Safety Board report, which presented conclusions that pointed directly at public offices under the responsibility of the ministry of Justice and the ministry of Housing. In the report, the role and responsibility of minister Verdonk was left out and responsibility was attributed to those in charge of fire safety of penitentiary complexes.  In the IRT case, a breach of trust between the two ministers became disastrous. They couldn’t act as a team any longer, which led to extensive critique in parliament requesting a resignation.

The expectation that when responsibility is dispersed among many actors (ministers) there is less risk of individual resignations seems valid for both non-resignation as resignation cases. Therefore, there is no clear pattern to show that disperse responsibility contributes to less resignations. In two of the three resignation cases, responsibility was dispersed among several ministers. Even in the case where ‘formally’ only minister Korthals was put under severe accountability pressure, the minister tries to disperse blame towards Minister Netelenbos (Minister of Transport), since she was the minister responsible for the railway agency.
 What is interesting to see here is that accountability pressures can change over time. For example in the Schiphol case, where it seems at first that responsibility is distributed amongst Donner and Verdonk, but when the report of the Safety Board is published, accountability pressure shifted to minister Dekker. 
In both the IRT and the construction fraud case, we indicated in the data that extensive policy changes took place like reviews of legislation and changes to regulatory agencies. Resignations in these studies could have paved the way for more substantial revision of policies and learning on the policy level.  

Perspective 2: Ministerial careers 
Table 4: results on ministerial careers [A= Absent, P= Present]

	Cabinet and individual characteristics of ministers (N=10)

	Cases
	Previous ministerial experience
	Previous parliamentary experience 
	Necessary party for coalition
	Earlier votes of censure
	Outcome

	FW de Vries
	P
	P
	P
	A
	N-R

	FW Pronk
	P+
	P
	P
	A
	N-R

	FW de Grave
	P
	P
	P
	A
	N-R

	Banking Bos
	P
	P
	P
	A
	N-R

	Bijlmer Jorritsma
	P
	P
	P
	A
	N-R

	IRT van Thijn
	P
	P
	P
	A
	R

	IRT Hirsch Ballin
	A
	A
	P
	A
	R

	Schiphol Donner
	P
	A
	A/P 
	P
	R

	Schiphol Dekker
	A
	A
	A/P
	A
	R

	Schiphol Verdonk
	A
	A
	A/P
	A/P (another during incident)
	N-R

	CF Korthals
	P
	P
	P
	A/P (two during incident)
	R



Cabinet experience
Eleven ministers were examined in total, five of them in non-resignation cases and six in resignation cases. As for the expectation that earlier cabinet experience leads to a lower resignation hazard, the results show a pattern. In the non-resignation cases all of the ministers had previous experience in the cabinet. Together, they had more experience than those in the three resignation cases. Minister Pronk (fireworks crisis) already served three terms (total of 16,5 years), and his fellow ministers in the fireworks crisis both served two years prior to the crisis accountability discussion at different ministries. Minister Bos (banking crisis) served as a Secretary of State at the Ministry of Finance before holding the position of a minister there. Jorritsma (Bijlmer) is the only minister who had no prior cabinet experience before coming into office as minister or Transport & Water, but during the accountability pressure period she was already holding a new portfolio (Economic Affairs). 
In the resignation cases, most ministers held accountable had no, or very limited prior experience as cabinet ministers. In the IRT affair, minister Ballin was about to finish his term when he was forced to resign. Two ministers, van Thijn (IRT) and Donner (Schipol) had prior experience (albeit relatively little) as cabinet ministers (van Thijn one year and Donner 9 months) before. Van Thijn was not even in for half a year when he had to resign. Minister Dekker and minister Verdonk (Schiphol) lacked previous experience as a cabinet minister as well as parliamentary experience. Minister Korthals was the only minister who had served a full term and had parliamentary experience before resigning in the construction fraud case. 
Supportive of the intuitive knowledge and some prior research findings is that ministers seem to more easily accept resignations after having left (or is about to leave) the formal ministerial position (in a care-taker government, prior to elections or new position). In all three resignation cases, there are ministers (Korthals, Ballin, van Thijn) who resign prior to, or shortly after new elections. The ministers Donner and Dekker resign while they are part of a transitional government. Resignations are in these situations more of a symbolic/political gesture and the result of political calculations to quietly phase out a minister who has no future in government. The two resigned two months prior to new elections, after the Social Liberals withdrew from the government in June 2006. Although slightly ambiguous, we believe that the results are congruent with the findings of Bovens et al (2010) that earlier cabinet experience seems to decrease resignation hazards.

Parliamentary experience
The expectation that previous parliamentary experience leads to a lower risk of being forced to resign shows a clear pattern in these cases. Three out of five ministers in the resignation category had no prior experience before being appointed a cabinet minister. In all non-resignation cases, the ministers all had prior experience in Parliament before entering their positions in cabinet. This supports the findings in earlier studies of ministerial tenure that previous parliamentary experience helps to increase the chances of staying in office. 
Necessary party for coalition and earlier votes of no confidence 
Almost all cases show the same negative result regarding the relative (un-)importance of the party to which the minister belongs to. All ministers examined were members of a party that was necessary for the coalition (to maintain the majority in parliament). In the Schiphol case, the cabinet changed due to the collective resignation of coalition member D66 (Social Liberals) just before both accountable ministers resigned (by that time they were thus members of a minority government). Of all ministers examined for this study, Donner, Verdonk and Korthals had previous experience of being subjected to votes of no confidence. Minister Donner already had three votes of no confidence before resigning over Schiphol, and Korthals had two during the accountability process of the construction fraud crisis. However, this is not sufficient to show a pattern for what we expected to find. 

Overall, we can conclude that previous ministerial experience and parliamentary experience do influence the chances for survival of individual ministers. This is in line with prior findings on forced resignations (Bovens et al, 2010; Berlinski et al, 2007). The proposition that ministers would increase their chances of survival by being a member of a party necessary for the coalition or that prior votes of no confidence would increase the hazard of resignations cannot be validated since there is not enough variation in the empirical material to identify any patterns. 

Concluding discussion 

The aim of this chapter was to explore why cabinet ministers in some cases resign due to crisis accountability pressures whereas in other events, with the similar kind of pressure, they do not. We have argued that these different outcomes, and the choices made leading to resignations or non-resignations in themselves could be recognised as a kind of (at least) political learning. Furthermore, we tried to identify to what extent other corrective measures were present corresponding with resignations, where the pressures on ministerial turnover becomes an important contextualising factor that constrain or enable other types of institutional learning processes. We can see that policy change or reform do occasionally take place in these situations, indicating that learning is indeed not always hindered by the high politics of post crisis accountability pressures. We believe that the distinction between the logics of political, social and policy learning (May, 1992) is useful for discussing learning in relation to ministerial resignations and we see a slight pattern towards more substantial policy learning when ministers have resigned contrary to when they remained seated. This can have multiple causes. First, of more general importance, once a minister has left it is logical that focus is allowed to shift towards a more substantial discussion on causes and flaws rather than prolonged focus on debating ministerial accountability. Secondly, and more case specific, the Netherlands are not known for many resignations, the logic being that when they do, it is a signal calling for substantial and more deep-rooted change. In the table below, we summarized the findings within the framework applied here in keywords and attempts to link the outcomes of ministerial resignations to indications of different levels of learning.

Table 5: effects of accountability pressures on ministerial careers and governing institutions
[image: image1.png]Case

(Individual) Political effects

Main strategies by minister(s)

Effects on policies/institutions

Levels of learning

Fireworks

Banking crisis
decisions

Bijlmerfcargo flight

IRT

Schiphol fire

Construction fraud

Non-resignation, damage to reputation of
‘minister after vote of no confidence by
political opposition

Non-resignation, no individual damage
but no return in new cabinet after end of
term

Non-resignation, continued support and
new ministerial post

Resignation, one of the ministers makes

come back in multiple governments

Resignation, one of the ministers makes
come back in new cabinets

Resignation while already having a new
portfolio in a new cabinet

Collective responsibility
promoted, strategic use of
installment of inquiry
committee, shifting blame to
external actors

Too big and urgent to fail,
transboundary causes and
effects and external origin,
positive focus on civil servants
(experts)

Shifting blame to external
actors, disperse responsibility
among several actors,
undermine conclusions of
inquiry committee

“Picking a fight between cach
other’, difficulties in dual roles,
‘multiple actor

Framing resignation as success,
cooperative with inquiry
committee but do not accept
findings, ‘verdict too harsh’

Ldidn’t-know, disperse
responsibility to other minister,
difficult role PPS - ministry

‘Advocating cultural changes in
organization, proposed
extensive policy reforms

Advocating stronger (external)
EU regulatory powers,
increasing transboundary
cooperation

Proposed change in relations
and cooperation structure
between ministry and State
aviation service - cultural
change

Extensive review of
investigation services,
legislative changes

Dautch Safety Board increased
legitimacy, strengthening of
regulatory organizations

Review of cooperation Public
Prosecution Service — ministry
of Justice

Social -~ incremental policy
learning (reorganization)

Policy — new regulatory
framework National Bank

Social - changes in
organizational structures and
culture

Policy - organizational structure
changed, legislation changed

Policy/social - intensified
regulation in coming years,
attention to safety increased

Social learning — small
(cosmetic) changes in
administration





Regarding the expectations on the employment of blame management strategies as an important factor to ministerial careers after crisis, we suggest that based on our findings, ministers are more likely to resign if the dominant narrative is that the crisis was caused by systemic rather than technical flaws. In the IRT case as well as the Schiphol case, blame was by accountability forums explicitly appointed to failure caused by systemic/institutional errors. The construction fraud case was more exceptional since it was not directly appointed to a governmental institution at first, but the actions of the public prosecution office and the results of the examination of the parliamentary committee led to resignation of the responsible minister. On the contrary, in the non-resignation cases, the accountability forums mainly emphasized causality of the crisis as ‘out-of-scope of ownership’. 

As for the expectation regarding dispersing responsibility, we have seen that in four out of six cases responsibility was attributed to several actors (also dispersed over time) rather than focused on one minister. This observation was present for both non-resignations as resignations. This could be strategic foresight; long time before investigation committees present their conclusions, or resignation of cabinet in the meantime, but this has not been systematically analysed. 

Regarding expectations based on individual and cabinet characteristics and their relevance to ministerial survival after crisis, we cannot conclude any clear patterns in any of the cases (resignations or not). Earlier votes of no confidence were not obviously different in the resignation or non-resignation events. Neither does it seem to be an important factor for ministerial survival rates if ministers under pressure were members of a necessary party for the coalition or not. The most significant observation that seems to have had a real impact upon the future career of Dutch ministers in cabinet was if the minister in question had previous experience in cabinet and parliament or not. This is a link that needs to be further substantiated in a larger sample of ministerial resignations.
At the outset of this chapter we outlined that the kind of learning that is generally expected to occur after crisis is fairly short sighted, highly politicized and generally with an aim to overcome and survive the most acute phases of crisis and its aftermath. Given that perspective, career management is a strategy to respond to crisis accountability pressures as well as a consequence. As a tactical, political instrument, resignations are powerful symbolic tools for leaders to step out of a negative situation going worse and to reappear in another shape and position further ahead. We argue that this type of political learning is benefited from crisis events where stakes are high and ministerial performance and ability to shape the narratives are crucial to their survival and a potential for advancement. 

//The results of this study could potentially contribute to the research agendas of both post crisis accountability studies, learning and ministerial tenure studies by pointing at some factors to be further explored. First, learning in the sense of deeper, more sustainable change seem more likely to occur after a crisis when an exogenous accountability forum places significant pressure on incumbent decision-makers to initiate such steps. Our analysis gave some support to this proposition and at the same time it seems that especially after incidents that are framed as caused primarily by governmental/systemic flaws, attempts at policy learning are still likely to occur. We can with caution suggest that promoting institutional and policy learning initiatives should be more successful when the dominant perception is that systemic flaws rather than technical failures caused a failure, irrespectively of the exogenous pressures placed on decision-makers. This is also in line with expectations of prior research (Boin, 2009). Secondly, we have observed a growing role of (visual) mediatisation of incidents, for example in the construction fraud case (parliamentary inquiry committee for the construction fraud incident started after broadcast of the TV-show Zembla) as well as the Schiphol case (the report of the Safety Board came with a video to support the findings of the report). The role of mediatisation of incidents is a well-known factor and is likely to increase and take on new forms as the technology continues to evolve. We further believe it would be useful to rethink resignations as failures considering the variation in political context and the kind of political learning that they foster. In a ‘stick-to-your-seat’ democracy as the Netherlands, resignations can work refreshingly or can ‘buy’ an officeholder political credit for a future career. The findings here are not particularly similar to comparative studies of other governing systems. Lastly, (electoral) timing would be an interesting perspective to examine in the broader ministerial turnover perspective, since we have seen that most ministers that resign do so prior to upcoming elections or when the ‘time has come to do so’. 
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� Richer case analysis reports of each case can be obtained from the authors.


� See zoek.officielebekendmakingen.nl


� All articles retrieved from the lexisnexis database, using similar search words in all cases (minister; name of crisis event; resignation; (head/name of) inquiry committee)


� Fireworks: rapport commissie-Oosting; Banking; rapport commissie-de Wit; Bijlmer: rapport parlementaire enquêtecommissie; IRT: rapport commissie-van Traa; Schiphol: rapport onderzoeksraad voor veiligheid (OVV); Construction Fraud: rapport parlementaire enquêtecommissie


� www.parlement.com


� This can be found online as www.parlement.com


� The coding scheme as well as the case reports can be requested from the authors. 


� All cases have a record of more than 100 coded segments


� The authors would like to thanks Minou de Ruiter for her help in this process. See de Ruiter (2013)


� Lubbers 3, Kok 1, Kok 2, Balkende 1, Balkende 2, Balkende 3, Balkende 4.


� The number in the brackets represents the number of forced resignations as been examined by Bovens et al (2010)


� All of them were coalition cabinets. Lubbers III consisted of CDA/PVDA coalition (christian & social democrats). Kok cabinets consisted of social democrats, social liberals and conservative liberals. Balkenende differed over the years, centre-right government at first, then in later years governed together with social democrats again like Lubbers


� Purple coalition in the Netherlands means a mixture of social parties (traditionally red) and conservative parties (traditionally blue) 


� Descriptions are made by the author, information retrieved from www.parlement.com


� See http://zembla.incontxt.nl/seizoenen/2001/afleveringen/09-11-2001


� All quotes have been translated by the author


� If result is shown as A/P or P/A this means that the strategy changed over time


� Public hearing parliamentary inquiry committee 05-12-2011, p.2


� NRC Handelsblad, April 26, 2001, 'Slachtoffers Enschede vergoeden' ; Eis Kamermeerderheid 


* Van Thijn became minister after the death of minister Ien Dales during the IRT affair. Therefore, he was responsible for judging his own acts as acting head of the Amsterdam city council – head of the police force


** Due to previous role as corps director at Amsterdam police force


� de Volkskrant, January 17, 2001, ‘Inspecties kwamen zelf amper buiten’


� NRC Handelsblad, April 26, 2001, 'Slachtoffers Enschede vergoeden' ; Eis Kamermeerderheid


� Kamerstuk TK 26 241, nr. 82 4727-4782


� NRC Handelsblad, April 23, 1999, ’Ministers zouden de eer aan zichzelf moeten houden’


� Minister statement 21-09-2006 � HYPERLINK "http://www.rijksbegroting.nl/2006/kamerstukken,2006/9/21/han8039a07.html" �www.rijksbegroting.nl/2006/kamerstukken,2006/9/21/han8039a07.html�


� See for example Kamerstukken, TK 74-5233 (25-05-1994), NRC Handelsblad, March 25, 1994, ‘Nog niemand geofferd in Holland zuiveringsritueel’ 


� In the Fireworks case, the focus was not on misinforming parliament, but blame was widespread over a great amount of actors, leaving ‘no one to blame’.


� Public Hearing 12-03-1999


� Kamerstukken TK 27157, nr 72-4750


� Telegraaf, April 27, 2001, ‘Op valreep kamerdebat vuurwerkramp: De Grave overleeft motie van wantrouwen


� Kamerstuk TK 27157, nr 72-4768


� Public Hearing 12-03-1999


� Kamerstukken II 2002–2003 (16-09-2002), 28 244, nr. 7; 1208


� See for example: Telegraaf, April 25, 2001, ’Ministers op matje in debat Enschede’


� Kamerstuk TK, 26 241, nr. 82 4727-4782


� Kamerstuk TK 27 157, nr. 72 4753


� Volkskrant, April 24, 2001, ‘Vol regeringsvak in Enschede-debat’


� NRC Handelsblad, June 3, 1999, ’Enquete over Bijlmerramp eindigt in grote deceptie ; Tweede Kamer negeert politiek gevoelige conclusies van enquetecommissie over afwikkeling van El Al crash’


� Telegraaf, April 25, 2001, ’Ministers op matje in debat Enschede’


� The Dutch Safety Board is an independent research board that aims to improve safety in the Netherlands. The board was installed in February 2005, eight months prior to the Schiphol fire


� The report was published here: http://www.onderzoeksraad.nl/uploads/items-docs/13/rapport_schipholbrand.pdf


� Previous minister of Justice Hirsch Ballin and previous minister of Environment Pieter Winsemius (both of them survived the accountability debate about the report)


� Minister statement 21-09-2006 www.rijksbegroting.nl/2006/kamerstukken,2006/9/21/han8039a07.html 


� Trouw, May 28, 1994, ‘Chaos en verziekte sfeer braken ministers en IRT op’


� Kamerstuk TK 28244, nr. 7, 1219
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