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Abstract

Over the last decade, the field of ministerial durability — exploring why some cabinet
ministers are replaced and others not — has taken an empirical turn. Among others,
Berlinski, Dewan and Dowding (2012) scrutinize the relationship between cabinet ministers
and Prime Ministers in Britain, while Bucur (2013) analyze how ministers in semi-presidential
systems are held accountable by presidents, parties, and prime ministers. However,
ministers in multi-party parliamentary democracies have received little attention. In this
thesis, I explore what determines ministerial durability in post-war Norway. By using
an unmatched data set combination of Norwegian ministers and the resignation calls
they received during their tenure, this thesis provides three main contributions. Firstly,
I find that Norwegian ministers are held accountable by party leaders based on their
performance, merits, and ambitions — not personal characteristics. Secondly, I uncover
that newspapers have an alarming influence on the ministerial deselection process. Finally,
I find that resignation calls — a measure for ministerial performance — bares with it both
endogeneity and validity problems that should be taken into consideration by further

studies on ministerial durability.
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1 | Introduction

On March 5 2012, Audun Lysbakken of the Sosialistisk Venstreparti (Socialist Left Party)
resigned from his post as head of the Ministry of Children, Equality and Social Inclusion.
He stated the following:

Let me be very clear: I have full responsibility for the errors that have been made, and I
take full responsibility. I have therefore informed the Prime Minister that I have made the

decision to resign as cabinet minister. (NRK 2012)

The issue Lysbakken resigned over was granting money to a women’s defense club. The
problem was in part that the competition over the grant had been almost non-existent,
but also that Lysbakken himself had close ties to parts of the leadership, which led to
questions on impartiality (Bordvik 2012).

Similarly, in 2007, the foreign minister Jonas Gahr Stgre, a prominent figure in
Arbeiderpartiet (Labor Party), took part in pressuring the Minister of Climate and
Environment into a controversial decision by giving permission for oil-reloading in
Bgkfjorden to the company Tschudi & Eitzen Shipping. One of the leading persons of
Tschudi & Eitzen Shipping, Felix Tschudi, was revealed to have had continuous personal
connections to Stgre (Magnus 2012). Questions over impartiality were raised yet again,
but, interestingly, this time the minister was not given the axe.

How can the differing outcomes of the Lysbakken and Stgre case be explained when
the circumstances are so similar? Does Stgre benefit from being a part of the biggest
party in a coalition, and Lysbakken punished because he is part of a smaller party? Is the
political experience of Stgre the reason for his survival as cabinet minister? Or was the
media and opposition more hostile towards Lysbakken? More generally, this thesis will
be focused on a broader question: what determines ministerial durability in Norwegian

governments?! It is common to think of ministerial dismissals as equivalent to political

T will use the terms cabinet and government interchangeably, even though some argue there is a
technical difference between the terms.



scandals — such as the Lysbakken case — but ministers might also go quietly. For example,
the Minister of Finance in the immediate post-war period, Erik Brofoss, was offered the
job as Central Bank Governor after more than eight years in cabinet. Few eyebrows were
raised after his long service, and Brofoss himself claimed that he went "from the spotlight
to the scene loft" (Lie 2009).

My task is to explore which factors make ministers more prone to dismissal, making
this an empirical contribution to the ministerial deselection literature. By using a unique
data set combining manually collected ministerial attributes and resignation calls, I focus
on four types of characteristics that is thought to affect ministerial tenure: performance
measured in resignation calls; political experience; cabinet specific characteristics such as
parliamentary basis (majority /minority) and party composition (single-party/coalition);
and personal characteristics such as age, gender, and education.

Parliamentary democracies are built on the idea of delegation and accountability;
in the Norwegian political system, the electorate delegates power to the legislature, the
legislature to the party leaders, the party leaders to ministers, and ministers to civil
servants, whereas accountability runs in the opposite direction. The chain of delegation
and accountability constitutes the main framework of the principal-agent theory, which
is utilized in this thesis. More specifically, I investigate whether ministers are held
accountable by their principal — the party leader. This is achieved by using resignation
calls —a count of how many times political and non-political actors have urged the minister
to resign publicly during her/his tenure — as a performance measure; ministers getting
resignation calls are assumed to be performing badly.

The analyses show that resignation calls (pooled on all actors) have a strong effect
on ministerial durability: the more resignation calls a minister gets, the more likely
the minister is to be removed. Consequently, I argue that ministers are generally
held accountable by their party leaders whenever they are perceived to perform badly.
Furthermore, the results of an actor based resignation call model suggest that neither
the opposition nor the minister’s own party have any influence on tenure when they
judge ministerial performance. Newspapers, however, are found to have influence on the
deselection process, which means that newspapers have a more important monitoring
function than the parties and the opposition do. Accordingly, I argue that this could pose

some democratic problems; an unelected entity influences the accountability mechanism
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between party leaders and ministers more than elected officials do.

With regard to political experience, ministers who have previously occupied
parliamentary seats are found to sit safer than ministers without such experience, while
ministers with previous cabinet experience are more likely to be replaced than fresh
ministers. The divergent findings with regard to political experience are, on the one
hand, believed to be that previous cabinet experience makes ministers exposed to a
wear-and-tear effect; party leaders replace ministers to keep the cabinet vigorous. On
the other hand, parliament experience increases the durability of ministers because they
have been left less exposed to the public, but still obtained enough political experience
necessary to handle the pressure of being in cabinet position.

Interestingly, cabinet characteristics are not found to affect ministerial tenure. The
analyses suggest that ministers in coalition cabinets are as likely to be dismissed as
ministers in single-party cabinets, and ministers in majority cabinets neither more nor less
likely to be dismissed than their minority colleagues. This indicates that party system
and cabinet composition have little relevance as variables when it comes to dismissing
ministers in Norway; party leaders act similarly between different kinds of cabinets.
Furthermore, I argue that this finding could be a stepping-stone for comparative studies
of other parliamentary democracies where more valid inferences can be made on whether
institutional factors are relevant for ministerial durability.

Personal characteristics are also found to have a limited effect on ministerial tenure,
with one exception; I use age as a measure of ambition, where younger ministers are
assumed more ambitious than their older colleagues. The finding clearly indicates that
older ministers are more prone to dismissal than their younger colleagues.

Finally, in a separate analysis, I also find that there is some noise in the resignation call
measure; female ministers get more resignation calls than their male colleagues; ministers
with higher education get more resignation calls than ministers with lower education; and
ministers with long tenures get more resignation calls than ministers with more short-lived
cabinet careers, raising concerns about endogeneity from the initial analysis. However, a
robustness check, where resignation calls are replaced by resignation calls per year, shows
that endogeneity is less problematic than firstly anticipated. Nevertheless, the remaining
noise in the resignation call measure leads me to argue that some efforts should be made

in further studies to improve the validity of resignation calls as a performance measure,



1.1. The case of Norway

or even develop new indicators for performance.

1.1 The case of Norway

The motivation behind choosing Norway, apart from further closing the research gap in
the ministerial deselection literature, is manifold. With a strong opposition, important
role of parties, and high transparency, Norwegian ministers are in theory expected to be
held accountable for irresponsible action.

Firstly, the recurrence of minority and coalition cabinets (and even minority
coalitions) is expected to give parliament a strong position vis-a-vis the cabinet and
its ministers (Strgm 1990: 207). The argument is that ministerial turnover should
increase when the opposition is strong under periods with minority cabinets, or when
policy tensions occur between parties within coalitions cabinets. This is grounded in
the government survival literature, which has generally established that "single-party
governments last longer than coalitions, and that majority governments last longer than
minority governments' (Gallagher, Laver and Mair 2011: 446). In other words, when
parliament is strong in relation to the government, they are more easily held accountable
— a point that can be expanded to cabinet ministers: minority government ministers are
given less room for error by their party leaders because cabinet survival depends on not
losing support in parliament. The same goes for coalition governments: whenever multiple
parties are involved in government, ministerial policy drift can be checked by coalition
partners to prevent putting unfixable strains on the cooperation. In both scenarios, the
solution of replacing a minister is expected to cost less than abandoning the party’s place
in cabinet. Furthermore, the Norwegian legislature arguably has even more power over
cabinets because it has the right to displace the cabinet and individual ministers (Rasch
2004: 88), whereas cabinets have no power to dissolve parliament (Rasch 2004: 128).
Consequently, ministers in minority cabinets sit on the mercy of non-cabinet parties in
parliament, while ministers in coalition cabinets sit on the mercy of their coalition partners
in parliament. In sum, it is expected that ministers under minority and coalition cabinets
are more likely to be dismissed than ministers under majority and single-party cabinets.

Secondly, political parties are omnipresent in Norwegian politics (Heidar 2014:
162); they select candidates for parliamentary elections, collectively decide the policy

preferences in yearly party conferences, control their elected members of parliament, and
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more (Narud and Strgm 2011: 242). In addition to acting as a gatekeeper for potential
ministers (Miiller 2000: 323), the strong position of political parties is expected to give less
elbowroom for sitting ministers and increase the ministerial turnover for the ministers that
give themselves liberties in policy development. Indeed, ministers often face conflicting
interests between the party policy platform, and their own preferences (Miiller 2000: 320).
Breaking the party line is expensive, and could in some cases end in dismissal.

Thirdly, Norway is perceived to be one of the most effective and transparent
countries in the world (see for example Kaufmann, Kraay and Mastruzzi (2009)). More
transparency could give less room for ministers to get involved in dodgy affairs, give
stronger reactions against drifting ministers, and better conditions for revealing these
drifts. Furthermore, transparency could also lead to more polarization between political
actors (Stasavage 2007: 59), which again could give the opposition more incentives to
check misbehaving ministers and propose stronger reactions against them. The argument
is not that Norwegian ministers drift more or less than ministers in other countries,
but rather that these drifts are more easily revealed. When connecting transparency to
ministerial performance, which has been closely associated with low ministerial durability
in other studies (Berlinski et al. 2012; Bucur 2013), it can be expected that bad
performance is more likely to be uncovered and sanctioned in Norway.

In sum, these three factors set the stage for holding ministers accountable in Norway;
a strong opposition, influential parties, and high transparency should give little room for

ministerial policy drift and strong reactions against the ministers that do drift.

1.2 The road ahead

The thesis is structured as follows. In Chapter 2, I start by introducing the principal-agent
theory, describing how the chain of delegation and accountability works in parliamentary
democracies and why I regard party leaders as minister’s principal in the Norwegian
case. Furthermore, I discuss possible types of agency loss that can occur between these
party leaders and their ministers. In the second part of Chapter 2, I review some of the
most central findings in previous literature on ministerial durability and media studies
on Norwegian ministers. This discussion is divided into five categories: performance,

political experience, cabinet specific attributes, personal characteristics, and reshuffles.

In Chapter 3, I present the main historical lines of cabinet development in post-war
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Norway, before I discuss how the cabinet functions as a collective. 1 proceed by outlining
who the cabinet leaders are and what power they have. Furthermore, I briefly list some
of the roles cabinet members have as heads of departments. Finally, I discuss how parties
help containing agency loss through selection, contract design, and screening.

Because the main analysis is based on event history analyses, I start Chapter 4 by
shortly describing the basics of these statistical models with special focus on the pros
and cons of the semi-parametric Cox Proportional Hazards (Cox PH) model. Secondly,
as I collect most of the data manually, I also give a brief summary over how this was
done. The data set used in this thesis consists of two separate bases: one for individual
minister characteristics and one for resignation calls, where the latter was completely
manually collected, and the first is a combination of other data sets and manually collected
variables. In the final part of Chapter 4, I operationalize the variables used in the event
history analyses and provide some basic descriptive statistics.

I proceed by analyzing two event history models in Chapter 5. Firstly, a pooled
resignation call model — all resignation calls are bundled up in one measure — shows
that underperforming minister are more at risk for losing their cabinet post than
well-performing ministers. Secondly, I divide resignation calls into categories from which
type of actor they came from: the opposition, the minister’s own party, or newspapers.
Surprisingly, only newspapers are found to have any effect on ministerial durability with
the actor-based approach. Neither the minister’s own party nor the opposition are found
to have any influence over the deselection process.

To assess whether the pooled and actor-based resignation call models fit the data, I
show that they predict fairly well and have few influential outliers in the start of Chapter
6. Also, I estimate a count model with resignation calls as the dependent variable to
explore whether there is some noise in the measure. I find that there is both a certain
amount of noise and some traces of endogeneity between resignation calls and ministerial
tenure. Lastly, I show some alternative specifications of the models from Chapter 5. Most
importantly, I introduce resignation calls per year as an explanatory variable to show that
the endogeneity problem was not as problematic as anticipated.

Finally, in Chapter 7, I discuss the findings of the analyses more substantially and
consider some of the limitations with my approach. At the end, I argue that the findings

hardly can be generalized beyond post-war period of Norway, and discuss some possible
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ways forward for studies in the field of ministerial durability, before I gather up the threads
in Chapter 8.



1.2. The road ahead




2 | Building blocks

Even though the Norwegian political system is a constitutional monarchy, it has effectively
been parliamentary throughout the period covered here, where the cabinet has worked
independently from the King and under close monitoring from parliament. In the first
part of this chapter, I introduce the principal-agent theory of parliamentary democracies,
which states that these political systems build on a chain of delegation and accountability.
Firstly, I go through the principal-agent framework in general terms, sketch out the ideal
type based on it, and discuss some of the types of agency loss that can occur between
principals and their agents. Secondly, I proceed with discussing who fires ministers in
Norway specifically, and how agency loss occurs between ministers and their principal
(the party leader).

The second part of this chapter includes discussions on previous literature in the
field of ministerial durability, and hypothesis derived from this literature. Four main sets
of factors are used: performance, political experience, cabinet specific attributes, and

personal characteristics.

2.1 Principal-agent theory

All modern democracies, also parliamentary systems, rely on someone making decisions
on behalf of others. A direct democracy in its ideal type, where each citizen has a direct
vote in all matters, would arguably prove highly inefficient in modern states: everyone
cannot be fully informed on all issues; an agreement will seldom be reached on preferred
policies; and few people will ever be fully satisfied with any aspects of society. Hence,

power is delegated to elected officials in modern democracies (Strgm 2003: 56-57).
In this thesis, I will consider parliamentary governments by a minimal definition,
stating that this is:

[...] a system of government in which the prime minister and his or her cabinet are
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accountable to any majority of the members of parliament and can be voted out of office
by the latter, through an ordinary or constructive vote of no confidence. (Miiller, Bergman

and Strgm 2003: 13)

The basic idea is that the cabinet must be tolerated by parliament at any time,
actively with an investiture, or through a confidence motion, but also passively as long
as the cabinet does not lose a vote of no confidence. In Norway the cabinet can set
forward confidence motions and parliament can vote the cabinet out of office, but there
is no investiture (Narud and Strgm 2011: 223). This means that Norway fulfill the
requirement of the minimal definition of parliamentary government.

Behind the definition of parliamentary governments lies the principal-agent theory.
In short, the principal-agent theory is based on delegation and accountability: a task is
delegated by a principal to an agent, and the agent then executes the task on behalf of
the principal (Miller et al. 2003: 20). In the context of this thesis, the principal is the
prime minister in single-party cabinets or the ministers’ party leader in coalitions (this
will be discussed below), while the agent is the minister. With delegation there also
comes accountability; when a minister has executed a task, for example outlined a policy
proposal, the principal will evaluate whether the proposal is what she! was looking for
(Miiller et al. 2003: 20). If the principal finds the policy proposal unsatisfying, there
has occurred an agency problem or agency loss, which means that there is a divergence
between the policy outcome preferred by the principal, and the outcome delivered by
the agent (Lupia 2003: 35). The ultimate consequence of agency loss in this context is
ministerial dismissal.

In section 2.1.2, T show that the principal-agent framework can differ between
countries, and that Norway is a case where the ideal-type agency model does not
fit entirely. Firstly, however, I will go deeper into the ideal-type of delegation and
accountability, proceed by discussing some types of agency loss that can occur in these
systems, and connect the agency model to the aims of my analysis and the Norwegian

context.

'In line with the standard in the literature, I will use the gender pronoun she for principals and he
for agents.

10
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2.1.1 A single chain of command

Delegation models all simplify and distort reality. Yet that may be a price worth paying if
such simplifications help us shed light on modern democratic constitutions. (Strgm 2003:

61)

Political science is full of models and ideal type classifications, mainly because the
world is complex and we cannot explain every detail of it; one has to simplify to make
general assessments (Landman 2008: 6-7), and simplifications should be thought of as
representations rather than statements about reality (Clarke and Primo 2007: 742).
As Strgm points out, this is also the case with the principal-agent framework and its
ideal-type.

As mentioned, delegation happens when a principal relieves herself of a task by giving
it to an agent. For example, voters delegate the task of running the country to members of
parliament through elections; the voters are principals, while each member of parliament
(MP) constitutes the agents. On the other hand, parliament is accountable to the voters
at the next election, where they can have their say on parliamentary performance (Miiller
et al. 2003: 19-20). Delegation and accountability is the core of the principal-agent
approach with regard to research on parliamentary democracy. But the story does not
end with the voter-parliament relation. In what is described as a chain of delegation, the
task of policymaking is delegated further to the prime minister (PM), who then delegates
specific tasks to his selected ministers, who finally delegates to their department’s civil
servants (Narud and Valen 2007: 209). Predictably, the chain of accountability runs in the

opposite direction. Based on Strgm (2003: 65), figure 2.1.1 gives a graphical illustration

Figure 2.1.1: Chain of delegation and accountability.
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of this ideal-type of delegation and accountability. Most importantly, I will explore the
accountability mechanics between ministers and their principal.

The discussion in section 2.1.2 will show that this picture seldom represent the actual
situations in parliamentary democracies. For example, formal checks by parliaments and
the introduction of political parties complicate the chain. First, however, I will discuss

some of the problems that may arise when tasks are delegated.

Agency loss

In early June 1988, Minister of Government Administration, Anne-Lise Bakken, went out
publicly with criticism of the Head of Personell, Nils R. Mugaas, after it was revealed that
the new head of the Postal Bank had received a huge salary. Bakken was immediately met
with disavowal of responsibility claims; she was the head of the department, and had the
responsibility for its policy areas. In addition, she was believed to have taken a central
part in the appointment (Helgesen and Reesen 1988). The situation worsened when she
refused to apologize in a hearing at the Storting. Bakken was met with resignation calls
from the opposition, newspapers, and even her own party (Versto 1988; Versto and Solberg
1988; Overby and Solberg 1988). A couple of days later, Bakken was dismissed by the
PM, Gro Harlem Brundland (Helgesen and Reesen 1988).

As is evident in the case of Bakken, whenever differences between what the minister
delivers and what the principal wants there has occurred agency loss (Miiller et al. 2003:
23), which ultimately can lead to dismissal. In situations where the agent is perfect, he
would perform the delegated task in the exact same manner as the principal would have
if the task was not delegated (Lupia 2003: 35), but this is, of course, uncommon. Hence,
agency loss is a big part of everyday politics in parliamentary democracy.

Figure 2.1.2 sketches the different types of agency loss that can occur in principal-agent
relationships. Firstly, there might be a difference in preference between the principal and
the agent (Miiller et al. 2003: 23); the principal and the agent might look differently on
how to develop certain policies in the best way possible. Secondly, information problems
arise when the principal does "not know enough about their potential agents to get the
best possible deal from them' (Miiller et al. 2003: 23). The information problem comes
in two forms: adverse selection and moral hazard. On the one hand, adverse selection, or

hidden information, refers to situations where the principal does not have full information
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Figure 2.1.2: Types of agency loss.

Agency loss

PN

Preference differences Information problem
Adverse selection Moral hazard

Based on description from Miiller et al. (2003: 23).

on the competence or predilections of the agent, and/or exact information on the relevant
task (Strgm 2000: 270). This means that the principal is always in danger of not selecting
the best agent for the task. On the other hand, moral hazard, also referred to as hidden
action, means that "the principals cannot fully observe the actions of their agents" (Strgm
2000: 270). Here, the agent might get incentives to perform unobservable action that
crosses the principal’s interests. The Bakken case is a good example of this.

If the agency loss is too big there will arise problems in the principal-agent relationship.
Hence, the principal must find ways to contain agency loss. This can be done both
before (ex ante) and after (ex post) the agent is hired. The literature usually give four
methods of containing agency loss: contract design, screening and selection, monitoring
and reporting, and institutional checks, where the two former are ex ante and the latter
two ex post strategies (Strgm 2000: 271). In the case of this thesis, the ex post methods
of containing agency loss is the most relevant, as I will not explore why some ministers
are hired, and others not, but rather why some ministers are fired and others not.

Firstly, monitoring and reporting can be used to force the agent into reporting what
he is doing. One example of this is parliamentary hearings, where the minister has to
report to parliament what parliament wishes to know about the business of the minister’s
department. In the link between ministers and their principal, both personal meetings
with the principal and cabinet meetings as a whole can be other examples of monitoring
and reporting. Indeed, Norwegian PMs have formal rights to request information from her
ministers (Strom 1994: 42). Secondly, institutional checks "subject particularly critical
agent decisions to the veto powers of other agents or a third party" (Strgm 2000: 271).
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2.1. Principal-agent theory

Institutional checks are most common in checks-and-balances systems, but votes of no
confidence against ministers or the government as a whole are examples of institutional
checks in parliamentary systems (Strom 2003: 63). For Norway in particular, the PM and
the King has an institutional check through their veto power on cabinet propositions for

parliament.

2.1.2 Who fires ministers in Norway?

To appropriately tie the agency model to the Norwegian context, we need to know who
the cabinet principal is, and there is no straightforward answer. Indeed, the Norwegian
constitution does not give hiring or firing powers to any political actors, but rather to
the King (Narud 2000: 170-172). However, in accordance to customary constitutional
practice, the hiring process in single-party cabinets is realized through the PM working
out a list of wanted cabinet members in consultancy with her party’s leading members
(Andenzes 1998: 144). But, in post-war Norway, 37% of the cabinets have been coalition
cabinets, which gives a more complex cabinet composition process: here, the coalition
partners are given more power over appointments from their own party, and hence, the
PM has less power over the selection process (Andenaes 1998: 145). As for firing, which
is the topic of this thesis, former MP, Guttorm Hansen (Labor Party), illustrated the
inability of the PM in firing ministers from other parties within coalitions by stating the

following;:

The PM can [in coalitions] presumably only by himself replace the ministers of his own
party. The others are irremovable if their own party does not agree [to dismiss them]. The
outcome is uncertain in a clash between the PM and, for example, the biggest party in the

coalition over one of the ministers of the biggest party. (Hansen 1966)

Hansen clearly gives the PM dismissal powers over the ministers of his own party.
However, he is also at a loss when it comes to who has the firing powers over the ministers
of coalition partners. One possibility is that party leaders, which for the most part occupy
posts in both single-party and coalition cabinets, has the final say over the ministers from
their own party. Indeed, the parliamentary leader of the Socialist Left Party in 2007, Inge
Ryan, argued that "it is up to Kristin [Halvorsen]|, as the party leader, to decide which
ministers should represent SV. She is the one who must consider whether someone needs to

be replaced" (Johnsen, Hegvik, Johansen, Haugan, Ertesvaag, Torvik and Ertzaas 2007).
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Thus, I see the party leaders of the cabinet as principals; the party leader is "the
one who has the prime responsibility for monitoring the other party officials" (Miiller
2000: 325). However, some assumptions are necessary: firstly, party organizations
themselves might have influence over ministerial deselection, and when the party pressure
is sufficiently high, the principal might even dismiss ministers she wants to keep in their
post. However, the assumption is that the party leader must concur and take the final
decision. Secondly, the Storting can also dismiss ministers through a vote of no confidence.
Nevertheless, as the Bakken-case (see section 2.1.1) and other confrontations between
ministers and parliament shows, ministers that are expected to be dismissed by parliament
are either sacked before it happens, or a vote of confidence over the cabinet is used as
a counter-proposal to save the minister. The assumption is thus that party leaders will
dismiss the minister before the Parliament can do it. Lastly, I assume that the PM is
always the de facto party leader of her party. Indeed, as Strgm (1994: 50) maintains "[t|he
prime minister is normally the effective leader of his or her party [in Norway]|, though the

exact party office held can vary".

2.1.3 Agency loss between ministers and party leaders

The monitoring function of party organizations is important in Norway for reducing
transaction costs and collective action problems on the governmental level; ministers are
less likely to create moral hazard problems if they know that their own party will be on
their neck when they diverge from the ideal party policies (Miiller 2000: 313). Brehm and
Gates (1997) sketch three moral hazard problems that can arise between parties and their
agents: leisure-shirking, dissent-shirking, and political sabotage. Firstly, with regard to
ministers, leisure-shirking refer to situations in which the ministers can not be bothered
with doing what it takes to implement wanted party policies. For example, ministers will
have to work harder on getting the party policy through when there are strong preferences
within their department. Hence, it might be attractive for ministers to "subscribe to the
conventional wisdom of their departments rather than work day and night to push through
party goals' (Miiller 2000: 321).

Secondly, situations of dissent-shirking arise when ministers do not do their best to
implement party preferences because they have different preferences themselves. In most

cases, this would lead to a policy status quo, as they do not work actively against the
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2.2. Ministerial durability

party, but not actively for it either (Miiller 2000: 321). Examples of dissent-shirking are
hard to come by, because there seldom is a change in policy when it happens.

Finally, sabotage occurs when a minister does not agree with the party line, and
chooses to act against it (Brehm and Gates 1997: 30). For example, when the Minister
of Health, Anne-Grete Strgm-Erichsen (Labor Party), in 2010 withdrew the government’s
promise of building a hospital in Molde, some members of the Labor Party threatened
with resigning from the party — and some actually did resign — because they could not be
members of a party that acted against its own program (Viseth and Therkelsen 2010).

How does this relate to the minister’s principals? I would argue that the same
categories will apply here. Given that party leaders are the cabinet principals that dismiss
ministers, they are the ones who has to act on behalf of the party in cases where ministers

shirk or sabotage enough to be sanctioned or dismissed.

2.2 Ministerial durability

In section 1.1, I shortly outlined some of the expectation on ministerial durability in the
Norwegian case. Here, I will handle some of the most relevant findings in the ministerial
durability literature more thoroughly, and based on its findings deduct hypotheses for
this thesis. The literature can be divided up in three parts: one empirical case-based
part, situated in the field of comparative politics (for example Berlinski et al. (2012),
Bucur (2013), Bucur (2015), Fischer, Kaiser and Rohlfing (2006)), one descriptive part on
Norwegian ministers and cabinets (for example Strgm (1994), Eriksen (1997), Narud and
Strgm (2011)), and media studies on ministerial resignations and scandals in Norway (for
example Allern and Pollack (2009), Enli (2011), Bruras (2003)). In the following sections,
I will look to these contributions in determining what to expect from the Norwegian case
structured sectionally by ministerial performance, political experience, cabinet specific

attributes, and personal characteristics.

2.2.1 Performance

In section 2.1, I presented how delegation always comes hand in hand with accountability
in parliamentary democracies; politicians are "checked and controlled, and if necessary
removed, if their behavior or performance in office is unsatisfactory" (Miiller et al. 2003:

4). Tt is, however, not straightforward to know how well politicians perform, and even
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less how to measure ministerial performance. Furthermore, few attempts have been made
at defining a proper systematized concept for ministerial performance. Hence, I use the

following definition as a basis:

Ministerial performance is the level of (dis)satisfaction over how ministers execute

their cabinet duties.

In this thesis, I use resignation calls from political and non-political actors as a
measure of ministerial performance, which is the main measure for exploring whether
party leaders hold their ministers accountable for bad performance. This means that
ministerial performance is bad whenever a political or non-political actor actively wants
the minister removed, but good whenever all actors passively wants the minister to retain
his post. Arguably, resignation calls capture the definition I use fairly well, but it should
be noted that ministers not getting resignation calls are not automatically performing
well (see Chapter 7), something my approach does not capture. The article by Fischer
et al. (2006) on ministerial resignations in Germany was one of the first papers to utilize
resignation calls empirically. They used resignation debates occurring in the first two
pages of the Frankfurter Allgemine Zeitung as a measure of performance (Fischer et al.
2006: 713), and found that the Federal Chancellor and the minister’s own party were the
decisive actors in determining whether a minister should face dismissal or not (Fischer
et al. 2006: 730).

In an approach closer to this thesis, Berlinski, Dewan and Dowding (2010: 559)
introduce resignation calls as a performance measure. These are calls for resignation
during the minister’s tenure, as reported by the media. More specifically, when "someone
in Parliament, media, or some nonpolitical organization suggest the minister should resign,
then it is defined as a ’'resignation call’" (Berlinski et al. 2010: 559). Their findings are
clear; with regard to individual responsibility, the more resignation calls a minister gets,
the more likely he is to be dismissed (Berlinski et al. 2012: 165-166). On the other hand,
cumulative calls for resignation in the cabinet as a whole also increase the hazard for the
individual ministers. This means that there is a strong sense of collective responsibility

as well: some ministers will have to fall as a consequence of bad government performance

(Berlinski et al. 2012: 166).
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Finally, Bucur (2013) uses resignation calls, in a similar manner as Berlinski et al.
(2012), as a performance measure on three semi-presidential systems: France, Portugal,
and Romania. She finds that resignation calls is a strong predictor of "ministerial
deselection under unified executive and cohabitation, but not under divided executive"
(Bucur 2013: 247). In other words, on the one hand, performance matters when the
President and the PM are representatives of the same party (unified executive) or when
the president does not represents the government party (cohabitation) (Bucur 2013: 7).
On the other hand, performance is less important when the president represents one of
the governing parties, but the PM represents a different party (divided executive) (Bucur
2013: 7). Based on these three studies, the following hypothesis regarding performance

(measured in resignation calls) is:
Hia: The more resignation calls a minister gets, the less durable will she/he be.?

The approaches described above are mainly based on pooled resignation calls. That
is, all resignation calls are equally weighted and bundled up in one measure. This might
be misleading because resignation calls can come from different political and non-political
actors. Hence, I will also test whether resignation calls uttered by the opposition, the
ministers’ own party, and newspapers increase the dismissal rate equally. Firstly, one
would expect that the frequent occurrence of minority governments is a factor increasing
parliamentary power; minority governments need support from non-governmental parties
to implement policies, and might thus influence the policy outcomes. Indeed, Strgm
(1990: 207) argues that "[m]inority governments strengthen the role of the Storting'.
Apart from the period where the Labor Party had a majority of the seats in parliament,
no single-party majorities have held office in post-war Norway. Thus, the opposition is

expected to hold the cabinet and its ministers accountable:

H1b: Ministers that are called to resign by the opposition are less durable than

ministers not called to resign by the opposition.

Secondly, parties are important in Norway (Strem 1994: 50). Both because ministers
that engage in shirking or sabotage decrease the parties’ ability to move policies from

status quo to the ideal position (Miiller 2000: 320) and because ministers are easier to

2All hypotheses are also accompanied by a null-hypothesis of no effect.
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remove than MPs (Miller 2000: 326), it is expected that resignation calls from members

of the ministers own party will have consequences for the minister in question:

Hic: Resignation calls from a minister’s own party decrease the durability of that

manaister.

Finally, media studies on political scandals in Norwegian politics can provide a
general outline on what to expect on the role of the media. These studies have mainly
focused on one or two scandals resulting in dismissal, or the role of the media in these
cases more generally. Enli (2011), for example, has delved into the scandal leading to
Manuela Ramin-Osmundsen’s (Labor Party) dismissal after hiring a friend as Children’s
Commissioner. The main argument is that the scandal was a product of both a fierce
media hunt, and a consequence of Ramin-Osmundsen being not only the first ethnic
minority minister in Norwegian history but also a woman. Another example came in the
aftermath of the Tgnne case, where the former Minister of Health, Tore Tgnne, committed
suicide after a chain of missteps were uncovered by the media (Bruras 2003: 6-8). Both
Hippe (2003) and Bruréas (2003) points at the media handling of the case, and concludes
that the media applied a one-eyed approach in covering the case, which eventually saw the
case spinning out of control (Brurds 2003: 82). Several more studies cover different cases
in the same manner (see for example Midtfjeld (2005); Seland (2000); Stordalen (2001)).

More general approaches have also covered how media cover scandals in Norwegian
politics. Allern and Pollack (2009), for example, base their study on seven political
scandal hypotheses, and find some evidence for all of them in the Norwegian context.
Most interestingly, small moral wrongdoings often lead to a boom in media attention;
scandals are mostly focused on individuals, but might also entrain institutions as the case
progresses; the leading newspapers set the agenda and follow the scandal simultaneously;
in Norway, the newspaper Verdens Gang (VG) is seen as the main initiator of political
scandals; different media actors weigh different scandals distinctively according to their
political history and ideological profile; the tolerance of moral standards are lower for
women than for men; and the story often evolves into good versus evil, where the
scandalous politicians are demonized (Allern and Pollack 2009: 197-203).

Hence, Norwegian media studies clearly agree that media plays a big role in political

scandals. My aim is not to uncover the causes of political scandals, but rather how they
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can effect ministerial deselection. I will do this by utilizing newspaper based resignation

calls as an explanatory variable in the analysis, with the following expectation:

H1d: Resignation calls from newspapers decrease ministerial durability.

Testing resignation calls

To test whether resignation calls really measure performance, I will also do a secondary
analysis in section 6.2 with resignation calls as the dependent variable. Neither of the
studies discussed above have investigated whether some ministers are more prone to
getting resignation calls than others — but because resignation calls are used as a proxy
for ministerial performance, it is important to uncover whether they also inherit other
ministerial characteristics than ministerial performance. Hence, both as a consequence of
scarce literature on what resignation calls really measure, and because they are assumed

to be a performance measure, the hypothesis for this analysis is:
Hie: No observable ministerial attributes have an effect on resignation calls.

This means that any attributes having certain effects on resignation calls will serve
blows to it as a performance measure. That is not to say that they are not measuring
performance, but rather that there is noise within the measure that could lead to biased
inferences when using them as independent variables. This will, of course, be discussed

more thoroughly in section 6.2.

2.2.2 Experience

Previous political experience has been utilized through various sets of explanatory
variables in several studies on ministerial durability. Here, I will consider three types
of political experience: previous cabinet experience, parliamentary experience, and
experience from the youth organization of the ministers’ party.

Studies that account for previous cabinet experience have generally found that the
more experience a minister has, the more prone she/he is to dismissal. On the one hand,
cabinet experience in Britain is found to increase the likelihood of dismissal, something
Berlinski et al. (2012: 85) explains as a consequence of low general experience in British

cabinets: "being a minister is a stage in a career, rather than a career itself' (Berlinski
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et al. 2012: 85). On the other hand, Bucur (2013; 2015) argues, based on similar findings
in semi-presidential systems, that "inexperienced ministers are less likely to enter into
conflict with their principals than cabinet members who have held such highly pressured
jobs for a longer period of time" (Bucur 2013: 221). A third explanation from the
government electoral performance literature, that could also apply to individual ministers,
is the "wear-and-tear" effect of being in government (Narud and Valen 2001: 9). Every

explanation, though different, points in the same direction:

H2a: The longer experience ministers have from previous cabinets, the less durable

the minister is in the current cabinet.

A number of studies have also found that ministers sit safer when they have previous
parliamentary experience: Bucur (2013: 125) finds that ministers with parliamentary
experience are less prone to be dismissed, than those with no legislative experience
in France; Béck, Persson, Vernby and Wockelberg (2009) finds the same for Swedish
ministers, though these results are based on descriptive statistics; and Fischer and Kaiser
(2010: 209) finds that ministers with parliamentary experience sit considerably longer
than those with regional experience. Fischer, Dowding and Dumont (2012: 515) argues
that this is a consequence of ministers having worked their way through the party, and thus
proven themselves worthy before entering office. Nevertheless, as Norwegian cabinets are
particularly low on previous parliamentary experience (Saalfeld 2000: 135), the hypothesis

is the following:

H2b: Ministers with previous parliamentary experience are more durable than

ministers without such experience.

The last type of political experience considered here is party experience. Bucur (2013:
213) uses party executive status and whether the minister is a local party leader as party
experience measures. She finds that neither has any explanatory power on ministerial
durability. Furthermore, data on these attributes were unavailable for the purpose of
this thesis. However, recent findings suggest that experience from the party’s youth
organization increase the chance of parliamentary politicians to assume cabinet posts
(Eilertsen 2014: 53). If we accept this experience as a measure of climbing the ladder of

the party, one could further expect that ministers with youth experience know the party
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line especially well, and are thus less likely to shirk or sabotage the policy wishes of their

party. Hence, the hypothesis with regard to youth party experience reads as follows:

H2c: Ministers with experience from the youth organization (national or local) of

their party are more durable than ministers without such experience

2.2.3 Cabinet

I discussed how the opposition is expected to have more influence under minority cabinets
above, but to further account for the effect of being in minority, I will also use the
parliamentary basis (minority versus majority) of the cabinet as an explanatory variable.
Indeed, Norwegian majority cabinets on average retain office about one year longer than
minority cabinets — a pattern that is also found in most other parliamentary democracies
(Gallagher et al. 2011: 447). Berlinski et al. (2012: 83) found no effect of being in
majority on ministerial durability, but British cabinets treated in that study were mostly

majority cabinets. Hence, I expect that:

H3a: Ministers serving under minority cabinets are less durable than ministers

serving under majority cabinets.

A second cabinet attribute that is relevant in Norwegian politics is coalitions versus
single-party cabinets. I assume ministerial shirking and sabotage to be more frequent
in coalitions than in single-party cabinets because the policy positions diverge more in
coalitions (Bergman, Miiller, Strgm and Blomgren 2003: 128), but very few coalition
cabinets terminate because of policy differences between parties (Bergman et al. 2003:
128). Hence, it is plausible to argue that coalition cabinets rather replace drifting ministers
than the more costly option of terminating the cabinet. Thus, the hypothesis regarding

cabinet composition reads as follows:

H3b: Ministers serving under coalition cabinets are less durable than ministers

serving under single-party cabinets.
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2.2.4 Personal characteristics

So far, I have covered performance, experience, and cabinet specific measures, but
individual non-political characteristics might also have an effect on durability and will
thus be controlled for.

Meserve, Pemstein and Bernhard (2009: 1030) use age as a proxy for career ambition,
and finds that younger members of the European Parliament are more likely to return to
national politics than their elder colleagues. Similarly, age can be used as a proxy for
career ambition within cabinets. The assumption is that the eldest ministers are not as
hungry as younger ministers, and therefore perform worse. Indeed, age has been found to
increase the likelihood of dismissal in Britain (Berlinski et al. 2012: 79), even though it
has been argued that there is no reason for age to have an effect on ministerial durability
(Dewan and Dowding 2005: 48). The hypothesis of age, based on the above assumption,

is straightforward:

Hja: Ministerial durability decrease with age.

Berlinski et al. (2012: 79) finds that female ministers sit safer than their male
counterparts, and Norwegian cabinets are "famous" for their high proportion of female
ministers (Narud and Strgm 2011: 228). Furthermore, the recruitment pool of women
has been, and still is, quite small in relation to men (Eilertsen 2014: 39-40), and women
are expected to at least occupy some of the posts in cabinet. Hence, women should be
expected to be more durable than men.

However, female ministers have often met more skepticism than men when entering
cabinet, especially from the 1940s throughout the 1970s. An interview by the Norwegian
Brodcasting Corporation (NRK) with the newly assigned Sissel Rgnbeck in 1979
illustrates this latter point, when a hostile reporter asks her upon entering cabinet: "do

'3 As mentioned, media

you have any knowledge of what this department really does?
studies on scandals in Norwegian politics have also hinted at women being more easily

demonized than men. It could thus be hypothesized that:

H/b1: Female ministers are less durable than male ministers

3The interview can be retrieved from http://tv.nrk.no/serie/tilbake-til-70-tallet#t=4mé1s
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Elite theorist generally believe that privileged elites have greater access to political
power (Berlinski et al. 2012: 84), and British ministers with degrees from Oxford or
Cambridge are found to have safer positions within cabinets than ministers with lower
education (Berlinski et al. 2012: 79). The assumption is that education "capture some
inherent characteristics of the minister such as acquired skills, latent ability or access
to social networks" (Berlinski et al. 2012: 79). As for education in Norway, the country
ranks low among parliamentary democracies when it comes to education levels of cabinet
ministers (Narud and Strgm 2011: 229), although it is still quite high (see Chapter 4).

Based on the assumptions described above, the hypothesis reads as follows:

HYc: Ministers with lower education are more likely to be dismissed than ministers

with high education.

2.2.5 Reshuflles

Finally, cabinet reshuffles are used by principals as a tool for containing agency loss.
Kam and Indridason (2005: 354-355) finds that reshuffles are used as a strategic device
by the PM to dampen intracabinet conflicts. Ministerial reshuffies are thus assumed to
either be a promotion to a more prestigious position after performing well, or a demotion
to a less important post because dismissal is unwanted by the minister’s party leader.
As one of few that has investigated the relationship between tenure and reshuffles, Bucur
(2015: 119) finds evidence of reshuffles being used as an instrument of promotion in

France. The hypothesis regarding reshuffles is thus:

H5: Reshuffled ministers are less likely to be dismissed than ministers that remain in

the same post over the whole tenure.
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In this chapter, I will firstly discuss the history of the post-war period by focusing on
how the party system has developed from being dominated by the Labor Party to the
coalition based governments of the present. Secondly, I go more into depth on the the
cabinet as a collective, before I consider how the King, PM and party leaders influence
cabinet work. Thirdly, I discuss some structural rules for getting cabinet posts and some of
the responsibilities cabinet ministers have. Finally, I go over the main political parties in
post-war Norway and then elaborate on how ministerial work is affected by their parties.

Generally, it is important to stress that the constitutional role of Norwegian cabinets
is quite vague, and most of the tasks, roles, and powers it has are developed through
constitutional common law (Smith 2014: 121), making it difficult to point out general
assessments on cabinet anatomy; some aspects vary between cabinets and we generally
do not know which issues are discussed, how they are discussed, and how the outcome is

decided inside the cabinet.

3.1 Norwegian cabinet history

In line with Rasch (2004: 41), I record a new cabinet whenever there has been an election,
a change of parties in cabinet, or a change of PM. By using this counting method, there
are 30 cabinets in the period covered here — the number of cabinets across all cabinet party
compositions and parliamentary basis is shown in figure 3.1.1. The main picture is that
most cabinets in post-war Norway have been lead by the Labor Party, and that minority
and single-party cabinets are more frequent than majority and coalition cabinets. The
first six cabinets, as the only cases of majority single party cabinets, were lead by the
Labor Party. This is commonly labeled as the One Party State (FEttpartistaten), which
lasted until the fall of 1961, when the Labor Party lost majority in parliament. However,

the definite end of the era came when the Gerhardsen VI cabinet had to resign over its
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Figure 3.1.1: Cabinet composition and parliamentary basis.
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handling of a miner’s accident in the Kings Bay mines on Svalbard (Rokkan 1966: 70).
The newly formed Socialist People’s Party (now called Socialist Left Party), who had
two swing votes after the 1961 election, decided to vote in favor of a of a no-confidence
motion, leading to the resignation of Gerhardsen’s cabinet (Rokkan 1966: 71). Hence,
a new era with moderate pluralism — a bipolar system where two blocks makes up the
possible government formation alternatives — started (Sartori 1990: 336).

The transition to moderate pluralism also made way for coalition cabinets to form.
When Gerhardsen’s cabinet left office in 1963, the Lyng I cabinet was formed. This was the
first post-war coalition; a center-right constellation including the Hgyre (Conservatives),
Kristelig folkeparti (Christian People’s Party), Venstre (Liberal Party), and Senterpartiet
(Centre Party). Though the Lyng I cabinet only lasted for 28 days, it was the start of a
period lasting till 2005 where all cabinets were either minority Labor Party or centre-right
coalitions (with exception of the Conservatives’s single-party minority cabinet under the

leadership of Kare Willoch from 1981 to 1983). After the 2005 election, the Labor Party
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went into its first coalition as they formed a cabinet that lasted for eight years together
with the Socialist Left Party and Centre Party — a coalition popularly called the Red-Green
coalition. Finally, after the 2013 election, the Red-Green coalition lost its majority, and
the Conservatives went into negotiations with the Liberal Party, Christian People’s Party,
and the right wing Fremskrittspartiet (Progress Party). Eventually, a Blue-Blue coalition
between the Conservatives and Progress Party sitting on the mercy of the centrist Liberal
Party and Christian People’s Party was formed. As interesting as it might have been to
include this cabinet in the analysis, this latter cabinet falls out because it has not finished

its period yet.

3.2 Cabinet as a collective

The cabinet is formally recognized through article 12 of the Constitution, which states
that the Council of State should be a consist "of a prime minister and at least seven
other members" (Strom 1994: 41). More specifically, the executive leadership lies with
the King, who is to take his decisions after hearing the advice of his Councilors (Eriksen
1997: 210). In practice, however, constitutional common law has made the King follow
"the advice of the outgoing prime minister in designating a formateur" (Strom 1994: 41),
and he has not had any real influence over the formation process since 1905 (Rasch 2004:
101). As discussed in section 2.1.2, this means that the party leaders — consulted by other
party members — decide who to appoint for cabinet duties.

Because coalitions are quite frequent in Norway, a note on how posts are distributed
between the participating parties should be added. Narud (2000: 180-181) states that the
portfolio allocation in Norwegian coalition cabinets in the post-war period has followed a
universal pattern. The parties in the coalition gets a proportional amount of posts in the
cabinet relative to the number of seats they occupy in parliament — a practice often referred
to as Gamson’s law (Warwick and Druckman 2006: 635-636). Indeed, this was clearly
the case in the first three post-war coalition cabinets, where the posts were perfectly
proportional to parliamentary seats. However, there has been an increasing tendency
towards over-representing the small parties in the later governments. In the Stoltenberg
IT and IIT cabinets, the Labor Party got four and three posts less than they would have
had with proportionality. Furthermore, the Conservatives fell one post short from perfect

proportionality in the Willoch II, Willoch III, and the Bondevik IT governments, while it
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fell two posts short in the Syse I government. Overrepresentation of the smaller parties
could mean that ministers from these parties sit safer because smaller parties are also
expected to have fewer alternatives available in the recruitment pools (Saalfeld 2003:
353).

The cabinet convenes collectively in two different formats: cabinet meetings and King
in Council. On Mondays and Thursdays, ministers meet in collective cabinet meetings
where policy proposals are presented, discussed, and resolved (Strom 1994: 41). The
King in Council meetings on Fridays are mainly ritualistic, but this is also where Royal
Resolutions (propositions for parliament) are formally signed by the King and PM (Strom
1994: 41). Although disputes are resolved before the King in Council, the King can ask
detailed questions on the proposals. This is illustrated in a documentary on Norwegian
democracy from 1964, produced by NRK, where the Gerhardsen VII cabinet sits in
the King in Council. The documentary shows the Minister of Local Government, Jens
Haugland, nervously answering questions asked by the King on a compulsory arbitration
proposition?.

As the documentary exemplifies, ministers are responsible for the propositions
developed under their jurisdiction, and usually present them both in cabinet meetings
and King in Council. When several departments are involved in proposals, the relevant
ministers meet to talk and resolve potential disputes before presenting the policy proposals

(Strgm 1994: 45).

3.3 Cabinet leaders

In Chapter 2, I argued that party leaders can be seen as the main principal of cabinet
ministers. At first glance however, the PM has a fair amount of formal power in Norway:
the King and the PM has to sign all decisions by the King in Council, and the PM has
an additional vote when the King is absent (Eriksen 1997: 219). This means that both
the PM and the King has veto power on cabinet decisions, but in practice, this power
has never been used by the PM (Strgm 1994: 42). Not using the power does, on the
other hand, not mean that ministers do not have to position themselves according to it.
The King has, for example, threatened to veto a proposition for removal of article 4 —

stating that the King must have Christian faith — from the Constitution, which lead to

http://tv.nrk.no/serie/norge-gjennom-150-aar/FOLA64002864/sesong-1/episode-5
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the withdrawal of the proposition (Leppergd 2008).

Furthermore, the PM has little formal power over her ministers and the Storting:
she can 'request information from any cabinet member, but cannot issue orders,
change ministerial jurisdictions, dissolve Parliament, or, technically, dismiss ministers"
(Strgm 1994: 42). The PM’s strength has also varied somewhat between different
personalities, depended on popularity, party strength, parliament basis, and powerful
interest organizations (Eriksen 1997: 220). Einar Gerhardsen is regarded as one of the
post-war PMs with a lot of influence over his cabinets, and was described as a tough,
brutal and cynical leader when he did not get what he wanted (Borgen 1999: 291).
Similarly, Kare Willoch and Gro Harlem Brundland are believed to have been PMs with
much power within their cabinets (Borgen 1999: 367, 387).

Despite the limited formal powers of the PM, she is still the head of the cabinet, and
has the only constitutional described position (Eriksen 1997: 219). The department of
the PM — the Office of the Prime Minister (Statsministerens kontor) — was established in
1956 and has remained quite small. Indeed, it was regular in pre-war cabinets to give the
PM an additional department (Eriksen 1997: 219-220). This standard was long gone at
the start of the period covered here, which means that the PM’s single role is to be the
head of the cabinet.

Literature on the role of party leaders in coalition cabinets is scarce, but they are
rarely left out of coalitions and usually occupy the PM chair in single-party cabinets.
Some exceptions do, however, occur. For example, after Audun Lysbakken resigned (see
Chapter 1) from the Stoltenberg III cabinet, the Socialist Left Party did not have their
party leader in a cabinet post. One particular attribute with coalition cabinets is the
subcommittee or inner cabinet, usually consisting of the party leaders and the Minister
of Finance (Strgm 1994: 50). The first inner cabinet was established in the Willoch II
cabinet to resolve policy disputes between parties, and all coalitions since have made
use of similar constructions (Kolltveit 2012: 32). However, Kolltveit (2012: 42) found,
when examining the inner mechanics of the Bondevik II, Stoltenberg II, and Stoltenberg
III cabinets, that there has been an increased concentration of power within coalition
cabinets towards the inner cabinet. If anything, this strengthens the argument that party

leaders can be regarded as the main principal of cabinet members from their party.
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3.4 Cabinet members

In contrast to Britain, the qualification requirements for ministerial posts in Norway
are fairly unrestricted. While British ministers must be elected to parliament to take up
cabinet posts, their Norwegian colleagues do not need to meet such requirements. Instead,
"it is considered much more desirable for cabinet members to have good interest-group
ties than to have parliamentary experience" (Strgm 1994: 43). Indeed, cabinet members
are constitutional restrained from holding cabinet office and occupy a seat in parliament
at the same time (Rasch 2004: 88). About half of the ministers in the post-war period
start in their post with no previous parliamentary experience, and the median number
of parliamentary periods for all cabinet members is one. This makes Norway one of
the parliamentary states with the least amount of experience with regard to previous
parliamentary positions for sitting ministers (Saalfeld 2000: 359).

In terms of ministerial responsibilities, most cabinet members in post-war Norway
have been head of their own departments, though there have also been a few ministers
without portfolio and some with specific responsibilities within one or several departments.
Eriksen (1997: 221) argues that ministers wear two hats: "they are members of the cabinet
as well as departmental heads". But, ministers are believed to generally give more effort
to their role as departmental leaders than the role as cabinet members (Eriksen 1997:
221). In some cases, and especially when heading particularly strong departments, the
minister might "go native' — policy preferences get moulded by the institution (Andeweg

2000: 391) — and start leisure-shirking and/or dissent-shirking.

3.5 Political parties

Norwegian cabinets are party cabinets; all ministers in post-war Norway have been
members of a party. At the end of the period treated in this thesis, there were seven
parties in the Storting. From left to right on the ideological scale, these are: Socialist Left
Party, Labor Party, Centre Party, Christian People’s Party, Liberal Party, Conservatives,
and Progress Party (Narud and Strgm 2011: 202) — all of whom have participated in
cabinet (though the Progress Party first participated in cabinet after the period covered
by this thesis). The cabinets have, as mentioned, mainly either been single-party Labor

Party cabinets, or center-right coalitions (Strgm 1994: 39).
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Normative studies on the existence of political parties are generally "overwhelmingly
positive about political parties having a stake in democratic governance" (Miiller 2000:
312). Jones and Hudson (1998: 176) argues that this is the case because parties increase
efficiency (reduce transaction costs), meaning that they are more capable of making
decisions than individual representatives would be: in democratic systems where each MP
has to follow an every man for himself approach, bargaining would happen on an issue
to issue basis, where few members agree on any of them (Strgm 2003: 57). Furthermore,
Miiller (2000: 314-316) argues that parties reduce collective action problems, because they
"establish an institutional arrangement — party organization — which allows the monitoring
of the other party members in order to ensure that they indeed contribute to the collective
goal".

Even though party leaders are seen as principals of ministers, the political parties
themselves also play a key role for the work of Norwegian ministers. However, it is
often difficult to assess the role of parties in parliamentary systems because they are
seldom mentioned explicitly in the constitution (Miller 2000: 310), but they play a
pivotal role in the political life of parliamentary democracy. For example, in Norwegian
general elections, voters vote on parties rather than individual politicians, and the parties
themselves prepare the lists of representatives from each constituency. There are ways for
voters to alter the lists by giving extra votes for candidates they like or rearrange the list
to their preference, but this rarely leads to any significant alterations (Narud and Valen
2007: 64-66).

Parties also play an important role in containing agency loss within cabinets.
Mostly this happens ex-ante through contract design, screening, and selection; the party
organization can groom its members through party activities to limit the possibility for
drifts, but also provide an arena for party members to prove themselves as loyal and
capable politicians. Additionally, ministers are embedded in their party through local
or national work, and hiring party members without long-standing positions within the
party has usually been frowned upon (Strgm 1994: 50). As for containing agency loss
ex-post, parties often rely on the party leader, who has better and more easily accessible

information than the party organization, to monitor ministers (Miiller 2000: 328-329).
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4 | Methods and data

In this chapter, I start by going over some of the basics regarding event history analysis,
and especially the upsides and downsides with using the semi-parametric Cox PH model,
before I proceed by explaining how the data on ministers and resignation calls were
collected.

In the remaining part of the chapter, I provide variable operationalizations and basic
descriptive statistics for the variables used in the analysis. Furthermore, some bivariate
measures are given to get a better picture of how these variables look over time and
structural attributes. To match the structure from Chapter 2, I group these sections into
five types of attributes: performance, experience, cabinet specific, personal characteristics,
and reshuffles. Additionally, I add a short section on jurisdictions, which is used a frailty

term in the analyses.

4.1 Event history analysis

Luckily, studies on ministerial durability came along late enough to dodge the debate on
whether duration or dismissal is the most important thing to investigate, as happened in
the government survival literature during the 1990s (Laver and Shepsle 1998: 30); event
history analysis takes both into consideration. At the most general level, event history
analysis (or survival analysis) is a method for estimating how variables affect duration
and event!. One of the major benefits of event history analysis over more standard linear
regression models is that it takes censoring and truncation into consideration. Censoring,
which is especially relevant here, occurs when a unit survives until we stop recording it
(Box-Steffensmeier and Jones 2004: 16). In line with the cabinet counting rules discussed

in Chapter 3, I stop recording the minister’s duration whenever he survives until an

'In biostatistics, the event is often death and the duration is survival time (Box-Steffensmeier and
Jones 2004: 7). Here, the event is ministerial dismissal, and duration ministerial tenure.
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election, the PM is replaced, or the party composition of the cabinet changes. Hence,
all ministers that retain their post until one of these events occur are right-censored —
they are not observed as the same unit anymore, and if they remain in their position
after the change, their duration is reset. There are two reasons for doing this. Firstly,
individual ministerial dismissal is the only event type of interest in the thesis; ministers
that fall together with the cabinet is a different and, in this case, uninteresting event
type. Secondly, after one of the above described shifts, surviving ministers are seen as
successful, and should not contribute to the failure rate?. Some ministers are replaced
after these changes occur, and the reasons for such resignations could, among others,
be other/better job offers (Erik Brofoss became central bank governor after leaving his
cabinet post), retirement, or wanting to step down as politicians.

Furthermore, the Cox PH model is preferable to parametric models, such as the
Weibull model, because parametric models depend on assumptions about the shape of the
baseline hazard. That is, parametric survival models make different (dependent on the
model) assumptions about when the units of analysis are more at risk. There is no sensible
way of assuming when ministers are more at risk of being dismissed; they could be safe
today and dismissed tomorrow if, for example, some hidden action suddenly is revealed.
The Cox PH model dodges this prerequisite by leaving the baseline hazard undefined.
Furthermore, as table 4.2.1 shows, only 16% (98 units) are dismissed, meaning that the
remaining 527 ministers are right-censored. This puts even more restraints on the model
choice; with a high level of right-censoring, parametric models gets an inflated intercept.
Because the Cox PH model leaves the baseline hazard unspecified, also the intercept is
left unspecified (Box-Steffensmeier and Jones 2004: 47). This marks one of the major
drawbacks with the Cox PH model; there is no way of assessing and predicting time with
the Cox PH model because the absence of the intercept makes all variable effects relative.
However, as the main interest here is how different factors affect ministerial durability,
not predicting duration, the Cox PH model is adequate.

The most important assumption in the Cox PH model is the proportional hazards

2As Box-Steffensmeier and Jones (2004: 18) notes, it is evident that right-censored units does not
contribute to the failure rate in the duality of the likelihood for the sampled observations in survival
analysis, where ¢; is observed until ¢;* and then right-censored:

c=1I se IIse)

t;<t* ti>t*
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assumption, which assumes that the hazard ratio of all independent variables are fixed over
the entire duration (Box-Steffensmeier and Jones 2004: 48). I will discuss the proportional
hazard assumption in more practically terms when utilizing the Cox PH model in the next
chapter.

Finally, I include a frailty term for jurisdiction (department). Frailty terms are used
in event history analysis to account for groups that are more or less prone to "die" by
including a random effects term in the hazard (Box-Steffensmeier and Jones 2004: 163) —

an approach that is parallel to standard random effects models.

4.2 Data collection

4.2.1 Ministers

The data® used for the thesis can be split into two different sections: one for fixed
ministerial characteristics upon entering cabinet, and one for resignation calls. I collected
most of the fixed characteristics part of the data manually,* and supplemented with
birthdays from the NSD-data on Norwegian ministers (Munkejord 2007). Previous
parliamentary experience and youth party experience was gathered from the study by
Eilertsen (2014), while cabinet level attributes, originally used in Rasch (2004), was
kindly shared by Bjgrn Erik Rasch. The resignation call collection will be described
more thoroughly below, but descriptive statistics of the variables used in the thesis are
provided in table 4.2.1.

An important note is that the first post-war Minister of Defense, Jens Christian
Hauge, has been excluded from all analyses. The reason is simple; Hauge’s inclusion
in the model skewed the results heavily because he received eleven resignation calls in
his first period — almost double of the second highest occurrence of six resignation calls.
Hauge was met with much skepticism because he was young and had strong opinions on
how to modernize the military after the war. Especially after a fallout with four generals,
in what was coined the Hauge-Helset scandal (Verdens Gang 1948), Hauge received a
bunch of resignation calls. With Hauge included in the model the proportional hazard

assumption was always violated, and he was easily identified as an outlier. Additionally,

3The data and documentation is available either through https://github.com/martigso/
ministersNor, or for R-users by installing the package martigso/ministersNor directly from GitHub

4All the cabinets and their ministers can be easily accessed at http://www.regjeringen.no. Data
on education and gender was gathered https://wuw.stortinget.no/
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Table 4.2.1: Descriptive statistics

Variable Class N Mean St.Dev Min  Median  Max
Duration Numeric 625 615.107  376.998 6 580 1527
Event Dichotomy 625 0.157 - 0 0 1
Resignation calls (RC) Count 625  0.472 0.985 0 0 6
Time (logged) Numeric 625  3.193 1.435  -5.901 3.582 4.203
RC opposition Dichotomy 625 0.126 - 0 0 1
RC own party Dichotomy 625 0.077 - 0 0 1
RC newspaper Dichotomy 625 0.117 - 0 0 1
Cabinet exp. Numeric 625 1.841 2.59 0 0.523 17.199
Parl. exp Dichotomy 625 0.478 - 0 0 1
Youth exp. (central) Dichotomy 625  0.083 - 0 0 1
Youth exp. (local) Dichotomy 625  0.194 - 0 0 1
Cabinet type (majority) Dichotomy 625 0.371 - 0 0 1
Cabinet structure (coalition)  Dichotomy 625  0.382 - 0 0 1
Age Numeric 625  49.035 8.098 29 49 73
Gender (female) Dichotomy 625  0.267 - 0 0 1
Education (lower) Dichotomy 625 0.19 - 0 0 1
Reshuffle Dichotomy 625 0.067 - 0 0 1

PMs are excluded because they, as a consequence of recording new cabinets after a change

of PM, only fall together with the cabinet, and never individually.

4.2.2 Resignation calls

Due to a lack of a detailed description on the resignation call collection in similar studies,
the framework for the collection here is quite independent. A resignation call is, similar
to Berlinski et al. (2012), seen as questions asked by any actor that a minister should
resign, as reported in the newspaper Verdens Gang. This means that whenever an actor
— both political and non-political — demands that a minister should resign, I record it as
a resignation call against that minister. Furthermore, I record the resignation calls into
categories for which actors they came from. Firstly, resignation calls from the opposition
were recorded whenever a member of the opposition in parliament asked the minister to
resign. Secondly, resignation calls from the minister’s own party was recorded whenever a
member of a cabinet party asked for the minister’s dismissal. Finally, I record a resignation
call as coming from the newspaper when an editorial or author of an article demands that
a minister should be dismissed.

Ideally, more than one newspaper should have been used for cross-reference, but three
main limitations contributed to only using Verdens Gang for collecting resignation calls:

the paper has been political independent throughout the post-war period; it is the only
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paper that is easily accessible with good search mechanics all the way back to 1945; and,
it has been identified in media studies as the main initiator of political scandals (Allern
and Pollack 2009: 200), which makes it especially suitable for the purpose at hand.
Luckily, compared to the resignation call studies discussed in Chapter 2, the
newspaper | use is available digitally, through the well-functioning media search engine
ATEKST provided by Retriever. A list of eighteen key words — found in appendix A — was
developed before the collection was started. The search strings consist of the minister’s
surname combined with all of these key words one by one. Indeed, the whole resignation
call collection involved reading over ten thousand articles, making this an important but
very time consuming task. To make the collection as open as possible, I included a short
description of each resignation call and links to the articles they occurred in as columns

in a separate data set — though a license at Retriver is necessary for opening the links®.

4.3 Variable operationalization

4.3.1 Duration and event

The dependent variable in this analysis is a combination of ministerial duration and
ministerial dismissal. Ministerial duration is measured as the difference in days between
start and stop of each minister from the start of the cabinet (see table 4.3.1). Table 4.2.1
shows that duration has a lot of variation — ranging from 6 days to 1 527 days, with
a mean of 615 days. The event variable is dichotomous, where dismissed ministers are
coded as 1 and right-censored ministers are coded as 0. As discussed, only 16% of the
625 units in the data lost their post due to dismissal.

Some special cases are also worth mentioning. Actual deaths are fairly straightforward
to right-censor®, because of their non-political nature, but leaves of absence pose a possible
threat to the analysis: should these ministers be right-censored, or handled as dismissals
that get a fresh start when they come back from a leave of absence? Or should their
duration be summed up into one, excluding the period they were absent? I worked around
this problem by recording two rows for these units with the cabinet start as origin, giving

the data a (start, stop]| structure (Box-Steffensmeier and Jones 2004: 100-101). Two

5These data are also available at https://github.com/martigso/ministersNor, or through the
R-package martigso/ministersNor from GitHub.

SFive ministers are right censored because of death: Olav Bruvik (1962), Knut Frydenlund (1987),
Sonja Ludvigsen (1974), Sven Oftedal (1948), Johan Jergen Holst (1993)
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examples from the data can illustrate the data structure:

Table 4.3.1: Extract of the data

Last name Start End Duration Cabinet start  Cabinet end
1 Fjeld 1945-11-05  1947-12-06 (0, 761+] 1945-11-05 1950-01-10
2 Fjeld 1948-03-06  1950-01-10  (852,1527+] 1945-11-05 1950-01-10
3 Storberget 2009-10-21  2011-01-01 (0, 437+] 2009-10-21 2013-09-30
4  Storberget 2011-03-31  2011-11-11 (526, 751] 2009-10-21 2013-09-30

The first two rows of table 4.3.1 represents the Minister of Agriculture, Kristian Fjeld,
in the first Gerhardsen cabinet after the war. Fjeld was reported to struggle both with bad
health and getting his views taken seriously by the Minister of Finance, Brofoss (Verdens
Gang 1947). The combination of these factors lead him to take a three months long leave
of absence, before re-entering the cabinet and sitting throughout the period. The third
and fourth row represents Knut Storberget’s ministerial duties under the Stoltenberg III
cabinet. Storberget went into a paternity leave at the start of 2011 that ended on the
last day of March the same year. As Minister of Justice, Storberget was under heavy fire
for the lack of emergency preparedness of the police after the July 22 terrorist attacks,
and resigned in mid November. The most important thing to notice here is the duration
variable: for the first record of both ministers the cabinet start date is identical with
their individual start date, making the start of the duration variable 0. Both Fjeld and
Storberget then took a leave of absence after 761 and 437 days, respectively, and the plus
sign marks that the ministers are right censored. Hence, the two leaves of absence and
Fjeld’s second row (for sitting throughout the Gerhardsen II cabinet) are right-censored.
Storberget did not survive the full cabinet time, and his dismissal is therefore recorded
as an event (no plus sign). Consequently, row 1, 2, and 3 contribute only to the survival
rate, while row 4 contributes to the failure rate as well.

With high requirements for dismissal, it is unsurprising that there are more
right-censored units in the data than events. This is illustrated in figure 4.3.1, where
the light cyan line shows that most cabinets have had between zero and nine resignations.
One cabinet — Nordli IT — stands out as an exception with 14 dismissals. This was in
most part a consequence of Nordli wanting to position "his own people', rather than the
previous members of the Bratteli II cabinet. It is also interesting that all cabinets with

no ministerial dismissals are minority cabinets and mostly short lived (Lyng I, Bratteli

38



Chapter 4. Methods and data

Figure 4.3.1: Number of forced exits and censored ministers across cabinets.
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IT, Nordli I, Brundland I, and Willoch T). The dark line of figure 4.3.1 also displays the
amount of right-censored units in each cabinet, which gives a good picture of the small

but steady increase in number of portfolios over the period.

4.3.2 Performance

Berlinski et al. (2010: 561) states that principals should reward or punish their agents
according to their general performance; a minister not performing to the principal’s
expectations is likely to get the axe sooner, rather than later. But how can ministerial
performance be measured?

As discussed, a common way to measure performance of ministers is through
resignation calls; Berlinski et al. (2012: 2010), Bucur (2013: 2015), and Fischer et al.

(2006) all use resignation calls for measuring performance, albeit in different ways. Firstly,
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Berlinski et al. (2010) has a general approach, arguing that when "[...] someone in
Parliament, media, or some nonpolitical organization suggests the minister should resign,
then it is defined as a ‘resignation call’" (Berlinski et al. 2010: 559). Secondly, Bucur
(2013: 79-80) argues that there are four reasons to call for a minister’s resignation:
personal errors, departmental errors, policy disagreements, and breaches of collective
responsibility by challenging a cabinet decision. However, pooled resignation calls are
mainly used in the analyses. Lastly, Fischer et al. (2006: 713) use the term resignation
discussions for resignation calls in their analysis of ministerial resignations in Germany.
Their approach involves using a filtering mechanism of only considering the first two
pages of the Frankfurter Allgemine Zeitung. The base for all these studies, however, is
that someone questions whether the minister should continue in his post or not, and
that this will tear on the principal’s patience with the minister; ministers are found to
be held accountable for not performing well. There is, of course, a difference between
being criticized by any actor through the media and being sacked for bad performance —
a minister might get several resignation calls, but the firing principal will still be the one
to decide whether the infringement is big enough to sack the minister. However, as the
inner mechanics of the cabinets are mostly hidden from the public, resignation calls can
to some degree measure the minister’s performance.

Particular for the resignation call measure is that it is an event variable: resignation
calls are recorded during the tenure, whereas the other variables are observed when the
minister is hired. The pooled resignation call measure has, as table 4.2.1 shows, a range
between 0 and 6 resignation calls, and that the average minister gets just under a half
resignation call during his tenure. However, the measure is skewed towards zero; 74% of
the ministers have no resignation calls, and 89% have less than two resignation calls.

The points in figure 4.3.2 display the mean number of resignation calls for
non-resignations and forced exits across all post-war cabinets, while the lines show the
loess smoothed number of resignation calls over non-resignations and forced exits. Since
this method will be used on several occasions, a brief explanation is necessary. The loess
smoothing method adds a locally fitted regression line to the data by considering the

values of y; and x; at several of the neighbors of x; on x (Beck and Jackman 1998: 603),
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Figure 4.3.2: Mean number of resignation calls across cabinets and forced exits.
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The points of figure 4.3.2 shows that there is a lot of variation in the mean amount of
resignation calls between cabinets. However, the loess curve shows that, in the immediate
post-war period, the mean dismissed and censored ministers generally had under 