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Abstract
In 2005, the Dutch electorate rejected the European Constitution by referendum. The Balkenende II-administration had already signed the treaty, and had an interest in its ratification. However, public support indicated by early polls slipped away as its campaign commenced. The government’s campaign attracted negative attention, with some believing that it contributed to the negative referendum-outcome. To explain how this sub-optimal strategy came to be, this study combines theoretical insights on bureaucratic politics, organizational culture, and cognition. Looking at the Taskforce established within the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Political Control Group leading the campaign, the study’s findings support that bureaucratic roles, procedural scripts, and cultural rationales were present in the decision-making process between November 2004 and June 1st 2005, and subsequently led to defective decision-making.
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At the stroke of midnight January 31st 2020, the time had come: the UK officially left the European Union [EU] (NOS, 2020). Thousands of people had gathered in front of Parliament in London to count down together. The decision to leave the EU and the conditions under which this should happen had dominated the national political debate for years. Waving flags lighting fireworks: these people were all too happy to leave the EU behind, setting out on the streets to celebrate.

With this image in mind, it is hard to imagine a time when citizens hardly cared about the process of European integration. And yet exactly this was the case before the turn of the century. For a long time, European integration was subject to a “permissive consensus” (Hobolt & De Vries, 2016; Hooghe & Marks, 2009). The matter was hardly discussed in national parliament and was not considered an important political subject by the electorate. Citizens did not have strong opinions on the topic and mostly relied on the judgement of political elites. European integration was effectively isolated from public scrutiny, as political elites seemed to agree about the merits of the process. 

Yet the “permissive consensus” grew increasingly strained over time. Over the last decades, supranational politics have become more and more politicized (De Wilde, 2011; Zürn et al., 2012). Globalization and Europeanization have blurred the lines between the international and national level (Verbeek et al., 2019). Previously domestic affairs now often have international dimensions, and citizens find that their lives are increasingly affected by supranational politics. The permissive consensus has been effectively replaced by a “constraining dissensus” (Hooghe & Marks, 2009). International affairs are increasingly a matter of domestic political debate, requiring foreign policy makers to take public opinion into account. 

A critical moment in the move toward this “constraining dissensus” was the Dutch rejection of the European Constitution through a national referendum in 2005. The electorate, directly consulted on the European integration process for the first time, expressed a serious discontent with the direction the national government had envisioned (Lucardie, 2005; Van den Berg, 2006). A treaty 85% of the Tweede Kamer had agreed upon was met with rejection by 61,5% of the voters with a high voter turn-out of 63,3% (Kiesraad, 2005). 

The disconnect between political elites and the average citizen had thus become painfully visible. Policy-makers were faced with the fact that they did not adequately represent public opinion regarding European integration. Citizens, on the other hand, grew aware of the impact of the EU on their daily lives, and their limited personal knowledge about the workings of the institution (Dekker et al., 2006). Not only had European integration been successfully politicized, it has since come to structure the domestic political debate and the national vote in the Netherlands (Hooghe & Marks, 2009; Meijers, 2017). 

[bookmark: _Toc48891276]1.1 Scientific puzzle 
According to Robert Putnam (1988), the drafting and ratification of international treaties forces governments to engage in multilevel games. Governments need to consider both the national and international sphere in arriving at international agreement. The interests of national actors need to be taken into account when negotiating at the international level, and vice versa. Effectively, the government engages in strategic games at both levels simultaneously in order to achieve an outcome that both serves their interests and is acceptable to their national and international counterparts. 

Following Putnam’s theory, an international treaty that is signed by national governments should be acceptable to a majority of actors in the domestic sphere in all participating countries. After all, approval at the domestic level is required for the ratification of the agreement. It can thus be expected that the actors the link the two levels are well aware of domestic public opinion on the matter. It would therefore be rational for a state to pursue a strategy that maximizes the domestic support for the treaty, as this support is needed for the ratification of the treaty desired by the administration

However, the Dutch cabinet’s campaign was generally regarded as weak, with some even believing that the government’s actions contributed to the rejection of the European Constitution (Giebels et al., 2005; Peeperkorn, 2005; Sprenger, 2016a). It relied upon a strategy of free publicity generated through public performances of cabinet members, while the government was historically unpopular with the electorate and discontent with European integration was growing. How could it be that political leaders and civil servants working on the campaign missed the prevalent Eurosceptic sentiments in society that the 2005 referendum brought to light? This study aims to explain the sub-optimal campaign strategy developed and pursued by the Dutch government in 2005.

[bookmark: _Toc48891277]1.2 The unit of analysis: governmental campaign 
This research focuses on the campaign in favor of the European Constitution waged by the Dutch government. By signing the European Constitution, the Dutch government committed itself to push for ratification of the treaty at the national level. Consequently, the Dutch government was both an important stakeholder in the debate as well as the organizer of the referendum. To ensure impartiality, organizational matters were divided among different ministries (Bot, 2006). The Ministry of the Interior was concerned with the organization of the referendum, including housing the independent Referendum Commission. It provided neutral information and made efforts to increase voter turn-out. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs was tasked with the organization of a campaign in favor of the treaty, representing the cabinet’s substantive position. 

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs set up a temporary Taskforce responsible for the campaign (Goeijenbier, 2005). This Taskforce was led by an external project leader, and consisted of civil servants from five different ministries (General Affairs [Prime Minister’s office], Foreign Affairs, Interior Affairs, Economic Affairs, and Finance). The Taskforce answered directly to the Junior Minister of Foreign Affairs, who was tasked with European affairs. Ministers of the five departments, thus including the Prime Minister, took part in the Political Control Group (Politieke Regie Groep), that was responsible for the directions of the campaign. Highly-ranked civil servants of the relevant departments of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs regularly attended meetings as well. 

The campaign aimed to inform citizens, involve civil society, and spread a unified message on behalf of the government (Bot & Nicolaï, 2005; Goeijenbier, 2005). It relied heavily upon free publicity generated by public performances of members of Cabinet, and on cooperation with civil society actors. However, this strategy proved largely unsuccessful (Lucardie, 2005). The position of the government remained largely unclear to civilians, and cooperation with civil society never fully came to be. Polls early in the process predicted a narrow majority in favor of the treaty, but support slipped away as the campaign progressed. 

Earlier research has shown that the campaign was disorganized and that communication missed the mark (Lucardie, 2005; Van den Berg, 2006). The government struggled to find the right tone, being both the neutral organizer of the referendum as well as a partial competitor. Despite having access to extensive qualitative and quantitative research on the electorate’s voting intentions, the campaign failed to successfully address citizens (Goeijenbier, 2005). Some believe that the campaigning efforts by members of cabinet effectively contributed to the electorate’s decision to reject the treaty (Sprenger, 2016a). 

[bookmark: _Toc48891278]1.3 Theoretical approach: bureaucratic politics 
Scholars of Foreign Policy Analysis [FPA] look at the influence of domestic factors to explain foreign policy outcomes (Breuning, 2007). They counter the traditional view that foreign policy consists of rational actions by a unitary state. Instead, scholars look at actors within the state such as media, organizations, small groups, and individuals. Special attention is paid to the ways in which organizational culture and individual cognitive processes shape decision-making. It is assumed that the processing of new information and the decision-making process are structured by these factors, as they determine which actions the participants deem to be logical or appropriate. 

Foreign Policy Analysis could provide insight in the decision-making process leading up to and during the referendum campaign, in an effort to explain how the policy came to be. It aims to explain the choice for sub-optimal decisions with an integrated model inspired by Allison’s bureaucratic politics model and organizational process model (Allison & Zelikow, 1999). It focuses on the decision-making by the Taskforce housed by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Political Control Group from the establishment of the government’s general strategy, until the day of the referendum, June 1st 2005. Based on Ripley (1995), it is examined whether the non-rational campaign can be explained as the sub-optimal outcome of individual rational behavior conditioned by the existing bureaucratic culture,  In order to do so, it poses the following research question: 

To what extent can the Dutch governmental campaign for the 2005 referendum  the European Constitutional Treaty be explained by the bureaucratic roles, procedural scripts and cultural rationales employed by decision-makers? 

It is hypothesized that the organizational context of those involved in the campaign influenced what approaches were assumed to be appropriate. Bureaucratic culture is expected to have influenced both the information processing of participants, their personal and organizational interests, and the action channels used to arrive at policy-outcome. It is expected that bureaucratic actors, that is cabinet members and civil service, will have based their actions on the anticipated consequences for their position within the organization, scripts prescribed on past experiences with political and information campaigns, and ritualistic cultural rationales regarding European integration and modesty upheld within the bureaucratic context.  Relying on past experiences, the bureaucratic actors expected that a short campaign period would suffice to win the referendum. Because of this, the campaign started off too late and with too limited resources. When the prospective of rejection of the Treaty became clear to them, it was too late to correct these errors. Additionally, self-interested survival instinct led decision-makers who perceived the campaign to be risky to avoid association with the referendum, impairing its chances of success.

This research consists of a single case study on the impact of cognition and bureaucratic politics during the conception and execution of the governmental campaign during the Dutch referendum on the European Constitution in 2005. Process-tracing is used to determine whether bureaucratic elements where present in the different phases of decision-making and whether they can be logically linked to symptoms of defective decision-making. The main source of data are twelve semi-structured in-depth interviews with members of the Taskforce Referendum and Political Control Group, and experts. The latter consists of both politicians and civil servants involved with the process at the time, academics, and journalists. Other data used consists of briefings provided to parliaments, newspaper articles, and internal documents detailing the progress of the campaign. These are used to map out the decision-making process, allowing for the impact of individuals, their perceptions, and their interests to be pinpointed. 

[bookmark: _Toc48891279]1.4 Societal relevance 
The societal relevance of this research is two-fold. Firstly, it addresses a critical turning point in the European integration process. The 2005 referendum irreversibly politicized the EU polity and its policies. This has impacted both the domestic landscape and the Dutch foreign policy regarding the EU. The Netherlands has become more skeptical regarding European cooperation. Relatedly the referendum has significantly shaped other member-states perceptions of the position of The Netherlands within the EU (Dekker et al., 2019, p. 33). 

The analysis can thus provide insight into current developments in European integration. For example: during the corona-crisis, the EU has made efforts to come to a collective response and create a relief fund to help member-states that were hit especially badly during the pandemic (Herszenhorn et al., 2020). The Dutch position drew considerable attention, as member-states found its frugality and blunt rejection of proposed instruments offensive. This research into the first explicit rejection of European integration by the Dutch electorate can shine a light upon the origin of this critical approach to European cooperation.

Secondly, the referendum took place in a politically turbulent time that saw the rise of right-wing populist parties. It was part of an expression of social discontent with the political elite, characterized by great distrust in politicians (Boudewijn & Rood, 2005). The rejection of the European Constitution has put the issues of national identity and sovereignty onto the political agenda indefinitely. This sentiment is still prevalent in society today, also in other Western democracies (Van Vulpen et al., 2016).

[bookmark: _Toc48891280]1.5 Scientific relevance 
This study contributes to the academic work on Foreign Policy Analysis in general and bureaucratic politics in specific. Combining Allison’s bureaucratic politics model and organizational process model, it reviews the rational pursuit of self-interest within the contextual setting of bureaucratic organizations. This allows to incorporate insights of academic work on cognition and organizational culture to be incorporated in the bureaucratic politics approach. 
Additionally, the research contributes to academic work on European integration and its politicization. The rejection of the European Constitutional Treaty by France and the Netherlands are often seen as a turning point in European integration, with citizens of two founding member-states rejecting a treaty facilitating further integration (Hobolt, 2009). This research investigates the extent to which accepted norms and procedures within domestic bureaucratic organizations limit the ability of political actors and civil service to adequately respond to civilian discontent with the EU. In doing so, it is a valuable contribution to the literature on referendums on European integration. It could therefore also provide useful insights for the Brexit-referendum, among others.
Regarding the Dutch referendum, much has been written about the motivations of the electorate to reject the treaty and the perceived legitimacy of national EU-policy (Aarts & Van der Kolk, 2006; Boudewijn & Rood, 2005; WRR, 2007). While some publications have shone a light on the proceedings of the governmental campaign, there has been no research as to how these decisions came to be (Lucardie, 2005). Similarly, literature on Euroscepticism tends to focus on parties and voter motivations (De Vries, 2018; Guerra & McLaren, 2016). This research contributes to filling the gap in our empirical knowledge, attempting to outline the possible role of bureaucratic actors in spurring civilian discontent with European integration.

[bookmark: _Toc48891281]1.6 Structure of the thesis 
In the next chapter, relevant theories of Foreign Policy Analysis regarding bureaucratic politics, cognitive biases, organizational culture, and role perceptions are outlined. This is followed by the formulation of relating hypotheses. In chapter three, the key components of the hypotheses are operationalized and the methodological approach is explained. The fourth chapter starts with an overview of the context leading up to the referendum. Subsequently, the presence of the bureaucratic elements during the decision-making process is traced and linked to symptoms of defective decision-making. Chapter five concludes the thesis, reflecting upon the empirical analysis and answering the research question. 



[bookmark: _Toc48891282]2. Theoretical framework

In this chapter, the theoretical underpinnings of the thesis are discussed. Firstly, the traditional model of the rational unitary state is addressed. Subsequently, the research field of foreign policy analysis is introduced, focusing on the bureaucratic politics approach. This approach is introduced by looking at Allison’s conceptual models. Based on Ripley (1995), it is argued that cognition, bureaucratic positions, and organizational culture need to be incorporated to better capture the structuring effect of both competing interests of self-interested actors as well as the social environment in which they operate. The chapter concludes with hypotheses derived from this proposed model.
[bookmark: _Toc48891283]2.1 The rational actor approach
Traditionally, IR-scholars generally viewed foreign policy as the result of rational decision-making by unitary state-actors motivated to maximize their own interest (Gerner, 1995). Foreign policy decisions were a rational choice, as states evaluated the evaluated the costs and benefits of the full range of alternatives to determine which would ultimately best serve to meet their established objectives given the context (Allison, 1971; Morgenthau, 1985, p. 5). The resultant foreign policy, according to this view, is a collection of consistent value-maximizing rational decisions made by a unitary national government to serve its national interests and ultimately ensure the survival of the nation state given the context of the international sphere. 
This rational choice perspective on foreign policy decision-making is closely related to realism, the dominant theoretical perspective in International Relations during the Cold War-period (Allison, 1971; Walt, 1998). Realism assumes that sovereign nations are the sole important actors at the international level. Whereas the control these sovereign states have over outlined territories and people allows them to enforce rules at the domestic level, such an overarching power does not exist at the international level. Due to the anarchic nature of the international sphere, states are left to fend for their own interests and survival at the international level. As power can only be attained at the expense of other states, states often have conflicting interests and thus considerable reason to mistrust each other. Fundamentally, international politics thus revolves around national security concerns. The international sphere is thus effectively a competitive arena in which states act to pursue their own interests to ultimately safeguard their independence and survival.
Realism sees state interactions at the international level as separate from the domestic sphere, as the anarchic nature of the international sphere calls for politics that substantially differ from domestic politics (Kaarbo, 2015). Foreign policy is effectively depoliticized, as political leaders are met with little domestic constraints as they choose rational policies to optimally serve clearly identifiable objective state interests (Ripley, 1995). Essentially, foreign policy is a means to ensure the survival of the nation state through the accumulation of security and power. In the calculated rational pursuit of state interests, which are power and security, domestic support and perceived legitimacy of foreign policy is of no or relatively little importance (Kaarbo, 2015).
[bookmark: _Toc48891284]2.2 Foreign Policy Analysis: bureaucratic politics approach
During the 1950s, there was an increasing realization that the traditional perspective of interest-maximizing unitary states was inadequate in explaining observed state behavior in the changing international context (Gerner, 1995). Observable foreign policy pursued by states was not always rational, and could therefore not be explained by the rational actor approach. Foreign Policy Analysis emerged as an academic subfield of international relations, concerning itself with the impact of domestic processes and actors on foreign policy. Unlike traditional explanations of foreign policy, FPA believes multiple actors shape foreign policy-outcome, turning to micro- and meso-level analysis to explain state behavior at the international level. 

FPA-scholars aimed to solve the inadequacy of the rational actor model by looking at domestic factors to explain state behavior at the international level (Breuning, 2007; Gerner, 1995). One approach taken by FPA-scholars is to focus on the impact of bureaucratic organizations on policy-outcome. Policy-makers rely upon bureaucratic organizations to adequately face their complex tasks. This position allows bureaucratic organizations to shape foreign policy. Decision-making in public administration is therefore characterized by conflicts of interest among decision-makers who represent their organizations. The observable policy is the outcome of this, and might therefore be a suboptimal choice. The realist assumption of a unitary utility-maximizing state is rejected, as FPA scholars see foreign policy as the product of the relations between and within bureaucratic organizations. 

Although FPA-scholars agree that the traditional rational actor approach is insufficient in explaining world politics, there is no consensus regarding the subject of rationality itself. Some FPA-scholars, such as Graham Allison, believe that while states do not necessarily act rationally, the individuals that act on behalf of the state do. Decision-makers disagree over either the objectives that should be pursued by the state or the ways to achieve agreed-upon objectives (Bendor & Hammond, 1992). Foreign policy is the result of negotiations among these actors who rationally represent the interests of their organizations. The resultant policy can thus itself be non-rational, as individual rational behavior leads to a collective non-rational outcome. 
Other FPA-scholars argue that there are cognitive factors at play that shape what is perceived as rational by those involved in decision-making (Rosati, 1995). They disagree with the notion of perfect individual rationality, arguing that the beliefs and capabilities as well as organizational culture significantly impact what is deemed appropriate or useful by those involved in the decision-making process.

[bookmark: _Toc48891285]2.2.1 Allison’s conceptual models: individual rationality
One strand of literature on bureaucratic politics emphasizes that irrational behavior of the state in the international arena is the consequence of individual rational behavior of representatives of bureaucratic organizations in decision-making processes. The roots of this train of thought can be traced back to the early 1960s, when mostly scholars from the study group Bureaucracy, Politics and Policy at Harvard started publishing studies on the impact of internal politics on national policy (Jones, 2013). The academic legacy of these studies is summarized by Art (1973, p. 468) as “policy via politics”. Due to political power being distributed over different offices, multiple actors are involved in the decision-making process. These actors, representing diverging views and interests, are all able to impact policy-outcome. As no one has decisive power, representatives negotiate to arrive at a decisions. The extent to which participants see their interests reflected in policy-outcome depends on both the power provided by their office as well as their personal skill. Following this logic, foreign policy-making should thus be seen as a search for consensus amongst those with decision-making power. 

Graham Allison built upon these ideas, responding with his now famous conceptual models of decision-making. Whereas earlier academic efforts were rather descriptive, Allison aimed to offer a more systematic approach to the matter with his seminal work Essence of Decision, in which he analyzed 1962’s Cuban Missile Crisis (Allison, 1961; Allison, 1971). Allison’s starting point is the traditional perspective of the state as a rational unitary actor. He captures this in Model I, the rational actor model. Allison argues that this model is overly simplistic and is therefore of limited use in making sense of the situation. He contrasts the rational actor model and its perceived shortcomings to introduce two conceptual models that focus on the impact of domestic actors on the decision-making process: the organizational process model and the bureaucratic politics model. 

The bureaucratic politics model
The bureaucratic politics model, Allison’s Model III, has particularly attracted attention over the years. It views foreign policy as the outcome of bargaining among representatives of governmental organizations with differing, and sometimes conflicting, interests (Allison, 1969; Allison, 1971). Political leaders in cabinet positions are assumed to act in the interest of their own department in negotiations on policy. Similar to the first wave of literature on foreign policy and bureaucracy, the government is thus an arena where different players compete rather than a uniform actor. As no player has absolute power, there is a need for coalition-building and compromising. When these cannot be arrived at, the debate is deadlocked and decision is stalled. Allison diverges from earlier academic work on the bureaucratic impact on foreign policy in his belief that organizational positions are decisive in determining the interests and stance of those involved in the bargaining process of decision-making (Art, 1973).  

Allison’s Model III emphasizes the potential impact that bureaucrats themselves have on foreign policy. Rather than looking at the state as the central actor in foreign policy, the model takes the individual to be the unit of analysis. It highlights that bureaucratic officials and deliberative structures condition the outcome and possibilities of decision-making. Officials are assumed to act rationally, trying to maximize their interests during the negotiations (Bendor & Hammond, 1992). These interests concern both the national level and the employer organization, as well as personal interests within this organization, such as career advancement. While the behavior of participants is rational at the individual level, the result at the aggregate level is a collective suboptimal outcome. Allison’s bureaucratic politics model thus explains non-rational foreign policy as the unintended outcome of negotiations among powerful decision-makers who rationally pursue the interests of their organization.

The organizational process model
Allison’s (1969; 1971) second alternative to the rational actor model is the organizational process model. According to this model, governments consist of different organizations with different scopes and competences. Allison assumes that bureaucratic organizations will set out to develop standard operating procedures [SOPs] to perform their complex formally assigned tasks in a competitive environment. Each organization thus develops its own rules and approaches to efficiently tackle the challenges they are presented with. Foreign policy is assumed to be the product of the standard operating procedures adopted by the organizations who possess authority and power resources concerning the topic. Standard operating procedures structure the way in which information is gathered, which alternatives are proposed and how decisions are made. As a consequence, foreign policy is not so much a conscious decision made by government executives as it is the output of set paths of action. Foreign policy can therefore not be studied as the behavior of a rational unitary government, it is rather the outcome of standard organizational procedures that prescribe certain actions. The organization thus becomes the central unit of analysis. 

Allison believes that these procedures limit the alternatives considered by policy-makers (Bendor & Hammond, 1992). The standard operating procedures make the behavior of institutions predictable, but potentially lead to over-simplistic solutions. Model II assumes that the rationality of actors involved in decision-making is bound: the information available to them is incomplete, and organizational pre-text causes narrow-mindedness (Allison, 1969). Those working for the organizations share certain perceptions, and are shaped by the competitive hierarchical system of their organization. Model II is particularly concerned with how the considered options are influenced by organizational rules and habits, not as much with the actual decision itself (Welch, 1992).  Model II thus explains non-rational policy as the result of organizational procedures that prescribe certain paths of action, even when these are not rational in the pursuit of established objectives.

Because of the special attention paid to perceptions in the model, one could say it contains elements of constructivism avant-la-lettre. In his 1999 rendition of Essence of Decision, Allison distinguishes an efficiency paradigm and a culture paradigm regarding the organizational process model (Allison & Zwlokiw, 1999). The latter pays special attention to the impact of organizational culture, arguing that the beliefs members hold regarding their organization are reflected in rules and passed on to newcomers. Those who work for the organization share ideas on what its mission and capabilities should be. The decision for policy-alternatives is made based on internal rules and habits. Policy is thus chosen based on a logic of appropriateness: it is selected because it is deemed appropriate by members of an organization and their evaluation of the situation based on previous experiences and existing procedures (March & Olsen, 2008). Because of this, decision-making is rooted in the organization’s culture and the self-identification of employees within it.  

Although Allison seems to recognize the role of individuals in maintaining and reproducing the organizational culture, the central unit of analysis of the organizational process model is still the overarching organization. It also assumes that organizational culture is widely shared within large organizations, producing similar goals for all individual members. Conflicting interests, for example among departments within the organizations or among colleagues, are not considered. Additionally, Allison believes that that organizational culture is mostly reflective of non-ideational conceptions concerning the technical mission and capabilities of the organization. According to Allison, officials act upon their conception of what the “organizational essence” should be (Allison & Zelikow, 1999, p. 167).  

Critique on Allison’s models
Allison’s conceptual models have become a textbook staple. Yet already in the 1970s, the models were met with considerable scholarly criticism. The nature of this critique greatly varies. Firstly, there is critique based on the empirical accounts Allison puts forward. Some scholars focus on Allison’s case study on the Cuban missile crisis, arguing that the evidence he presents is unconvincing or incorrect (e.g. Ball, 1974; Caldwell, 1978). Similarly, some scholars disagree with Allison’s portrayal of the American political system (e.g. Art, 1973; Krasner, 1972). Secondly, Allison has been criticized from a normative perspective for divorcing political leaders from the responsibility of policy-outcome (e.g. Steel, 1972).  Thirdly, scholars have voiced their critique on epistemological and methodological aspects of the model (e.g. Bendor & Hammond, 1992; Smith, 1980; Welch, 1992). Given the scope of this research, it is particularly the latter type of critique that is of interest here. 

Firstly, Allison is accused of too quickly discarding the rational actor approach. Allison starts with outlining the rational actor model, subsequently contrasting his models on the domestic impact on foreign policy with the traditional perspective of the interest-maximizing unitary state. Models II and III are presented to be an improvement on the rational actor model. However, Allison’s critics feel that he does not do the literature on rational choice and game theory justice (Bendor & Hammond, 1992; Freedman, 1976; Holsti, 1972; Smith, 1980).  He is accused of creating somewhat of a ‘strawman’. Notably, the realist notions of strategic interaction between states and the uncertainty about other states’ capabilities and actions are disregarded in Allison’s representation of the perfect rationality of states in Model I. 

Secondly, the supposedly superior conceptual models Allison proposed have been met with considerable critique as well.  From a methodological perspective, the distinction between Models II and III remain rather unclear (Bendor & Hammond, 1992; Smith 1980). They share similar qualities and are not mutually exclusive. According to Bendor & Hammond (1992), it is unclear whether Allison assumes policy-makers in Model III to possess perfect or bounded rationality. This could mean that Model II and III both look at actors embedded in organizations with conflicting interest and bound rationality. Allison himself has contributed to this confusion by merging the two into a “bureaucratic politics paradigm” in his later work (e.g. Allison & Halperin, 1972). 

Additionally, Model III is accused of being too complex to be applied systematically (Bendor & Hammond, 1992; Holsti, 1972). Critics argue that too many variables have been included to account for all sorts of politically relevant actors (Jones, 2010). Yet despite the model’s perceived extensiveness, the variables and their underlying relationships remain vague (Art, 1973; Ball, 1974). Bobrow (in Smith, 1980, pp. 35-6) argues that the models Allison presents should be seen as analogies rather than models: they are not helpful in deriving testable hypotheses and are therefore ultimately not falsifiable. Similarly, Welch (1992) believes that Allison’s models are metatheoretical, which means that they themselves have no explanatory power. The models cannot be tested empirically themselves, but the theories arrived from them can be. According to Welch (1998), a lack of systematic analysis of these empirical expectations based on a coherent theoretical framework has led to limited success of the bureaucratic politics model.   

Scholars have also expressed concerns regarding the data-collection to test the models. Firstly, testing hypotheses derived from the model requires a substantive amount of data (Caldwell, 1978). Accessing the required documents to conduct an analysis on bureaucratic decision-making can be difficult. It is often hard to accumulate sufficient data that is of the desirable quality. Secondly, support for the model might lead a researcher to find proof in data that is not actually there (Ball, 1974; Smith, 1980). There is a risk that the researcher projects the model on the data, rather than testing the theories derived from it with said data. 

The generalizability of the models Allison presents is called into question as well. The focus on American bureaucracy and foreign policy has been a recurring critique on research on bureaucratic politics in general. This focus on the US has left decision-making elsewhere relatively under-researched (Jones, 2010; Smith, 1980; Stern & Verbeek, 1998). Despite focusing on American organizational structures and political actors in Essence of Decision, Allison himself did intend for the conceptual models to be used in analysis other states. He believes the models should be seen as a “paradigm” relevant to all states (Smith, 1980). 

Despite these shortcomings, Allison’s conceptual Models II and III are still considered to be worth consideration by scholars (Holsti, 1972; Jones, 2010; Welch, 1992). While the models itself are rendered outdated by some, Allison has successfully urged scholars to open up the black box of the state. He has put bureaucratic politics on the agenda, both in the field of foreign policy analysis as well as in other disciplines (Vanhoonacker & Wangen, 2015). 

[bookmark: _Toc48891286]2.2.2 Constraints to individual rationality
The traditional rational actor approach to foreign policy-making assumed consistent utility-maximizing behavior of the unitary state. While Allison rejected the idea of the unitary state portraying rational behavior at the international level, he did adhere to the idea that the decision-makers composing the state act rationally. Other FPA-scholars have contested this notion of the rational decision-maker, arguing that there are cognitive factors that greatly influence what is considered rational or appropriate by those involved in the decision-making process. Whereas the rational actor approach assumes that individuals are highly adaptive to changes in their external circumstances, research on cognition suggests that individuals are more resistant to change (Rosati, 1995). Their existing beliefs and attitudes are believed to greatly impact the way in which information is processed. Following this logic, policy-makers themselves and their believes become the central unit of analysis. In this section, various constraints to individual rationality are discussed.
Perceptions
One of the first works to recognize the importance of cognition and ideas in shaping foreign policy was Foreign Policy Decision-Making by Snyder, Bruck & Sapin (1962). As early contributors to FPA-literature, the authors paid special attention to decision-making as an approach to explain world politics. According to Snyder et al., action at the international level is the result of actors defining the issue they are confronted with and determining their own relation to the issue. Action itself is thus the consequence of the actor interpreting and defining the situation, relating it to their own goals and resources. Decision-makers can therefore be considered key players, as they filter the information they are presented with. Their respective conception of what is relevant, desirable, attainable, and fitting is decisive in foreign policy decision-making.  

Jervis (1968; 1976) also acknowledged the key role of interpretation by policy-makers. In his 1976 classic Perception and Misperception in International Politics, Jervis contests the rational actor approach, arguing that decision-makers regularly misinterpret the aims and actions of other states. He argues that decision-makers base their definition of the situation based on past experiences and a set of internalized beliefs. Psychological factors drive decision-makers to look for cognitive consistency: not only are pre-existing beliefs projected on new information, knowledge that might upset the coherence among these beliefs is avoided or inadequately processed. The desire for new information to fit the beliefs and subsequent policy alternatives already supported by the decision-makers causes them to misinterpret the situation. In his work, Jervis identifies a variety of factors increasing the likelihood of misperception, as well as common misperceptions made by states. 

While Jervis’s emphasis on ideas and perceptions may indicate some constructivist notions, Jervis himself argues that there is an objective truth against which misperceptions made by policy-makers can be tested. FPA contests the realist notion of the rational unitary state as the sole actor of importance. However, much of the academic literature on FPA was aimed to serve as a correction to realism: pointing out the anomalies in the paradigm rather than proposing a wholesale replacement (Houghton, 2007). 
 
Some scholars have argued that the emphasis on the important role of ideas in FPA literature on cognition proves fertile ground for a constructivist approach to FPA. After all, policymakers could be said to construct the realities in which they operate. One example of this approach is Jutta Weldes’ critical constructivist account of Allison’s bureaucratic politics model. Weldes (1998) emphasizes the constructed intersubjective nature of interests, the assumed driving force behind actors‘ behavior in the process of negotiation among decision-makers. Events are captured and made sense of by these decision-makers through representational practices, that are discursively produced and maintained. Interests are the products of interpretation, as actors determine what is a desirable and fitting based on what they assume the instigating events to be. 
As a critical constructivist, Weldes points out that the dominant representational framework is itself already a manifestation of power relations. In the negotiation process, policy-makers aim to invoke their respective power to best represent their interest. This power is provided to them in the form of among other things prestige, information, and bureaucratic position. 

Weldes diverges from the rationalist approach of Allison’s model, arguing that rationality is not a matter of choosing between a given selection of alternatives based on outlined pre-existing interests. Instead, she argues that rationality itself is a process that attributes meaning to events, policy alternatives, and interests. Contrary to Allison, Weldes is not so much interested in the resultant policy as she is in modes of reasoning and the representations that are awarded a voice and sense of legitimacy during policy negotiations. 

Bureaucratic roles and role conception
Not only beliefs are thought to structure foreign policy decision-making processes, role conceptions are thought to have considerable impact as well. Scholars have paid attention to both bureaucratic role conceptions as well as national role conceptions expressed by decision-makers (Cantir & Kaarbo, 2012). Unlike Allison’s account of position, roles are thought to exceed their formal description: the expectations of others as well as the personality of the actor play an important role in how the role is fulfilled (Hollis & Smith, 1986). 

Holsti (1970) argues that recurring patterns of actions can be distinguished in the behavior of states across the globe, independent of state-specific characteristics such as political structure and culture. He attributes this to the national role conceptions held by political leaders: the perception of policy-makers on what decisions and actions are suitable for their state, and the role their state should have within the international system. Holsti distinguishes seventeen main roles expressed by government leaders across the globe, showing that structural factors alone cannot explain foreign policy behavior. 

In an effort to connect the academic work on role theory with FPA, Cantir & Kaarbo (2012) focus on role contestation. They argue that role theory often puts foreign policy elite in a black box: scholars often disregard conflicting role conceptions among the policy-making elites by focusing on foreign policy-outcome only. FPA, however, has concerned itself with conflicting preferences in the decision-making process. Cantir & Kaabo propose that national role conceptions can serve as a source of conflict among policy-makers in bureaucratic settings, suggesting that conceptions might differ along the lines of the bureaucratic organizations. According to the authors, including role theory would allow FPA-scholars to better incorporate the cognitive and cultural constraints that may shape the interests of decision-making agents.

Although national role conceptions are not included in Allison’s models, his bureaucratic politics model does recognize the importance of bureaucratic positions: he argues that the offices that participants in the negotiation process hold are decisive in determining their interests and preferred policy option. This assumption is often linked to Miles’ law: “where you stand depends on where you sit” (Jones, 2010; Miles, 1978, p. 399). Allison’s notion of bureaucratic roles received considerable criticism, with Krasner (1972) stating that some involved in decision-making do not hold positions within bureaucratic organizations and therefore do not sit anywhere. 

Hollis & Smith (1986) also contest Allison’s notion of positions determining preferences, arguing that this account is too focused on structure. They believe that judgement and reasoning of those fulfilling the position considerably shape their preferences and actions. In an account of the decision-making surrounding the rescue-mission of Americans held hostage at the US Embassy in Teheran, the authors argue that bureaucrats are not mere puppets, but act on reasoned judgement based on rooted beliefs and normative accounts of what is appropriate behavior for them and their organization. According to Hollis and Smith, roles prescribe formal positions with recognized power, as well as normative expectations of counterparts on how these positions should be fulfilled. The former endows the actor with authority, while particularly the latter puts limitations in place. Both, however, exist in the actor’s relation to others, making roles an essential facilitator of dialogues among decision-makers with differing interests.  

In fulfilling their roles, actors continuously need to make sense of events and determine priorities. Hollis and Smith state that personal beliefs and adhered norms within the organizational context play a considerable role in shaping the preferences of decision-makers. They convincingly argue that Allison’s bureaucratic politics model is able to grasp the structural notion of conflicting views among office holders with power, but that it fails to capture the ways in which personal capabilities and beliefs as well as organizational norms shape the preferences pursued during negotiations. 

Organizational culture
Hollis & Smith (1986) emphasize that there is a normative aspect to bureaucratic roles: it is not only the formal description of the role that determines how actors fulfill it, the expectations of those involved with the agency they work for impact it as well. Norms offer a shared frame of reference within organizations of what is acceptable and suited behavior. Scholars on organizational culture argue that there is a sense of shared knowledge within organizations: within this specific context, there is a widely agreed-upon understanding on which ideas and actions are right (Gerner, 1995; Hofstede et al., 1990; Ott, 1989). This organizational culture allows employees to understand and anticipate their environment and each other. It also has material consequences, as it determines which ideas and competences are deemed worthy of resources. Organizational culture is thus thought to have considerable effect on the priorities, capabilities, and behavior of actors and agencies.  

The notion of organizational culture suggests that the behavior of bureaucrats in large organizations is predictable to a certain extent. Many meanings have been attributed to the concept of organizational culture (Schein, 1990). In its broadest sense it entails a shared understanding of how things are done in the organizations. A variety of values, assumptions and artefacts make up the rules of the game (Gerner, 1995; Schein, 1990). Organizational culture is intersubjectively produced and is continuously reproduced. Bureaucrats are selected by their peers based on their perceived ability to fit in the existing culture. Afterwards, both socialization and the need to adhere to the norms to advance their career stimulate bureaucratic actors to adhere to the existing cultural norms and practices (Ten Berge & Oteman, 2016). 

In his revised Model II, Allison aims to incorporate organizational culture (Allison & Zelikow, 1999). He notes that the judgement of the appropriateness of certain policy alternatives is impacted by the norms and routines in place at the organizations. The generation and consideration of policy alternatives is shaped by the members’ understanding of their organizational mission and capabilities. Allison acknowledges that this organizational culture is intersubjective: it is upheld by members of the organization, who pass it on to new generations. However, Allison’s Model II subsequently focuses on the organization as the central unit of analysis. Because of this, the impact of bureaucratic roles and the intersubjective bargain over who impacts organizational culture is not captured. Focusing on the organization as the unit of analysis does not allow for the inclusion of self-interested behavior portrayed by sub-units and career-oriented members who compete over positions and resources within the organization. Additionally, it does not acknowledge that the beliefs reflective of organizational culture might be ideational, rather than solely concerning technical organizational matters. 

Allison’s bureaucratic politics model does focus on the individual as the central unit of analysis, arguing that individuals with different interests prescribed by their bureaucratic positions are engaged in bargaining games to shape policy-outcome in their favor (Allison, 1969; Allison, 1971). However, the bureaucratic politics model assumes that organizational structure, that is the positions of the participants, determine the preferences and therefore the behavior of organizations (Legro, 1997). All organizations are expected to advocate policies that provide opportunities for them to be involved. Likewise, similarly structured departments would be expected to portray similar behavior. The organizational culture approach argues that formal organizational structure does not exclusively determine policy preferences, and that the agency’s dominant beliefs and ideas may cause considerable deviations among structurally alike organizations. Solely structural approaches are unable to capture the impact of culture, thus falling short in explaining the role of organizational identities, practices, and priorities in determining policy-outcome. 

According to Allison’s bureaucratic politics model, the bargaining game among powerful bureaucratic representatives is an ongoing struggle for sufficient clout to see their interests represented. Allison argues that the rules of the game are determined by both formal and informal rules, citing culture as one of its sources. Organizational culture determines how actors interact, how information is processed, and what actors consider to be appropriate paths of action. Whereas Allison argues that bargaining based on individual rationality is what causes collective suboptimal policy outcomes, this alternative approach suggests that organizational culture leads to specific notions of rational or appropriate policy decisions. The internal rules of the game impact the cost-benefit analysis to such an extent that organizational culture determines which practices and action paths are preferable. 

[bookmark: _Toc48891287]2.2.3 Toward a combined approach
Allison’s conceptual models are an improvement to the rational actor approach, as they allow to open up the “black box” of the state and can account for irrational policy behavior. However, both models have considerable shortcomings. Both are unable to capture the ways in which cognition and culture structure the behavior of individual members of organizations. The organizational process model is able to capture the importance of organizational norms and processes structuring the rationality of the members of an organization. Yet by looking at the organization as the unit of analysis, it fails to recognize bargaining and power games within organizations. The bureaucratic politics model looks at the individual as the unit of analysis, and is able to recognize differing interests and the bargaining resulting from it. However, the model fails to include the structuring effect of institutionalized processes and norms on individual preferences.
Ripley (1995) has attempted to include culture and cognition into the bureaucratic politics model. He argues that role conceptions, procedural scripts, and organizational culture matter in structuring the bargaining process among bureaucratic representatives. Ripley’s approach can be considered a combination of the bureaucratic politics model and an ideational version of the cultural approach to the organizational process model. He starts from the bureaucratic politics model, in which the individual is the unit of analysis and policy is the outcome of bargaining among powerful individuals with diverging interests. However, Ripley also recognizes the importance of set procedures and organizational culture, as does Allison’s Model II. In doing so, Ripley is able to situate bargaining individuals with diverging organizational and personal interests within the structuring social context of their department and organization. Ripley’s approach in combining structure and process also allows to incorporate the effects individual qualities of participants as well as their social cognition on policy-outcome.
Bureaucratic roles
Ripley identifies several ways in which bureaucracy structures the decision-making process. Similar to Hollis & Smith (1986), he argues that bureaucratic roles are both formal and informal sources of power. They determine the responsibilities that individuals perceive themselves to have, as well as those others attribute to them. While Ripley agrees with Allison that offices and positions have an impact on positions, he argues that bureaucrats are not only driven by organizational interests. Both role conceptions as well as self-interested motives of career advancement shape the ways in which actors fulfill bureaucratic roles. Actors are rationally motivated by self-interest to ensure their survival, both through representation of their organizational aims as well as their own objectives. 
Following this logic, bureaucrats are endowed with power by their peers. Bureaucratic roles are inherently social, as they are the resultant of the interaction between the individual and the group in which they reside. It is within the social context of their organization that bureaucrats hold their position. While some parts of their role are formalized in their job description, personal capabilities and good relations with their peers serve to enhance the bureaucrat’s power. Honoring and upholding the social context is thus a way of maintaining power and to potentially increase it. There is an incentive to be associated with success, as this increases informal power. Similarly, there is an incentive to stay away from failure, as its detrimental effects on credibility and power contest the bureaucrat’s personal objectives. Assuming that bureaucratic actors act upon their bureaucratic role, this leads to the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 1: Bureaucratic actors only take positions with neutral or positive consequences for their career.
Bureaucratic actors include both political actors, such as Ministers or Presidents, as well as civil servants. While high officials have considerable clout concerning the formal structure and procedures adopted by governmental organizations, they are in the end executives of the policies formulated by the political authorities with diverging ideologies. Civil servants are formally there to facilitate the work of the political actors, not to see their own ideas represented. The considerable expertise that civil servants accumulate over time is a valuable asset to political actors and causes reliance upon civil service to a certain extent (Held, 2006). However, both organizational culture and procedures prescribe that civil servants are not the ones who formulate policy. They do not work for political parties, but are ideally neutral facilitators of democratically achieved policy. This leads to the following hypotheses:
	Hypothesis 2: Civil servants are loyal to political actors;
2.A Bureaucratic actors share the notion that, in the end, civil service is expected to be subservient to political actors;
2.B Civil servants resort to technical approaches to mitigate political differences.
Procedural scripts
Secondly, Ripley emphasizes the importance of procedural scripts. Bureaucrats share certain ‘rules of the game’ that determine which approaches are used to tackle a problem and arrive at a decision. While bureaucratic roles provide insight in the identity of the players, procedural scripts are more pragmatic guidelines on how the game is played. They are a collective of routines and strategies that bureaucratic actors use when faced with a policy problem. Procedural scripts add predictability to the process of decision-making and enable participants to anticipate the moves of their counterparts. That is not to say that procedural scripts are not subject to change. Procedural scripts are not rigid routines that are blindly followed. They can be flexible and responsive to new input, dependent on what information is available to bureaucratic actors and how they interpret this.
Ripley predominantly describes procedural scripts as the structuring forces behind the bargaining processes among powerful individuals as depicted by Allison’s Model III. However, as Ripley himself concedes, it can be argued that procedural scripts share qualities of Allison’s standard operating procedures. Both reflect the shared understanding of members of an organization on how to arrive at decisions. The procedural scripts that Ripley introduces can be seen as internalized rules flowing from past experiences within the organization and reflecting the norms shared by the individuals taking part in the negotiating process. They are predictable manners to arrive at decisions that bureaucrats are socialized to rely upon. Procedural scripts offer a vehicle to accumulate information, generate policy alternatives, and structure negotiation among the bureaucratic representatives. Ultimately, policy is the result of bargaining within limits set by commonly accepted formal and informal practices. This leads to the following hypothesis:
Hypothesis 3: Bureaucratic actors act upon procedural scripts; if such a script does not exist for a policy issue, they rely upon their closest experience to determine appropriate actions.
Cultural rationales
Thirdly, Ripley argues that “cultural rationales” reproduce specific cultural aspects of both the organizations in which the bureaucrats are embedded, as well as the decision-making group they are a part of. Cultural rationales uphold the use of ritualistic practices or traditions that reflect “how things are done”. Whereas procedural scripts provide practical guides to the competitive behavior of bureaucratic actors, cultural rationales entail the symbolic practices undertaken by bureaucrats because they are deemed appropriate. Unlike procedural scripts, actions informed by cultural rationales are not aimed at the practical achievement of a policy-decision. Rather, they are a source of legitimacy for both the decision-making process and the policy-outcome, proving that decision-makers upheld the norms of appropriate behavior and had the common good in mind. Cultural rationales prescribe culturally rooted informal rules of decent behavior for bureaucratic actors in arriving at policy-decisions. For example, practices such as extensive consultations can be upheld not for their merit in arriving at a decision, but to show the decency of policy-makers in not taking far-reaching decisions lightly. 
Upholding traditional practices, whether rational or not, serves as a justifying narrative for the actions of policy-makers. It shows the embeddedness of bureaucratic actors within their respective organizations, reflecting the values held by them. Certain actions and procedures are not the product of a utility-maximizing consequentialist consideration, but instead reflect the organization’s norms and values on appropriate behavior. This leads to the following hypothesis:  
Hypothesis 4: Bureaucratic actors have shared ritualistic notions of policy issues and how to deal with them, potentially leading them to have distorted views of the problem at hand.
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[bookmark: _Toc48891288]3. Methodology

In this chapter, the research design and methodological approach of the study are outlined. Additionally, the case under review is introduced and the case selection is justified. Subsequently, the theoretical hypotheses are operationalized. Finally, an overview and legitimation of the sources used in the empirical analysis is provided.
[bookmark: _Toc48891289]3.1 Research design: single case study
The integrated model presented in the theoretical framework aims to explain how non-rational policy portrayed by governments comes to be. The model takes the individual and small group as the unit of analysis, assuming foreign policy to be the outcome of negotiations among self-interested powerful actors who have consciously and unconsciously adopted the norms and values of their organization. The embeddedness of bureaucratic actors in their organizational context is expected to significantly structure their rationality. Bureaucratic role conceptions, procedural scripts, and cultural rationales are hypothesized to be conditions contributing to producing policy that does not qualify as a value-maximizing rational choice at the collective level.
Testing this new model calls for a design that allows to adequately capture the decision-making process leading up to a policy-decision. For this reason, a qualitative single case study is conducted, using process-tracing as a method. Opting for a single case study makes sense for multiple reasons. Firstly, the theoretical implications of the model requires a detailed examination of decision-making processes that is difficult to achieve with a larger N-study. A single case study allows for in-depth systematic investigation, and is better suited to capture processes (Flyvbjerg, 2006). Constraints on time and resources makes limiting the scope of the research to a single case a reasonable choice as well.
Secondly, the choice for a single case study flows logically from the preferred method, namely process-tracing. Process-tracing calls for an extensive case-level analysis to test whether a hypothesized causal mechanism is present in a single case and whether it works as theory prescribes (Beach & Pedersen, 2013). In theory-testing process-tracing, theoretical expectations deduced from academic literature are tested by making the causal mechanism through which X impacts Y explicit. Translating theoretical expectations into probable empirical manifestations allows for the ‘tracing’ of the hypothesized mechanism, collecting evidence that supports the theoretical claim. Process-tracing is thus particularly suited to capture processes, making it a useful methodology to test the integrated model. 
[bookmark: _Toc48891290]3.2 Case selection
The case under review in this study is the Balkenende administration’s campaign defending the European Constitutional Treaty running up to the 2005 referendum in The Netherlands. The  campaign can be said to be a typical case of a non-rational decision at the collective level (Gerring, 2007; Gerring, 2008). The campaign intended to inform citizens, involve civil society, and ultimately maintain and increase the support for the government’s decision to sign the treaty among the electorate (Goeijenbier, 2005). Free publicity generated through media performances by Ministers was one of the pillars of the campaign strategy. Considering the sentiments of Euroscepticism and distrust towards political elites prevalent in society at the time, this strategy contained a serious risk of not realizing the objective set by the government, namely ratification of the treaty. Over the course of the campaign, serious indications of slipping support for the government’s position did seemingly not lead to substantive changes to the campaign strategy (Koele & Peeperkorn, 2005). Ultimately, the riskiness of the plan itself and the lack of substantive strategic adjustments despite signs of malfunction make for a policy that is non-rational in the sense that it cannot be seen as a calculated value-maximizing pursuit likely to meet the objectives set by the government. 
The aim of this study is to establish whether bureaucratic elements contributed to the production of non-rational decisions in case of the governmental campaign to defend the European Constitution in the wake of the 2005 referendum on its ratification. Following the integrated model, the unit of analysis consists of the small group and the individual. Within the governmental campaign, two main decision-making units are distinguished: the ad-hoc Taskforce Referendum consisting of civil servants established within the Ministry of Foreign Affairs to run the campaign, and the Political Coordination Group, consisting of the Ministers of General Affairs, Finance, Economics, and Governmental Reform and Kingdom Relations (Goeijenbier, 2005; Sprenger, 2016a). The period under review runs from November 2004, when the definitive decision was made to establish a project group within the Ministry of Foreign Affairs to run the campaign, until June 1st 2005, the day of the referendum.
In order to analyze the decision-making process both running up to and during the campaign, the period between November 2004 and June 1st 2005 is divided into phases, which can be found in Figure 2. These phases start with significant decisions structuring the course of the campaign, and are characterized different main activities. The first phase starts in November 2004, with the definitive establishment of the governmental strategy that granted the Ministry of Foreign Affairs the responsibility over a substantive campaign representing the government’s position (Ministry of General Affairs et al., 2004). In this phase, the role of the Taskforce is outlined and the project leader is recruited. The second phase starts with the appointment of Jan Goeijenbier as project leader on February 10th 2005 (Goeijenbier, 2005). In this phase, Goeijenbier established his team and the strategy for the eventual campaign was drafted. The third and last phase starts on April 7th, with the definitive establishment of the campaign strategy within the Political Coordination Group (Goeijenbier, 2005). This period ends on June 1st 2005, the day of the referendum, and encompasses both the conducted campaign and the decision whether to incorporate criticism or not.
	
	Timespan
	Notable decisions

	Phase 1
	November 2004 – February 10th 2005
	Decision to establish taskforce within Ministry of Foreign Affairs;
Recruitment of leader

	Phase 2
	February 10th 2005 – April 7th 2005
	Recruitment Taskforce members; determining strategy

	Phase 3
	April 7th 2005 – June 1st 2005
	Execution of the campaign according to initial plan


[bookmark: _Toc48288457][bookmark: _Toc48850668]Figure 2. Phases within the decision-making process regarding the cabinet campaign.

[bookmark: _Toc48891291]3.3 The dependent variable
The dependent variable outlined by the integrated model is a policy-decision that cannot be explained as rational at the collective level. In this particular study, this concerns the decisions on the campaign strategy by the ad-hoc Taskforce and the Political Coordination Group. This includes both the initial strategy, as well as decisions whether to adjust the strategy when presented with reasonable indications that the strategy failed to meet the government’s objective of ratification of the treaty. 
In this study, such a non-rational decision is operationalized according to Janis’s symptoms of defective decision-making. According to Janis (1982), a defective decision is the result of flawed decision-making processes. These flawed processes, such as underdevelopment of policy alternatives and biases in information processing, cause a premature consensus. This makes an adequate response to the policy problem and realization of the collective objective of the decision-making unit becomes less likely. Janis (1982, p. 10, p. 175) identifies seven symptoms of defective decision-making, which are:
1. Incomplete exploration of  the full range of policy alternatives;
2. Incomplete examination of the desired policy objectives; 
3. Lack of risk-assessment the preferred policy;
4. Lack of reconsideration of previously rejected policy alternatives;
5. Inadequate search for expert information on the costs and benefits of the considered policy;
6. Selective bias in information-processing, with information countering the preferred policy being ignored;
7. No development of contingency plans to deal with predictable set-backs that can detract from policy success.
Based on the integrated model, the decision-making process surrounding the governmental campaign in favor of the European Constitution is expected to show at least one of these symptoms. It is also assumed that the presence of these symptoms can be logically linked to the bureaucratic elements that pose the independent variables, which are operationalized below. The symptoms are themselves not sufficient to account for non-rational policy. However, they do lead to premature consensus and therefore decrease the likelihood of successful policy resulting from the decision-making process.
[bookmark: _Toc48891292]3.4 The independent variables
The independent variables assumed to provide fruitful conditions to non-rational decision-making can be collectively described as bureaucratic elements. The integrated model identifies three elements: bureaucratic roles, procedural scripts, and cultural rationales. An overview of the independent variables and their operationalization can be found in Figure 3 below.
[bookmark: _Toc48891293]3.4.1 Bureaucratic roles
As described in the theoretical framework, bureaucratic roles are the positions that bureaucratic actors fulfill. These positions are defined by both formal tasks ascribed to this position, as well as the informal responsibilities stemming from the expectations of the actor and their peers. Bureaucratic actors includes both civil servants and political leaders. How the actor plays their role is determined by the rational pursuit of self-preservation and career–advancement, which is conditioned by the organizational cultural context.  In this study, bureaucratic roles are hypothesized to contribute to non-rational decision-making in two ways: through individual rational behavior within the organizational context, and through the shared norm that civil service should be loyal to political actors.
Self-preservation and career-advancement
The first hypothesis states that bureaucratic actors are expected to only take positions with neutral or positive consequences for their career. In practice, it is expected that this will lead to different behavior for political actors and civil servants. 
Self-preservation for political actors, in this case the Ministers that constitute the Political Control Group, is dependent on pleasing the electorate and the political party that grants them their position. Political actors will therefore seek to increase public support for them and their party. Political actors will more actively engage with the media when they feel the outcome of the referendum will be in their favor, in an effort to become associated with impending success. Conversely, when politicians feel that there is a high risk of failure to achieve a positive outcome, they will try to avoid association with or responsibility for the outcome. Politicians are then expected to engage less actively with the media, distance themselves from the campaign, or hide behind the group. 
Career advancement of civil servants, on the other hand, depends on the approval of high Ministry officials and political leaders. Civil servants are expected to be more task-oriented, focusing on internal feedback on the campaign rather than public opinion. In practice, they are expected to focus on the sufficient following of procedures and to actively look for feedback of superiors to incorporate in the campaign strategy. Additionally, it is expected that the civil servants that make up the Taskforce have a tendency to anticipate the positions and demands of superiors. This means that civil servants will only propose strategies of which they have a reasonable degree of confidence that this will be approved of by either high officials within the Ministry of Foreign Affairs or the Political Coordination Group.
Norms of loyalty
The second hypothesis expects civil service to be loyal to political actors. There are two dimensions to this hypothesis. Firstly, both political actors and civil servants are expected to share the norm that civil service is ultimately subservient to the political leaders. In practice, this would be visible in the amount of criticism expressed by civil servants, both solicited by political actors and unsolicited. It is expected that civil servants express criticism on the preferred strategy at the start of the decision-making process, but that this is limited once a preliminary consensus is reached: no serious alternatives are suggested or considered either in memos or in meetings, and weaknesses of the preferred strategy are left undiscussed. Similarly, it is expected that political leaders will be open to criticism expressed by civil servants in the beginning of the decision-making process, but that they will no longer solicit criticism through requesting meetings or memos once preliminary consensus is reached.
Secondly, civil servants are expected to express their loyalty to political actors through efforts to refrain from actions or statements that can be linked to a specific political ideology or party. It is expected that civil servants resort to technical approaches to uphold the impression of neutrality. In practice, this would mean that civil servants feel that expressing political statements in their work is not appropriate. This would likely manifest itself through the accumulation of considerable amounts of data to base the campaign strategy on, to suggest objectivity. Civil servants are also expected to make efforts to equally distribute exposure of different political parties, striving to include different views into campaign activities. It is therefore expected that the Taskforce will pay considerable attention to views opposing the European Constitution.
[bookmark: _Toc48891294]3.4.2 Procedural scripts
Procedural scripts are taken to be the collective of routines and strategies that bureaucratic actors use when faced with a policy issue. The 2005 referendum was unprecedented in The Netherlands, presenting both political actors and civil service with a situation they had no experience with. Hypothesis three, formulated in the theoretical framework, predicted that bureaucratic actors will rely upon their closest experience to determine appropriate actions if a procedural script does not exist for the policy issue in question. In practice, the civil servants making up the Taskforce and the political actors constituting the Political Control Group are expected to have drawn on different experiences with campaigning to determine their strategy. 
Civil service, on the one hand, is expected to rely upon its experience with various information campaigns ran by Dutch Ministries, informing citizens on specific topics on behalf of the government. Examples of such campaigns are the campaign on the introduction of the Euro led by the Ministry of Finance, and the EU-awareness campaign “Europa. Best Belangrijk”(Europe. Pretty Important) initiated by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Sprenger, 2016a). Based on the guidelines for government communication of the Commissie Wallage (2000), civil service is expected to strive for an informative campaign with a factual and formal tone, aimed at informing citizens rather than persuading them. Civil servants are expected to aim for engagement with citizens, but to stay away from polarization resulting from diverging political views.
Political leaders, on the other hand, have experience with party political campaigns for parliamentary and local elections which they can be expected to draw from. In The Netherlands, such campaigns tend to be relatively short, centered around a few big names, and often lasting only a couple of weeks (Nijeboer, 2005; Van Praag & Van Aelst, 2010). Additionally, plurality in opinions is a given in these elections: competition both within and across parties can be expected. Politicians are expected to strive to uphold both their personal image, as well as that of their party. The tone of the campaign does not necessarily have to be formal, but can also appeal on emotion instead.
[bookmark: _Toc48891295]3.4.3 Cultural rationales
Hypothesis four predicted that ritualistic notions shared by bureaucratic actors on policy issues and how to deal with them would increase the likeliness distorted views of the policy issue and influence the paths of actions considered by decision-makers. In the case of the 2005 governmental campaign, two such cultural rationales are expected: a ritualistic discourse on European integration and a ritualistic norm of modesty.
Firstly, bureaucratic actors are expected to stick to a shared discourse on European integration, emphasizing the peace, prosperity, and unity that the EU supposedly brings. This discourse is related to the EU motto “united in diversity employed since 2000, and is expected to be similar among civil servants and politicians (European Union, n.d.). It is expected that alternative strategies making use of different discourses were not seriously considered, and that campaigning opponents using different discourses were not taken seriously.
Secondly, the government is expected to adhere to the value of modesty. Fully aware that they are spending the “hard-earned pennies” of Dutch citizens on a politically decisive topic, bureaucrats are expected to refrain from large-scale campaigns and be wary of inappropriately extravagant spending. This means that bureaucratic actors will strive for modest budgets and campaigns when subjects are politically divisive. It is expected that the campaign budgets and changes thereof will always be subjected to parliamentary scrutiny, whether required or not. Increases in campaign funding will only be carried out when democratic legitimacy is achieved through explicit parliamentary support. 
[bookmark: _Toc48891296]3.5 Data collection
In-depth case studies require a substantive amount of high-quality data. Using a qualitative approach, this study analyzes primary and secondary sources to establish whether the expected empirical manifestations of the causal model were present in case of the decision-making by the Taskforce Referendum [TFR] and Political Control Group [PCG] in the campaign. These observations serve as evidence, increasing the reasonable confidence in the presence of the parts of the causal mechanism.
The main source of empirical information for this study are twelve semi-structured in-depth interviews conducted by phone and videoconferencing with members of the Taskforce and Political Control Group, informed outsiders who were closely involved with the campaign, and experts. The latter two categories include civil servants, parliamentarians, academics, and journalists. These are not primary sources, as they did not experience the decision-making process itself first-hand. However, the knowledge these people contribute is highly relevant, both in documenting the context of the campaign and posing a check to the findings of interviews with members of the Taskforce and Political Control Group. The list of interviewees and the preliminary questions presented to the interviewees can be found in the appendix. Transcripts and reports of the interviews are available upon request from the author. Other sources used include memoires,  parliamentary papers, newspaper articles, scientific reports on the campaign, documentaries, and some internally drafted documents. 
Interviews can be great sources of empirical information, but should be treated with caution with regards to their reliability. They are personal accounts of events that can be significantly impacted by flawed memory or retrospective self-aggrandizement. Additionally, the events may have been placed within a larger schema of Euroscepticism or civilian discontent, which can affect the interviewees’ recollection of them. To deal with this problem, data triangulation is applied. This means that multiple sources of information are used to establish empirical events that may serve as evidence for or against the presence of the causal mechanism (Shareia, 2016). 



	Bureaucratic roles
	Self-preservation 
	1. Political actors: pursue or avoid association based on risk assessment.

	
	
	2. Civil service: focus on procedures, pursue feedback of superiors, anticipation of superior demands.

	
	Subservient civil service
	1. Political actors: accept critique before consensus, disregard critique after consensus.

	
	
	2. Civil service: Provides critique before consensus, limits critique after consensus.

	
	
	3. Civil service: proliferate neutrality, feel that political statements are inappropriate for them, accumulate large amounts of data and differing views to strive for objectivity.

	Procedural scripts
	Scripts based on related experiences
	1. Civil service: base their strategy on informative campaign, using a factual and formal tone, engagement with citizens, and avoidance of polarization.

	
	
	2. Political actors: base their strategy on election campaign, aiming for a short campaign, accounting for plurality and competition, and appealing to emotions.

	Cultural rationales
	Ritualistic discourse on EU 
	1. Political actors and civil service: share a discourse emphasizing peace, prosperity and unity as a result of EU cooperation.

	
	
	2. Political actors and civil service: do not seriously consider strategies with alternative discourse.

	
	
	3. Political actors  and civil service: do not take opponents using a different discourse seriously.

	
	Ritualistic notion of modesty
	1. Political actors and civil service : strives for modest budgets when subjects are politically divisive.


	
	
	2. Political actors and civil service: will subject campaign budget and changes thereof to parliamentary scrutiny.

	
	
	3. Political actors and civil service: will only increase campaign funding with explicit parliamentary consent.


[bookmark: _Toc48850669]Figure 3. Schematic overview of the independent variables and their operationalization.


[bookmark: _Toc48891297]4. Empirics

This chapter first outlines the context of the Dutch referendum. Afterwards, the empirical analysis is provided. The presence of the separate independent variables in the different phases of the decision-making process is discussed. Afterwards, symptoms of defective decision-making in the process are discussed and linked to the independent variables.
[bookmark: _Toc48891298]4.1 Context
On June 1st 2005, the Dutch electorate was presented with the question ”Are you in favor or against the approval by the Netherlands of the Treaty establishing a constitution to Europe?” (De Referendumcommissie, 2005). The result came as a shock to many: with a relatively high voter turn-out of 63.3%, 61.5% of voters rejected the Treaty (Aarts & van der Kolk, 2006; Kiesraad, 2005). This turn of events was surprising to many: the Dutch had been known as avid supporters of European integration (Voermans, 2008). The Balkenende II administration had already signed the Treaty, and 127 out of 150 members of the Tweede Kamer supported its ratification (Europa Nu, n.d.c).
[bookmark: _Toc48891299]4.1.1 European context
The Treaty establishing a Constitution for Europe, or the European Constitutional Treaty [ECT], was the product of the European Convention of the Future of Europe. This body was founded in the wake of the 2001 Intergovernmental Conference [IGC] in Laecken, as EU-member states called to increase the democracy, transparency, and efficiency of the EU (Europa Nu, n.d.a). This came at an eventful time for the EU: the Euro had just been introduced and ten new member-states were set to join in 2004 (Harryvan & Van der Harst, 2013). After over a year of uniquely transparent negotiations among 105 members led by Valéry Giscard d’Estaing, the European Convention produced the ECT in July 2003 (Harryvan & Van der Harst, 2013, p. 237). Subsequently, it was submitted to the heads of member-states during IGC’s in 2003 and 2004, where the definitive Treaty was determined. Ultimately, the European leaders arrived at an agreement in June 2004 and signed the agreement on October 29 2004 (European Parliament, n.d.).
The ECT touched upon a wide variety of subjects, proposing structural changes to the decision-making processes of the EU. Among other things, the competences of the European Parliament were to be extended, and national parliaments would be involved in European decision-making (Harryvan & Van der Harst, 2013) . The European Council would be chaired by a permanent President, and an EU Minister of Foreign Affairs would be installed to preside over common policies on foreign affairs, safety, and security. The ECT also contained a considerable amount of symbolism: the Treaty contained the establishment of a European flag, anthem, and holiday as well. Besides the Netherlands, ten other EU-member states decided to organize referendums on the ECT (Closa, 2007).
[bookmark: _Toc48891300]4.1.2 Dutch context
The 2005 referendum in the Netherlands was a few years in the making. Already in 2002, the Tweede Kamer (House of Representatives) supported a motion asking the government to organize a referendum on the outcome of the European Convention. Upon no response, three representatives decided to submit a bill proposing such a referendum in 2003. On November 20 2003, the bill passed the Tweede Kamer. After some modifications, the bill finally passed the Senate on January 25th 2005 (Eerste Kamer, n.d.). The bill stipulated that an independent referendum-committee was to  be appointed by the Tweede Kamer, which would determine the date of the referendum and the inquiry presented to the electorate. This committee would also divide €1 million in subsidies among civil society campaigning initiative, and was legally tasked with publishing a summary of the ECT. The bill determined that the referendum should take place within five months after establishing the referendum-committee.
The ECT could count on widespread support within the Tweede Kamer, with all large parties supporting the Treaty (Nijeboer, 2005). Within Parliament, opponents of the Treaty were the Socialist Party, the two small Christian parties, and the populist right LPF and Groep Wilders (Harmsen, 2005). Initial polls in January 2005 showed that over 60% of voters supported the Treaty (MarketResponse, 2005). However, polls signaled declining support: in May, opponents of the ECT had surpassed the number of proponents (Harryvan & Van der Harst, 2013, p. 237). Many pointed to the government’s campaign to declare this turn in public opinion: its campaign was regarded lackluster and weak, starting too late and unable to explain the complex Treaty to wider audiences (De Telegraaf, 2005c; Giebels et al., 2005; Sprenger, 2016a)
[bookmark: _Toc48891301]4.1.3 Political-official relations in the Netherlands
The Dutch government was tasked with organizing the referendum, while it was also a partial competitor in the debate running up to it. As it had already signed the Treaty, it was obliged by international procedures to make an effort for its ratification at the domestic level (Nijeboer, 2005). To account for the dual role the government played in this referendum, it was decided in November 2004 that three different campaigns would be set up (Ministry of General Affairs et al., 2004; Nicolaï, 2005a). The Ministry of the Interior would be involved with two neutral campaigns, one promoting voter turn-out and one supporting the independent referendum-committee to provide citizens with neutral information on the referendum and the Treaty. The cabinet’s position would be represented by a campaign conducted by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. This campaign would be formally directed by a Political Control Group [PCG] consisting of the Ministers of Economic Affairs, Finance, Foreign Affairs, General Affairs (Prime Minister’s Office), and Government Reform (Goeijenbier, 2005).
A civil service Taskforce Referendum [PCG] was set up by to run the cabinet’s campaign. In Dutch public administration, departments are relatively autonomous (Andeweg & Irwin, 2009, p. 179; Harmsen, 1999). Departments have their own organizational culture and operating procedures. Departments are in control of recruitment processes and civil service is not politically appointed. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs, which conducted the referendum-campaign is known to the outside world as a closed, somewhat elitist department (Dohmen, 2009).
The relationship between civil service and political actors is characterized by the notion of political primacy and civil servant loyalty (Geul, 2018, pp. 57-8). Civil servants are expected to best serve the cabinet members and their political line. This requires independence and critical thinking, expressing criticism until the political actors have made their decision. After these decisions are taken, civil servants will put in their best efforts to realize them.


[bookmark: _Toc48891302]4.2 Bureaucratic roles
[bookmark: _Toc48891303]4.2.1 Phase I: Reluctant cabinet members and task-oriented civil servants
Political actors reluctant to engage
The Balkenende administration explicitly opposed the referendum of the European Constitutional Treaty [ECT] (Tweede Kamer, 2003a). It was unpleasantly surprised when the representatives of coalition-party VVD unexpectedly supported the proposal in the Tweede Kamer, deciding the vote (Schulte & Soetenhorst, 2005; Sprenger, 2016a; Zalm, 2009). While they did not anticipate the referendum-outcome to be overwhelmingly negative, cabinet members felt from the start that the “yes”-campaign would be a difficult task and that public support for the ECT was not a done deal (K. Berghuis[footnoteRef:2], interview, May 28 2020; B. Bot[footnoteRef:3] in Hermans & Maat, 2012; A. Nicolaï[footnoteRef:4], interview, May 18 2020; G. Zalm[footnoteRef:5], interview, May 28 2020).  [2:  Berghuis was the political assistant of Minister of Finance Gerrit Zalm.]  [3:  Bot was Minister of Foreign Affairs.]  [4:  Nicolaï was State Secretary of Foreign Affairs, responsible for European Affairs.]  [5:  Zalm was Minister of Finance and Vice Prime Minister.] 

The initial governmental strategy outlined in November 2004 shows the government distancing themselves from the referendum-outcome. It describes the government as a relevant player, yet not a leading actor in the public debate on the ECT (Ministry of General Affairs et al., 2004). The government planned to take up a modest role in the campaign, continuously emphasizing explicitly that the referendum-outcome was council to Parliament. The administration saw the referendum as something that belonged to the Tweede Kamer, which they simply had to execute (J. van Aartsen[footnoteRef:6], interview, May 22 2020; A. Nicolaï, interview, May 18 2020; R. Passchier[footnoteRef:7], interview, May 1 2020). [6:  Van Aartsen was political leader and parliamentary leader in the Tweede Kamer for the VVD.]  [7:  Passchier worked in civil service for the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and was a member of the Taskforce.] 

The November 2004 strategy determined that Ministry of Foreign Affairs was responsible for the cabinet’s campaign supporting the ECT (Ministry of General Affairs et al., 2004; Ministry of the Interior, 2004). An organizational structure comparable to those used in crisis situations was proposed (Ministry of General Affairs et al., 2004). Several political and civil service working groups were established, including the Political Control Group [PCG] and the project group that would later become known as the Taskforce Referendum [TFR]. Part of the strategy included appointing one or several members of cabinet as internal coordinator(s) and face of the campaign to the outside world. However, no cabinet-member really felt ownership over the matter (K. Berghuis, interview, May 28 2020; A. Nicolaï, interview, May 18 2020). 
Ultimately, State Secretary of Foreign Affairs Nicolaï was appointed by the administration to fulfill this role. This was a remarkable choice, as State Secretaries are lower-ranked members of the administration. They are only allowed to take part in the weekly Council of Ministers upon formal invitation and do not hold voting rights there (Andeweg & Irwin, 2009, p. 140). Since the Prime Minister and the Minister of Foreign Affairs were the ones to sign the Treaty, having one of them lead the campaign would have been an obvious choice. However, higher-ranked Ministers allegedly feared burning their fingers on what they felt would be a difficult issue, leading them to refrain from taking up a more prominent role in the initial phase (Giebels et al., 2005; Koele, 2005; A. Nicolaï, interview, May 18 2020; Peeperkorn, 2005a; R. Passchier, interview, May 1 2020).
Civil service: focus on procedures and responsibilities
Already before the structures determined within the November 2004 strategy were formally established, civil servants within the Ministry of Foreign Affairs were working on the preparations for the cabinet’s campaign (R. Passchier, interview, May 1 2020; T. van der Plas[footnoteRef:8], interview, May 8 2020).  [8:  Van der Plas worked in civil service for the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and was deputy leader of the TFR.] 

As coordinator of the government campaign, State Secretary Nicolaï was responsible for selecting the leader of the TFR. Despite considering experienced civil servants to lead the campaign, both Nicolaï and civil servants involved with the campaign preferred an external project leader (J. Goeijenbier[footnoteRef:9], May 12 2020, A. Nicolaï, interview, May 18 2020; J. Sprenger[footnoteRef:10], interview, May 4 2020; T. van der Plas, interview, May 8 2020). It was thought that this would lead to a more professional and fresh approach, and that a civil servant was not in a position to lead the campaign.  [9:  Goeijenbier was the externally recruited project leader of the TFR.]  [10:  Sprenger was Director Information at the Ministry of Finance and part of the working group Communications during the campaign.] 

Early February 2005, the PCG established Jan Goeijenbier as leader of the TFR. Goeijenbier, with his experience in the world of PR and politics, was expected to have authority with members of the administration (J. Goeijenbier, interview, May 12 2020). Their public performances were an essential part of the campaign strategy outlined in November 2004 (Ministry of General Affairs et al., 2004). Hiring Goeijenbier was thus to some extent a strategic move to ensure the authority and ultimately support for the decisions of the TFR, which consisted mostly of civil servants. 
[bookmark: _Toc48891304]4.2.2 Phase II: Ensuring a soft-landing for the campaign strategy
Assembling the TFR
Goeijenbier had negotiated the ability to select his own team during his talks with Nicolaï (Goeijenbier, 2005; J. Goeijenbier, interview, May 12 2020). He used the latter to make sure the composition of the TFR reflected the departments of the members of the PCG. On the one hand this served to diversify the TFR, moving somewhat away from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. On the other hand, it provided insights into the internal debates held within the departments and allowed for alternative points of access to the leaders of the departments (Goeijenbier, 2005; J. Goeijenbier, interview, May 12 2020; R. Passchier, interview, May 1 2020). The latter could be seen as strategic advantages in creating support for the activities of the TFR.
Civil servants were not necessarily eager to join the campaign (J. Goeijenbier, interview, May 12 2020; R. Passchier, interview, May 1 2020). However, there was a clear sense that this was simply that had to be done and that civil service held a responsibility. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs was quite a formalistic organization at the time, known for elitism and a closed nature among outsiders K. Aarts[footnoteRef:11], interview, April 23 2020; R. Boudewijn[footnoteRef:12], interview, May 26 2020; K. Versteegh[footnoteRef:13], interview, May 26 2020 . Within the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, awareness of the political-administrative relations was deemed necessary, but taking a political stance was deemed as inappropriate (R. Passchier, May 1 2020). As they commenced their work, members of the Taskforce did feel that they would likely succeed in their task to persuade the majority of the electorate to support the Treaty (J. Goeijenbier, interview, May 12 2020; R. Passchier, May 1 2020; T. van der Plas, interview, May 8 2020).  [11:  Aarts is Professor of Political Institutions and Behavior, specialized in elections and electoral behavior.]  [12:  Boudewijn is training-director at Europainstituut.nl. He specializes in European affairs and was employed by Clingendael Institute at the time.]  [13:  Versteegh is a journalist who worked for the Europe editorial board for NRC Handelsblad at the time.] 

Research-informed strategy
Goeijenbier was also granted an increased budget for public opinion research (Goeijenbier, 2005; J. Goeijenbier, interview May 12 2020). After the initial base-line research in January 2005, public opinion was monitored through monthly qualitative and quantitative research (PQR, 2005; MarketResponse, 2005, The SmartAgent Company, 2005; Winninghoff & Jansen, 2005). This research served as input for the campaign strategy. Among other things, it led the TFR to advocate for positive messaging as negative arguments were found to be counterproductive (J. Goeijenbier, interview, May 12 2020; T. van der Plas, interview, May 8 2020; Winninghoff & Jansen, 2005). 
Furthermore, public opinion-research had shown that the administration was not popular among the electorate (A. Nicolaï, interview, May 18 2020; T. van der Plas) . It was concluded that it was unwise to rely upon cabinet members as the sole promotor of the government’s position. A considerable part of the TFR’s strategy was aimed at involving civil society organizations and the business community to publicly support the ECT (Goeijenbier, 2005; T. van der Plas, interview, May 8 2020). However, it soon became clear that these organizations were reluctant to enter the political debate, often waiting for the government’s campaign to take off first (Giebels et al., 2005; Kranenburg, 2005; Versteegh & De Waard, 2005).
Building support 
The TFR spent considerable time on creating support for their campaign across the Ministries. TFR-leader Goeijenbier (2005, p.4) estimates that 70% of his work during the campaign was devoted to “the process”: connecting with relevant policy departments in other Ministries, creating support for the campaign across the different government organizations. Campaign messages were drafted in close cooperation with the Ministries (Goeijenbier, 2005). This would make it more likely that the final messages were supported by civil servants of the Ministry and, ultimately, its leaders. 
While these actions indicate considerable efforts to build support beforehand, members of the TFR  feel that they did not adapt their proposals to anticipate for the demands of cabinet members (J. Goeijenbier, interview, May 12 2020; R. Passchier, interview, May 1 2020). Nevertheless, critique by political actors was taken seriously and incorporated in the strategy. An example of this is the alteration of the core messages developed by the TFR, following critique from members of the administration (Giebels et al., 2005; Goeijenbier, 2005; J. Goeijenbier, interview, May 12 2020). On March 18th, Goeijenbier presented the campaign strategy and tactics to the administration before the Council of Ministers. Minister Donner of Justice felt that the campaign’s core messages were overly positive, and that criticism on the EU should be taken into account. As a consequence, the messages were re-evaluated, and a revised strategy was determined during the PCG-meeting of April 7th.
The TFR was allowed considerable freedom in determining the campaign strategy (K. Berghuis, May 28 2020; J. Goeijenbier, May 12 2020). The PCG was not a weighty organizational structure, but did provide authority to the campaign plans in the eyes of cabinet members (K. Berghuis, May 28 2020; G. Zalm, May 28 2020). The latter function becomes clear during the March 18 presentation of the TFR’s campaign strategy to the administration, as Goeijenbier presents his presentation alongside of Prime Minister Balkenende and State Secretary Nicolaï (Goeijenbier, 2005). 
[bookmark: _Toc48891305]4.2.3 Phase III: Running the campaign
Fact-based public information
During the campaign itself, the campaign activities of the TFR were of rather nuanced nature. Public information was presented in a rather formal and factual tone, among others through a flyer, a website, and a tabloid-style print of the ECT-text (Giebels et al., 2005; Goeijenbier, 2005; Grondweteu.nl, 2005). It was known to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs that there was a gap in citizens’ knowledge on the EU (Ministry of General Affairs et al, 2004; R. Passchier, interview, May 1 2020). It had conducted regular survey-research on EU-awareness since 2000 and had started an EU-information campaign in 2004 (Nicolaï, 2003; Sprenger, 2016a). 
The TFR  believed the ECT was a valuable product, and that the general public would accept the merit if it could be understood. Part of the TFR was recruited from the Taskforce European Convention, which had negotiated the Treaty and possessed great knowledge on its content (Goeijenbier, interview, May 12 2020; T. van der Plas interview, May 8 2020). They seemingly assumed that greater access to information on the ECT would create greater support for the ECT, a finding that was supported by their public opinion research (Tweede Kamer, 2005c; PQR, 2005). However, the TFR struggled to instigate a public in-depth discussion on the content of the ECT itself (R. Passchier, interview, May 1 2020; Van den Boogaard, 2005). Research commissioned by the TFR showed that citizens felt they were not presented sufficient information on the ECT, and that they were suspicious of the credibility of the information they were presented with (PQR, 2005).
Playing defense
Based on the strategy agreed upon in the PCG-meeting on April 7th, the cabinet planned to express unified support for the ECT from April 20th onward and to play a more prominent role in the campaign starting May 9th (Goeijenbier, 2005). Nicolaï was described by himself and others as the “quartermaster” of the government’s campaign: the one assigned to lead the initial organization of a completely new task for the government (Koele, 2005;, Nicolaï, 2005c). The Prime Minister was intended to play the main role in the campaign starting from May 15th (Goeijenbier, 2005). 
Since Parliament held its spring break in the first two weeks of May, the cabinet’s campaign only truly kicked off two weeks before the date of the referendum (Europa Nu, n.d.c; Giebels et al., 2005). Despite repeated calls upon cabinet members to take up a central position sooner, this did not happen (De Telegraaf, 2005a; NRC Handelsblad 2005a; Van Heteren & Ter Kuile, 2005). The opponents of the ECT had started their campaign earlier and set the tone of the public debate (Giebels, 2005; Lucardie, 2005; Nijeboer, 2005). This forced the administration to conduct a defensive campaign, refuting the idea that the ECT would lead Europe to become a “super-state” and would cause Dutch sovereignty to diminish. 
Considerable time was put in refuting incorrect statements by “no”-campaigners (J. Goeijenbier, interview, May 12 2020; T. van der Plas, interview May 8 2020). The TFR’s website even had a page debunking “myths” on the referendum (Grondweteu.nl, 2005). In the press, incorrect information on the consequences of the ECT or European integration attracted considerable attention. This included statements that the EU could overturn legalized same-sex marriage in The Netherlands with the ECT, and misquoted statements by the director of the Dutch central bank suggesting that the introduction of the Euro had been costly due to unfavorable exchange rates of the Dutch guilder (Damen, 2005; Giebels et al., 2005; T. van der Plas, interview, May 2020). However, rectifications of these incorrect statements usually failed to grasp public and media attention (Hermans & Maat, 2012; T. van der Plas, May 8 2020). In the mean-time, the government’s own position and the content of the ECT remained relatively unclear to the larger public (Koele & Peeperkorn, 2005a; PQR, 2005).
Mobilizing cabinet members
Cabinet members engaged in debates and made media appearances on TV, radio, and in newspapers (Goeijenbier, 2005). They themselves felt they made considerable efforts and did everything they were asked to do (Bot, 2016, p. 274; Eerste Kamer, 2005; G. Zalm, interview, May 28 2020). However, critics felt that the administration lacked enthusiasm in their campaigning and remained largely absent from public debate (Atickan, 2015, p. 137; J. van Aartsen, interview, May 22 2020). Influential “no”-campaigner Harry van Bommel stated that members of the administration were willing to speak in smaller event halls, but refrained from taking center stage in public view (Duong, 2011). 
The TFR had difficulty claiming timeslots in the agendas of the busy cabinet members (Giebels et al., 2005; T. van der Plas, interview, May 8 2020). Mobilizing them for the campaign activities proved difficult at times. A well-known example of this was the refusal of Minister of Finance Gerrit Zalm to hand-out flyers on Het Plein during the break of the Council of Ministers (K. Berghuis, interview, May 28 2020; J. Sprenger, interview, May 4 2020; T. van der Plas, interview, May 8 2020; K. Versteegh, interview, May 26 2020; G. Zalm, interview, May 28 2020). To symbolically show of the unified support of the administration for the ECT, cabinet members were asked to hand out flyers on the next-door Plein-square during the break of the Council of Ministers (Sprenger, 2016a). Schedule-wise, this was a convenient time and place to get the administration together. However, the squares terraces are usually packed with civil servants (Giebels et al., 2005; T. van der Plas, interview, May 8 2020). Zalm, who felt handing out flyers here was disingenuous, declared to present camera crews that he did not feel like it and was not that into leafletting (NOS, 2005; G. Zalm, interview, May 28 2020).
Additionally, the TFR could not keep the administration on message. The carefully constructed core messages of the campaign instructed cabinet members to refrain from negative arguments, as research showed this to be counter-effective (J. Goeijenbier, interview, May 12 2020; T. van der Plas, interview, May 8 2020). These messages had even been distributed as plasticized cards (Peeperkorn, 2005b; Van der Hoeven, 2005). Yet cabinet members continuously failed to adhere to this, using threatening arguments linking the rejection of the ECT to war or economic disaster among other things (Donner, 2005; Giebels et al., 2005;  Van den Bos, 2005). These actions were met with critique by civil servants (J. Goeijenbier, interview, May 12 2020; T. van der Plas, interview, May 8 2020). However, the TFR seemingly did not have the authority with cabinet members to avoid repetition.
The political entourage surrounding cabinet members, such as political-assistants and private secretaries complicated the work of the TFR. Advice by the TFR was met with counter-advice, and political spins in the media at times caused rifts between Ministers (J. Sprenger, interview, May 4 2020; Sprenger, 2016a; T. van der Plas, interview, May 8 2020). Interviewees do not recall conflict in the PCG, as members shared the goal of ratification of the ECT despite different nuances (A. Nicolaï, interview, May 18 2020; T. van der Plas, interview, May 8 2020;G. Zalm, interview, May 28 2020). However, sources indicate that outside of the PCG political agendas and egos made it difficult for the administration to speak with a unified voice on the matter (De Telegraaf, 2005c; Sprenger, 2016a).
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The hypotheses on bureaucratic roles predicted that both rational pursuit of self-interest within the organizational context and a shared understanding of civil servants’ subservience to political actors would impact the decision-making process.
Self-interest
As predicted by the hypothesis 1, bureaucratic actors pursued their self-interest by refraining from actions that have negative consequences for their career. Political actors, who felt that the referendum campaign would be an uphill battle that could hurt their image, tried to avoid association by refraining from taking up more prominent roles both in preparing the campaign and in conducting it. While conflict was not as present in the PCG, private agendas did interfere with cabinet members’ adherence to the strategy in its execution. 
Civil servants in the TFR believed that the campaign was something that had to be done. While they did not adapt their substantive proposals to meet the demands of political leaders, they made considerable efforts to increase the likelihood of a soft landing through a strategic composition of the TFR and close cooperation with relevant policy departments across Ministries. The TFR was focused on their procedural responsibility, strategically anticipating how it could increase its legitimacy within the organization and thus its chances of successful completion of the assigned tasks. 
Subservient civil service
The TFR had considerable difficulty to keep cabinet members in line with the agreed-upon strategy. The fact that cabinet members decided their own paths in the campaign seems to indicate that they were not open to the suggestions of the TFR in the last phase of the campaign. There are no indications as to whether this led the TFR to stop providing input. As for hypothesis 2A, the findings indicate that political actors felt that civil service was in the end subservient to them. However, no evidence was found as to whether civil service shared this sentiment.
The TFR opted for a rather nuanced tone in their campaign efforts. While awareness of political-administrative relations was deemed important, taking a stance was considered inappropriate for civil servants. Considerable research was done to inform the strategy, and criticism by political actors was incorporated in the messaging. These findings support hypothesis 2B, which stated that civil servants proliferate neutrality and resort to a more technical approach to mitigate political differences.
[bookmark: _Toc48891307]4.3 Procedural scripts
[bookmark: _Toc48891308]4.3.1 Phase I: Political and proportional campaign strategy
Informing the public
All interviewees emphasize the novelty of the national referendum in Dutch politics in 2005, and the inexperience with referendum-campaigns. Some organizational aspects of the referendum were outlined by the legislation on the referendum (Overheid.nl, 2005). The Tweede Kamer would establish an independent referendum-committee, which determined the date and inquiry of the referendum. It would also divide €1 million in subsidies among civil society-campaigners, and provide a summary of the ECT. The legislation determined that the referendum should take place within five months after the independent committee was established.
The November 2004 strategy possessed characteristics similar to information campaigns that the government had experience with. Firstly, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs would continue to run the pre-existing EU-information campaign “Europa. Best Belangrijk.” (“Europe. Pretty Important.) in the background of the campaign period (Ministry of General Affairs et al., 2004). Should the “no”-campaigners purchase publicity to great extent, this existing format could be used to scale up the government’s campaign proportionally in response (Ministry of General Affairs et al., 2004). 
Secondly, informing citizens about the main points of the campaign was outlined as a goal for both the cabinet’s campaign and independent referendum-committee, supported by the Ministry of the Interior (Ministry of General Affairs et al., 2004; Ministry of the Interior, 2004). The latter was responsible for communicating neutral information on the ECT. However, besides the diffusion of the summary by the independent referendum-committee, providing large-scale neutral information on the content of the ECT was not planned for. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs’ campaign would be political, expressing the view of the administration. However, the strategy prescribed a nuanced tone that was not necessarily aimed at persuasion. It was believed that winning voters’ trust was essential, and that anticipating critical views on the EU would serve this purpose (Ministry of General Affairs et al., 2004).
The strategy emphasized the importance of proportionality, describing access to information as a civil right and pillar of good democratic governance (Ministry of General Affairs et al., 2004). As the referendum concerned undecided and controversial policy, it was deemed appropriate that the government’s communication would be formal in tone and proportionate in costs and reach compared to others. The strategy interpreted this proportionality in two ways. First, it prescribed that the government could not use its resources to drown out other voices. Second, it legitimated upscaling of the campaign to provide a proportional answer to in the event of a mass-media “no”-campaign.
Political elements
While supportive of guidelines on government communication and proportionality, the administration felt that it was justified to actively explain their views on the ECT to the public (Nicolaï, 2005a; Trouw, 2005a; Tweede Kamer, 2003a). Central in this was free publicity generated by the public performances of cabinet members (Goeijenbier, 2005; Ministry of General Affairs et al., 2004; Nicolaï, 2005a). Cabinet members would thus use their public profile to generate attention for the importance of the ECT. The administration was supposed to express a nuanced yet positive message on the ECT in unison (Ministry of General Affairs et al., 2004). Free publicity generated through newsworthy events or media performances are regularly used by Dutch political parties in election campaigns, in part due to parties’ limited budgets (Andeweg & Irwin, 2009, p. 89).
The November 2004 strategy outlined multiple scenarios for the developments running up to the day of the referendum, with only a mass-media campaign instigated by “no”-supporters legitimating scaling-up the cabinet’s campaign (Ministry of General Affairs et al., 2004). In what was accepted as the most likely scenario, it was expected that this large campaign would not happen. It predicted that the results of the referendums in other EU-member states would be positive and that the debate running up to the referendum would focus on the ECT itself. The alternative scenarios assumed that additional media attention resulting from negative referendum-outcomes abroad, unexpected events, or debates focusing on subjects other than the ECT could be used to express the government’s position to the public without changes to the strategy. The cabinet’s message would only be altered should the opposition express falsehoods.
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During this phase, the cabinet’s campaign was yet to start and no information on the ECT had been made available to the public yet (Goeijenbier, 2005; Parlementaire Monitor, 2005). As early opinion-research showed that citizens felt under-informed on the subject of the ECT, the government decided in March that it should provide in this demand for information, ultimately encouraged by the Tweede Kamer (Goeijenbier, 2005; Parlementaire Monitor, 2005; Tweede Kamer, 2005c). 
This led the TFR to develop the Grondwetkrant, a document presenting unaltered text of the ECT in the form of a tabloid-like paper. The paper was met with considerable critique from all sides (Schulte, 2005a; Van den Boogaard, 2005a). Experts called the text highly technocratic, and illegible even for the schooled reader (K. Aarts, interview, April 23 2020; R. Boudewijn, May 26 2020. 
The decision to not alter the ECT text reflected the view of the government, and the Ministry of the Interior in particular, that the communication should be neutral (J. Goeijenbier, interview, May 12 2020; Ministry of General Affairs et al., 2004; A. Nicolaï, interview, May 18 2020). Publishing a summary was deemed inappropriate, as the independent referendum-committee was already tasked with this (Goeijenbier, 2005). According to some, the publication of the Grondwetkrant was not only an answer to a civilian demand for information, but also the product of a growing discontent within the Ministry of Foreign Affairs with the late distribution of the independent referendum-committee’s neutral summary (Giebels et al., 2005; Boudewijn & Van Keulen, 2005). 
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Competing to provide information
Whereas the Grondwetkrant was a neutral source of information, later public information distributed by the TFR more explicitly motivated the government’s stance. In May, an additional €3,5 million in funding was earmarked to scale-up the government’s campaign (Goeijenbier, 2005, p. 12). Another folder was published, summarizing the ECT and providing citizens with more accessible information on the ECT. Additionally, radio commercials and newspaper ads were used to promote the Treaty. The “no”-campaign had not made use of purchased publicity on large scale. However, the cabinet defended the additional funding by arguing that the public felt under-informed and that the Tweede Kamer had called for more accessible information (Tweede Kamer, 2005c).
During the last phase, The Ministries of Foreign Affairs and the Interior were allegedly competing to provide public information. Civil servants of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs referred to the summary of the independent referendum-committee as the “prawn paper” (“garnalenkrantje”), as writer Bart Chabot stated that showing the question mark-shaped “R” on the cover of the summary got him served prawns in two different Chinese restaurants (Barend & Van Dorp, 2005; Boudewijn & Van Keulen, 2005; Giebels et al., 2005). A flyer published by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in May was called the “Zwitsal-flyer” (“Zwitsalfolder”) by civil servants of the Ministry of the Interior due to its use of a picture of a sleeping baby. The summary of the independent referendum-committee also led to conflict between the departments, as it stated that the ECT would result in European law standing above national law. This statement contributed to the “no”-campaign’s frame of the European super-state and diminishing national sovereignty. Nicolaï publicly expressed his disapproval, stating that this had already been the case (Barend & Van Dorp, 2005; A. Nicolaï, interview, May 18 2020)
Political campaigning
The last phase of the campaign bore resemblance to a regular election campaign. The administration’s strategy, determined on April 7th, called upon cabinet members to clear their agendas for the campaign from May 9th onward (Goeijenbier, 2005). Due to Parliament’s spring break, the campaign fully commenced on May 18th (Giebels et al., 2005; Europa Nu, n.d.c).  This strategy reflects normal practice in Dutch election campaigns, which are relatively short and in which more prominent political figures are actively engaged in the last few weeks only (Goeijenbier, 2005; Peeperkorn, 2005a; T. van der Plas, interview, May 8 2020; G. Zalm, interview, May 28 2020). 
The strategy assumed that voters would make up their mind shortly before the referendum, comparable to elections. However, whereas citizens tend to have some general knowledge about political parties, this was not the case for the ECT and EU. “No”-campaigners did not adhere to the election-script, and started their campaign considerably earlier than the administration, which allowed them to determine the main topics of the public debate (Goeijenbier, 2005; Moerland, 2005; Rusman, 2015; Schulte, 2005b).
In regular election campaigns, parties appoint a campaign leader whose instructions are diligently followed. Politicians comply with the instructions on where to go and keep their statements in line with the party’s program (T. van der Plas, interview, May 8 2020). However, no one in the TFR seemingly had this authority with cabinet members. As stated earlier, they were unable to get members of the administration to adhere to the agreed-upon strategy (T. van der Plas, interview, May 8 2020; J. Sprenger, interview, May 4 2020). Despite the agreements made, interviews and speeches mentioning the ECT were not always ran past the TFR to check for consistency in the messaging (J. Goeijenbier, interview, May 12 2020; T. van der Plas, interview, May 8 2020). 
Additionally, a coalition government substantially differs from political parties in terms of unity. Campaigns require consistent messaging. Within a coalition government, there are more diverging opinions and interests that complicate unity (K. Berghuis, interview, May 28 2020; J. Sprenger, interview, May 4 2020). A greater variety in messengers increases the risk of diverging statements and contradictions within the campaign. Cabinet members went their own way in the campaign, criticizing each other in the press as well (De Telegraaf, 2005b). The result was a campaign that lacked the desired cohesion and unity (Goeijenbier, 2005; Sprenger, 2016a).
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Hypothesis 3 stated that bureaucratic actors use procedural scripts, and would rely upon their closest experience if such a script does not exist for a policy-problem. Civil servants were expected to depend upon their experience with informative campaigns, while political actors would base their actions on their experience with election campaigns. 
The empirical evidence shows use of both scripts, but does not necessarily link them to one actor or the other. However, it can be observed that the emphasis on formality, nuance, and proportionality associated with informative campaigns was more prevalent in the first two phases, in which civil servants were predominantly involved. From the start, elements of political scripts were present as well: political actors planned upon campaigning for a short period of time, and free publicity was a main element in the campaign strategy.
[bookmark: _Toc48891312]4.4 Cultural rationales
[bookmark: _Toc48891313]4.4.1 Phase I: Positive messaging and modest budgets
Discourse on EU-integration 
In the November 2004 strategy, the core message for the government’s campaign consisted of pointing out the valuable assets the EU had brought the Netherlands over the last fifty years (Ministry of General Affairs et al., 2004). The three elements that were highlighted were the prosperity for the Dutch people, the safety and stability the EU had brought to Europe, and the hope and confidence to guarantee this for the future with the ECT. The initial strategy recognized that some citizens cared little about the subject or were critical of the EU. It felt that Euroscepticism could be countered with nuanced argumentation that showed that the ECT would improve the subsidiarity, transparency, and democracy of the EU, and that it would not infringe on the national constitution (Ministry of General Affairs et al., 2004.
Political parties, including those represented within the administration, had consistently criticized European integration over the last decades. An often-cited objection was that the Netherlands contributed disproportionately to the EU, being one of few net-contributors (R. Boudewijn, interview, May 26 2020; J. van Aartsen, interview, May 22 2020). There were different views on European integration within the administration (K. Berghuis, interview, May 28 2020; A. Nicolaï, interview, May 18 2020; J. Sprenger, interview, May 4 2020; G. Zalm, interview, May 28 2020). D66 was known as Europhile, whereas VVD was internally divided on the matter and was openly critical about some aspects of European integration. In his memoirs, Bot recalls administration as relatively Eurosceptical, stating that he was one of three devoted Europhile ministers in the cabinet (Bot, 2016, p. 263).
Focus on proportionality
In 2003, during the debates in the Tweede Kamer on the proposal to hold a referendum on the ECT, the partial role of the administration was subject of discussion (Tweede Kamer, 2003a). It was debated to what extent the government could express its support for the ECT. The administration responded that should it sign the ECT, it would fiercely defend it. However, the options considered by the government were informed by the notion that its campaign could not be too outspoken or expensive (Ministry of General Affairs et al., 2004; A. Nicolaï, interview, May 18 2020). While outsourcing the campaign to a firm was considered, it was ultimately decided that this was too expensive. Hiring a professional campaign leader was seen as a reasonable compromise (A. Nicolaï, interview, May 18 2020). 
While modesty and proportionality are heralded as democratic values in the November 2004 strategy, the limited budget and time may also be a consequence of the administration’s initial reluctance to engage with the campaign. Some believe that the government could have made an effort to increase the available budget would they have felt more urgency to engage with the matter in this stage (K. Aarts, interview, April 23; J. van Aartsen, May 22 2020). 
The November 2004 strategy, emphasizing the need for proportionality and a reserved approach by the administration, recommended a relatively small budget for the cabinet campaign (Ministry of General Affairs et al., 2004, p. 19). While an earlier proposal had estimated a budget of €2 million for a “yes”-campaign, this was now deemed unnecessarily high. A core element of the strategy was free publicity. Some €200.000 was reserved for in-house development of supporting campaign material. Additionally, it was estimated that €250.000 was needed for research. To provide proportional answer to potential mass-media campaigns against the ECT, it was deemed wise to reserve up to €1,5 million for a potential scaling-up of the campaign. The small budget and timeframe for the campaign were the result of the perceived necessity for 
On February 7th, the government’s strategy and the estimated cost of it were presented to the Tweede Kamer (Nicolaï. 2005a). The estimated €1.5 million to finance a potential scaling-up of the campaign in the wake of a mass-media “no”-campaign was seen as a secret war chest that the government would use to buy electoral support at the expense of the underdog “no”-campaign (Tweede Kamer, 2005b). The campaign strategy sent to Parliament argued that the €1.5 million had not been reserved yet, and that the campaign’s costs would be presented to the Tweede Kamer in the Spring Memorandum (Voorjaarsnota). This would allow Parliament to comment on the spending and propose amendments (Nicolaï, 2005a).
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Perceptions on European integration
The initial core messages for the cabinet’s campaign developed by the TFR resembled those outlined in the November 2004 strategy. The central argumentation of the cabinet was that Europe had provided the Netherlands with peace, safety, and prosperity for the last sixty years (Goeijenbier, 2005). Within the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, civil servants generally shared the perspective that the EU was valuable and that citizens would understand this (J. Goeijenbier, interview, May 12 2020; A. Nicolaï, interview, May 18 2020). However, shared perspectives on the merit of European integration are not believed to have greatly impacted the campaign, due to the performance of open-minded members of the TFR (J. Goeijenbier, interview, May 12 2020; A. Nicolaï, May 18 2020).
On March 18th, Goeijenbier presented the developed core messages to the administration. Minister of Justice Donner argued that the messages were too positive, and that criticism should be incorporated in the message (Giebels et al., 2005; Goeijenbier, 2005; J. Goeijenbier, interview, May 12 2020). This reflected the administration’s nuanced position on the EU. While the administration supported the ECT, it was not unequivocally pro-European and wanted a nuanced campaign (A. Nicolaï, interview, May 18 2020; G. Zalm, interview, May 28 2020). At least part of the administration believed that citizens were critical about the EU, and that overly positive messaging would not be convincing. 
Increasing budgets
In March, the government decided that information on the ECT should be provided to the public, supported by the Tweede Kamer (Parlementaire Monitor, 2005; Tweede Kamer, 2005c). The Grondwetkrant served to make the text of the ECT available to the general public. The creation and distribution of the paper was costly, and was not accounted for in the November 2004 strategy (Goeijenbier, 2005). An additional €2.3 million was arranged to finance the paper. To legitimize this decision, the paper had to be neutral (J. Goeijenbier, interview, May 12 2020; A. Nicolaï, interview, May 18 2020). The 2005 Spring Memorandum explicitly mentions that the €2,3 million is meant to provide citizens with information on the ECT and the referendum (Bot & Van Ardenne-Van der Hoeven, 2005, p. 12). 
While the increased budget was communicated to Parliament and the Tweede Kamer called upon the government to provide accessible information on the ECT to citizens, the government did not seek explicit Parliamentary approval before earmarking the budget (Tweede Kamer, 2005c). Instead, the Tweede Kamer was informed on the matter and could respond at later time during the parliamentary discussion of the Spring Memorandum.
[bookmark: _Toc48891315]4.4.3 Phase III: Incorporating counter-arguments and purchasing publicity
Civilian discontent
The response to cabinet members’ public performances, and the outcome of the commissioned opinion research showed the TFR the full extent of negative sentiments present among citizens (J. Goeijenbier, interview, May 12 2020; T. van der Plas, interview, May 8 2020). The “no”-campaign was taken seriously by the TFR and PCG (A. Nicolaï, interview, May 18 2020; R. Passchier, interview, May 1 2020). While they felt that their frame of the “super-state” did not correspond with reality, they acknowledged that it was effective and set the tone of the debate (J. Goeijenbier, interview, May 12 2020; A. Nicolaï, interview, May 18 2020; T. van der Plas, interview, May 8 2020). 
As they saw that their messages could not take away the concerns and skepticism citizens had, the campaign started to acknowledge the downside of European integration. The messaging now emphasized that Europe had its pros and cons, but that the net-result was positive for the Netherlands (J. Goeijenbier, interview, May 12 2020; T. van der Plas, May 8 2020). Ministers were provided with a set of 39 plasticized cards with arguments in favor of the ECT (Peeperkorn, 2005b; Van der Hoeven, 2005). The cards presented responses that cabinet members could give when presented with critical arguments against European integration. The messages emphasized that the Netherlands profited from the EU, that the ECT would not take away its sovereignty, and that the cost of EU-membership was well worth it considering its advantages.
Scaling-up the campaign
At the last stage of the campaign, an additional €3,5 million was used to finance both a folder and a mass-media campaign, using radio- and newspaper advertisement (Goeijenbier, 2005). This flyer was in part a response to the Tweede Kamer’s request for more accessible information on the ECT, after the Grondwetkrant and the independent referendum-committee’s summary were deemed inaccessible to the average citizen (Goeijenbier, 2005; Nicolaï, 2005d). The Tweede Kamer was informed by Nicolaï (2005d) through a letter to Parliament. The letter and the subsequent discussion of the increased budget were deemed appropriate by the administration: while the budget would be noted in the Autumn Memorandum (Najaarsnota), it would already have been spent by then (Nicolaï, 2005d).
Whereas the government had stated in February that it would only purchase up to €1.5 million worth of publicity in case of a mass-media “no”-campaign, it now intended to spend €2 million on advertisement (Nicolaï. 2005a; Nicolaï, 2005d). This turn came shortly before the referendum, as polls indicated a victory for the “no”-campaigners. This caused commotion in the Tweede Kamer (Tweede Kamer, 2005d). Nicolaï was accused by some of trying to buy the vote, as the intended resources were perceived as disproportionate compared to the “no”-campaign. Nicolaï argued that the plans were proportional, as civilians remained largely uninformed on the content of the ECT (Tweede Kamer, 2005d. Additionally, he argued that the purchasing of publicity was in line with the guidelines on proportionality, as the tone of communication was factual.
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Hypothesis 4 predicted that bureaucratic actors shared ritualistic notions that potentially lead to distorted perceptions of the policy-issue. It was assumed that a ritualistic discourse on European integration and a ritualistic notion of modesty would impact policy-makers’ decisions.
The empirical evidence shows that while the peace and prosperity resulting from the EU were the administration’s core arguments in favor of the ECT, there was not necessarily a shared vision upon European integration. Political actors were openly critical of the EU. Additionally, took the arguments of their opponents seriously, and adapted their messages to acknowledge experienced down-sides of European integration.
The ritualistic notion on modesty can be observed to some extent. Particularly in the beginning, the government emphasized proportionality and supported a small budget and limited time-frame for the campaign.  The TFR and PCG explicitly referred to Parliamentary support for additional public information on the ECT to legitimize the increasing budgets. The administration clearly communicated intended budget increases in letters to Parliament and Memorandums. 
[bookmark: _Toc48891317]4.5 Defective decision-making
Several symptoms of defective decision-making can be identified in the decision-making processes between November 2004 and June 1st 2005. These symptoms are most prevalent in the initial planning of the campaign, but their consequences are visible throughout the campaign.
Firstly, empirical evidence indicates that in the initial set-up of the campaign in 2004, the alternatives considered were limited due to the notion that the government should be modest in its spending of public money. The initial budget estimated for the campaign was relatively small as it was considered “not done” for the government to run a more expensive campaign. Yet later budget increases supported by Parliament suggest that the cabinet might have attracted support for a higher budget if it would have wanted to make an effort for it. The small budget led to what was in hindsight a risky campaign strategy: free publicity generated by the public performances of a highly unpopular administration, and intended cooperation with civil society organizations and the business community, who turned out to be hesitant to collaborate. Additionally, the repeated increases in budgets provided the image of a government with a secret war chest, able to buy the vote at the expense of small parties. This was the opposite of what the government aimed to establish.
Secondly, the objectives to be accomplished and the implications of the option for this strategy were not fully examined and articulated in the initial phase of planning. Informing the public on the main points of the ECT was seen as a goal for both the referendum-committee and the cabinet. However, the division of labor did not account for the provision of neutral information on the content of the ECT, other than the summary of the independent referendum-committee. This is also visible in the small budget of €400,000 estimated for the referendum-committee (Ministry of the Interior. 2005, p.11).  When public opinion-polls showed that citizens wanted additional information on the ECT, this was not accounted for. The government, which could not impose tasks on the independent committee, decided it needed to meet this demand. This led the Ministry of Foreign Affairs to take up the task of producing neutral information, allegedly leading to tensions between the two departments and sub-optimal campaign material which was the result of compromising between them.
Thirdly, adherence to familiar procedural scripts led to insufficient examination of the risk of the strategy of starting a late campaign, dependent on support from civil society organizations and free publicity generated by public performances. It was expected that citizens would decide on their vote in the last few weeks. This led to a limited time-frame for the actual campaign. It turned out that an early start helped the opposition set the tone for the debate, and that citizens were considerably more negative about EU-integration than expected. The government was forced to play defense and did not succeed in bringing their message across to the general public. The government did adjust its messaging to account for the sentiments in society once the campaign commenced. However, by then, there was no time for the government to substantively alter the strategy and turn the tide.
Lastly, while contingency plans dealing with external factors were developed in the November 2004 strategy, foreseeable set-backs within the government itself were not considered. The scenario that was accepted as the most likely had a rather positive outlook on the situation, assuming that the “no”-campaign would remain small, other EU-referendums would have positive outcomes, and the debate would concern the substance of the ECT. While contingency plans were worked out for deviations from this scenario, possible internal struggles relating to the bureaucratic organizations in charge of the campaigns were not taken into account. The strategy assumed that political actors would be willing to campaign for the ECT and would listen to the civil servants of the Taskforce who worked on the content of the campaign. Risk-averse avoidance of accountability by cabinet members and the limited authority civil servants had with political actors, who believed them to be subservient, were not considered. There was no plan on what to do if political actors were reluctant to campaign or to adhere to the campaign’s message.
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This final chapter will provide an answer to the research question posed in the introduction. It summarizes the findings of the empirical analysis and reflects upon their theoretical implications. Subsequently, the strengths and weaknesses of the theoretical model and methodological approach are discussed. The thesis concludes with recommendations for further research.
[bookmark: _Toc48891319]5.1 Answering the research question
This study looked to explain the decision-making process within the Dutch government leading to the 2005 campaign to defend the European Constitutional Treaty. Whereas early polls showed considerable public support for the Treaty, it was ultimately rejected by 61.5% of voters, with a rather large voter turn-out of 63.3% (Kiesraad, 2005). The government’s campaign attracted considerable criticism, with some believing that the campaign itself contributed to the negative referendum-outcome. The administration supported the ECT and had already signed it: it was in their objective to have this bill ratified. This research aimed to shine a light on how bureaucratic actors decided upon a campaign strategy that cannot be seen as a consistent utility-maximizing pursuit of the predetermined goal of ratification of the ECT. 
An integrated model combining the assets of Allison’s bureaucratic politics model and organizational process model was introduced to provide an explanation for non-rational policy-outcomes. This model, based on Ripley (1995), predicted that bureaucratic actors such as cabinet members and civil servants rationally pursue their personal interest within the specific context of their organization. The utility-maximizing behavior by individual actors was thought to lead to non-rational decisions at the collective level. Three bureaucratic elements were identified and expected to structure decision-making processes and notions of appropriateness among bureaucratic actors: bureaucratic roles, procedural scripts, and cultural rationales. This led to the following research question:  
To what extent can the Dutch governmental campaign for the 2005 referendum  the European Constitutional Treaty be explained by the bureaucratic roles, procedural scripts and cultural rationales employed by decision-makers?

Process-tracing was used to test for the presence of these bureaucratic elements in the three phases of the campaign: the phase of initial planning running from November 2004 until February 10th 2005, the phase in which the campaign strategy was determined by the Taskforce and Political Control Group running from February 10th 2005 until April 7th 2005, and the phase in which the campaign itself was conducted running April 7th 2005 until June 1st 2005. The main source of evidence was posed by twelve semi-structured in-depth interviews with bureaucratic actors involved with the campaign, and  various experts from different professional fields. Newspaper articles, documentaries, Parliamentary documents, and some internal documents were used as additional sources. Data-triangulation was applied to account for flaws in interviewees recollection of events, increasing the reliability of the research.

The empirical analysis showed that all three bureaucratic elements were present. Political actors and civil servants pursued their respective interests in their work on the campaign, with the latter adopting a rather neutral approach to the matter. Cabinet members felt that civil service was ultimately subservient to them, making it difficult for the Taskforce to run the campaign as planned. While contingency plans for external events were devised, the initial strategy did not take foreseeable internal struggles into account. There were no contingency plans to deal with tensions among departments or with unsatisfying campaign efforts by political actors. 
As they were inexperienced with referendum-campaigns, the bureaucratic actors relied upon the procedural scripts of general elections and information campaigns. These scripts were found to have significantly impacted the planning and resources used in the campaign, with Dutch general elections usually being short and making use of free publicity. The script of the information campaigns prescribed what tone was used to engage with citizens, focusing on providing factual information in a formal manner. The reliance on the election-script led to the expectation that citizens would decide on their vote during the last weeks. When this was found out to not be the case, there were no time and resources to turn the tide. This risk was not properly assessed beforehand.
It was not found that a shared ritualistic discourse on European integration was present among both cabinet members and civil service. While the campaign’s main arguments in favor of EU-integration emphasized the prosperity and safety that the EU had brought over the last decades, the administration was not unequivocally pro-EU. Albeit in later stages of the campaign, opponents were taken seriously, and the core messages of the campaign were altered to better acknowledge criticism on European integration. 
The ritualistic notion of modesty was found to be present, however. Particularly in the first phase of planning, bureaucratic actors adhered to the idea that the government should not be a protagonist in the debate, and that a short campaign with a small budget would be appropriate. The perception that it would not be possible to increase the budget impacted which alternatives could be seriously considered. 

In answering the research question, it can therefore be said that evidence suggests that the rational pursuit of self-interest by bureaucratic actors within their organizational context is likely to carry explanatory power regarding the campaign conducted by the Balkenende II administration in defense of the European Constitutional Treaty.

[bookmark: _Toc48891320]5.2 Theoretical reflection
The integrated model used in this thesis contributes to the field of Foreign Policy Analysis by combining academic literature on bureaucratic politics with the insights of academic work on the role of cognition and culture in decision-making processes. The model shows that both the structuring effect of organizational culture and the rational pursuit of personal interest need to be taken into account to understand policy-outcome in some cases. The Balkenende II-administration’s campaign in defense of the ECT was a conjunction of shared notions of appropriateness, reliance upon previous experience, and the self-interested avoidance of accountability by political actors. The integrated model allows for a nuanced understanding of bureaucratic decision-making, and is able to capture the interaction among and between political actors and civil service. Effectively, it thus functions as a bridge between different strands of research within Foreign Policy Analysis. 
Additionally, the case study of the Dutch government’s campaign in defense of the European Constitutional Treaty contributes to the academic literature on European integration and Euroscepticism. The 2005 referendums in France and the Netherlands are often used to illustrate the move away from the permissive consensus toward a constraining dissensus, in which the electorate no longer follows elite cues on European integration and the EU becomes a topic of domestic political debate. Research into the referendum focused predominantly on explaining the behavior of the electorate. The government’s failure to recognize the full extent of the negative sentiments prevalent in society and its potential role in boosting this is left relatively under-researched. This research contributes to solving this lacuna in academic knowledge.
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However, the theoretical model used in this study has its limitations. Firstly, it is not outlined under which conditions bureaucratic elements are thought to increase the likelihood of non-rational decision-making. Bureaucratic elements  are rooted in organizational culture, and can thus be thought to be consistent factors to a certain extent. However, not every policy-decision is non-rational. Therefore, there must be antecedent conditions that prescribe in which situations bureaucratic elements structure the decision-making process to a greater extent, subsequently increasing the probability of defective decision-making and non-rational policy-outcomes.. Formulating such conditions would strengthen the theoretical model.
Secondly, it is not made explicit how the bureaucratic elements relate to each other and to what extent they could potentially overlap. Particularly, the line between procedural scripts and cultural rationales can be fuzzy, as they both prescribe paths of action based on the norms and procedures rooted in the organizational context. To clarify the distinction between the two, it would be useful to develop typologies of commonly occurring procedural scripts and cultural rationales. This would serve to more clearly delineate the two and improve the utility of the model.
[bookmark: _Toc48891322]5.2.2 Alternative explanations
There are some assumptions that are left unchallenged within this thesis, but are not subject of academic consensus. Firstly, this concerns the assumption that bureaucratic actors are rational within their organizational context. A significant body of academic work suggests that this assumed rationality does not correspond with the practical reality of decision-making (Breuning, 2007; Gerner, 1995). An influential example of this is Groupthink, which stipulates that non-rational policy or policy fiascoes are ultimately the result of socio-psychological group processes (Janis, 1972; ‘t Hart et al., 1991). In stressful situations, excessive concurrence-seeking behavior within the decision-making group leads to premature consensus. The range of policy objectives and alternatives is not fully mapped-out and considered, and policy-makers are unreceptive to information that calls for adjustment of the policy. This excessive concurrence-seeking is thus detrimental to the quality of the decision-making process, resulting in defective decision-making and increasing the likelihood of ineffective policy-outcomes. ‘T Hart (1991) acknowledges the structuring effect of political and administrative settings in his revised Groupthink-model, arguing that the anticipated costs and opportunities of participating in the decision-making process as well as a socio-psychological desire to fit in promote the occurrence of Groupthink within small groups. 
Secondly, the model assumes policy to be the outcome of a series of decisions made by a consistent group of actors. However, some scientists disagree with the notion that policy is the outcome of a clearly structured linear decision-making process (Koopman, 1980; ‘t Hart et al., 1991). Most notable is the garbage can model, which stipulates that solutions are not necessarily subsequent to identified problems (Cohen, March & Olsen, 1972). Instead, policy-choices are seen as coincidental conjunctions of participants, solutions, problems and choice opportunities in which participants are expected to connect a solution and problem. Solutions may have been previously developed, laying in a drawer until they are connected to a problem. This model thus challenges the assumption that choices are an essential part in policy-formation. This would mean that the rational behavior of decision-makers would not be able to account for policy-outcome, as it is the result of a nearly unpredictable turn of events.
[bookmark: _Toc48891323]5.3 Methodological reflection
In terms of methodology, there were some limitations to the thesis as well. The first concerns the research design of a single case study-research using process-tracing. The methodological design of the study was useful to establish the presence of bureaucratic elements throughout the decision-making process and their potential link to observable symptoms of defective decision-making. It was thus a great tool to determine whether the hypothesized causal mechanisms were present and functioned as predicted by the theoretical model. However, the process-tracing did not allow to establish how much of the outcome could be explained by the model. Neither could it be used to determine to what extent the individual bureaucratic elements contributed to the outcome, and whether one element holds more explanatory power than the other. In further research, a cross-case analysis might serve to establish the explanatory value of the different bureaucratic elements and whether all three of them are necessary conditions to explain non-rational policy.
Other methodological limitations concerns the actors that were considered in the case study. The theory prescribed that only bureaucratic actors play a role in non-rational decision-making. However, this approach disregards the role Parliament plays in setting the boundaries within which the government is to operate. In case of the Balkenende II-administration’s campaign in favor of the ECT, Parliament posed a check on the government’s policies, both by setting preliminary rules and by demanding retrospective explanation of policy-decisions. Anticipation of what is deemed acceptable by Parliament could therefore have impacted the alternatives considered and pursued. What was deemed an acceptable strategy by the government may at times have been prescribed by parliamentary demands rather than bureaucratic culture or notions of appropriateness shared by the bureaucratic actors in the decision-making process. 
Additionally, there are some limitations concerning the data used in this study. Firstly, there was a lack of access to written empirical sources drafted by bureaucratic actors during their work on the campaign. The twelve in-depth interviews provided a great source of information to trace the presence of the bureaucratic elements. However, interviews are dependent on the memory of interviewees and are therefore a source that should be treated with caution. While data-triangulation was applied to mitigate this problem, the reliability of this study would have benefitted from the greater insights into the internal discussions that could have been provided by written documents. Secondly, all interviewed members of the PCG were part of VVD, which has its own outlook on European integration and the ECT. Cabinet members of other parties may have a different recollection of the events of the referendum and the campaign.
[bookmark: _Toc48891324]5.4 Generalizability
The policy-decisions made before and during the cabinet’s campaign were of extraordinary nature for the government: it had to represent a political voice stating a policy preference in an undecided societal and political debate. The government pre-eminently plays such a role during referendums. However, the model assumes that the government is relatively inexperienced regarding referendums, and that there is no effective procedural script regarding the policy. The findings are thus particularly touch upon government’s decision-making on referendums in countries were little to no experience with referendums was present. The case of the Dutch 2005 referendum is a typical case of popular rejection of European integration by referendum in a EU member-state. The probability of this case being representative for other cases meeting these criteria, such as the Brexit-referendum in 2015 and the Dutch 2016 referendum on the Association Agreement, is therefore high.
The theoretical model does not make use of context-specific elements to explain non-rational policies. However, the hypotheses derived from it assume a government divided by political conflict and a civil service that proliferates neutrality. On first glance, this seems particularly the case in states with an electoral system of proportional representation, which often house coalition governments, and in which civil servants are not politically appointed. However, one could argue that in majority governments within-party political divides are more prominent, and similarly require mitigation as well. 
[bookmark: _Toc48891325]5.5 Recommendations for further research
The case study into the Dutch government’s campaign in favor of the ECT provides great insight into the difficulties that the administration and civil service ran into in planning and conducting a referendum-campaign. At the time, there was no experience with national referendums. Since then, two other national referendums have been held. It would be particularly interesting to compare the 2005 referendum-campaign with the government’s approach to the referendum on the EU’s association agreement with Ukraine in 2016, to see whether the elements of the model were present here as well. Particularly, it would be interesting to see if the 2005-campaign led to a procedural script for the 2016-campaign.
Furthermore, the 2005 referendum marked a turning-point in the Dutch approach to European integration. It effectively ended the “permissive consensus” and put European integration firmly on the political agenda. Whereas the Netherlands had been known as an avid supporter of European integration in the early 1990s, more recently it has been more critical of European integration. A recent example of this was the Dutch position as avid opposer of so-called coronabonds. The Dutch rejection of the instrument led to outcry among other EU-member states, but could count on broad support in the Tweede Kamer (Herszenhorn et al., 2020; Kok, 2020). It would be interesting to research to what extent the 2005 referendum-outcome has served as an analogy used by politician to determine what positions on European integration are acceptable to the Dutch electorate.
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[bookmark: _Toc48891327]Appendix A: List of interviewees

	TFR
	PCG
	Inside experts
	External experts 

	Jan Goeijenbier 

(project leader of the Taskforce Referendum)
	Atzo Nicolaï

(State Secretary of Foreign Affairs on behalf of VVD; responsible for the cabinet’s campaign)
	Jozias van Aartsen 

(Political leader and parliamentary leader in the Tweede Kamer for the VVD; former Minister of Foreign Affairs)
	Kees Aarts 

(Professor of Political Institutions and Behaviour, Dean of the Faculty BSS at University of Groningen; He specializes in elections and electoral behavior)

	Thijs van der Plas 

(Deputy project leader of the Taskforce; strategic advisor)
	Gerrit Zalm 

(Minister of Finance and Vice Prime Minister on behalf of VVD)
	Jeroen Sprenger 

(Director Information at the Ministry of Finance and member of the Working group Communications; was the project leader in the Euro-introduction campaign)
	Rob Boudewijn

(Training-director at Europainstituut.nl. He specializes in European affairs and was employed by Clingendael Institute at the time)

	Rigtje Passchier 

(Civil servant for the Ministry of Foreign Affairs; member of the Taskforce responsible for public information and the execution of mass-media activities)
	Staff: Kees Berghuis

(Political assistant to Gerrit Zalm; member of the Working group Communications)
	Gijs de Vries 

(Representative of the Dutch government during the European Convention; former State Secretary of the Interior; Member of the VVD at the time)
	Kees Versteegh

(Journalist for de Volkskrant; worked at the Europe editorial board of NRC Handelsblad at the time and ran a weblog on the campaign)





[bookmark: _Toc48891328]Appendix B: Interview questions

	Experts

	
	

	Overview questions
	

	
	When you think about this time, what is the first thing that comes to mind?

	
	Expressed in a percentage, how much would you say you remember about this period?

	
	Would you be able to elaborate on your experience researching the referendum on the European Constitution, in particular regarding the cabinet’s campaign?

	
	

	Perceptions
	

	
	How did members of cabinet and ministry officials perceive the referendum beforehand? Did this change during the campaign?

	
	To what extent did members of cabinet feel they held ownership over the campaign? Did this have consequences for the priorities set in the campaign?

	
	Before the campaign started, how high did members of cabinet and ministry officials deem the chances of the outcome of the referendum to be ‘no’, expressed in percentages? Did this change over the course of the campaign?

	
	To what extent was the prestige of members of cabinet at stake?

	
	

	Bureaucratic organizations 
	

	
	To what extent did formalities, such as the amount of funding assigned, influence the campaign run by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs?

	
	What was the role of the Political Control Group? How did the officials interact with this?

	
	What did officials of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs regard to be the norm in the relation between citizens and the Ministry?

	
	How did the views of the Ministry of the Interior and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs regarding the referendum and the campaign differ? How did they view each other?

	
	How did civil servants of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs view European integration preceeding the referendum? To what extent did this impact the campaign strategy?

	Closing
	

	
	Is there anything you feel was important in the campaign that has not yet been discussed?

	
	In your eyes, to what extent did the cabinet’s campaign contribute to the outcome of the referendum?

	
	Are there documents/articles you would recommend me to read to better understand the decision making regarding the cabinet’s campaign?

	
	Is there anyone you would recommend me to speak with for my research? Would you be willing to serve as an intermediary?




	Taskforce-members

	
	

	Overview questions
	

	
	How did you end up at the Taskforce? What was the duty of the Taskforce?

	
	Expressed in a percentage, how much would you say you remember from this period? 

	
	When you think of this time, what is the first thing that comes to mind?

	
	

	Perceptions
	

	
	How did members of cabinet and ministry officials perceive the referendum beforehand? Did this change during the campaign?

	
	To what extent did members of cabinet feel they held ownership over the campaign? Did this have consequences for the priorities set in the campaign?

	
	To what extent was the prestige of members of cabinet at stake?

	
	Before the campaign started, how high did members of cabinet and ministry officials deem the chances of the outcome of the referendum to be ‘no’, expressed in percentages? Did this change over the course of the campaign?

	
	To what extent was there a shared vision on European integration among involved civil servants? To what extent did this impact the campaign strategy?

	
	What expectations did members of cabinet and civil servants have regarding the views of the general public on European integration?

	
	How did cabinet members and civil servants of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs view the opponents of the European Constitution?

	
	

	Bureaucratic organizations 
	

	
	To what extent did formalities, such as the assigned resources, impact the campaign? Were these resources seen as sufficient?

	
	What was the role of the Political Control Group? How did civil servants interact with this?

	
	Did the Ministries of Foreign Affairs and the Interior differ in their views on the referendum? How did the departments perceive each other?

	
	To what extent did members of the Taskforce participate on behalf of their own department? To what extent did they represent their department’s interests?

	
	To what extent was it possible to express diverging views within the Taskforce?

	
	

	Closing
	

	
	Is there anything you feel was important in the campaign that has not yet been discussed?

	
	In your eyes, to what extent did the cabinet’s campaign contribute to the outcome of the referendum?

	
	Are there documents/articles you would recommend me to read to better understand the decision making regarding the cabinet’s campaign?

	
	Is there anyone you would recommend me to speak with for my research? Would you be willing to serve as an intermediary?




	Political Control Group-members and staff

	
	

	Overview questions
	

	
	Expressed in a percentage, how much would you say you remember about the period of the referendum on the European Constitutional Treaty?

	
	What was your role in the campaign at the time? 

	
	If you think about this time, what is the first thing that comes to mind?

	
	

	Perceptions
	

	
	How did members of cabinet and ministry officials perceive the referendum beforehand? 

	
	To what extent did members of cabinet feel they held ownership over the campaign? Did this have consequences for the priorities set in the campaign?

	
	Before the campaign started, how high did members of cabinet deem the chances of the outcome of the referendum to be ‘no’, expressed in percentages? Did this change over the course of the campaign?

	
	What would a ‘no’ mean for the position of involved cabinet members in the coalition? 

	
	To what extent was there a shared vision on European integration among involved civil servants and cabinet members? To what extent did this impact the campaign strategy?

	
	How did cabinet members and civil service view opponents of the European Constitution?

	
	

	Bureaucratic organizations 
	

	
	To what extent did formalities, such as the assigned resources, impact the campaign? Were these seen as sufficient?

	
	Was it considered to hire a professional communications bureau to run the campaign?

	
	What was the role of the Political Coordination Group? How did civil service interact with this?

	
	Did the Ministries of Foreign Affairs and the Interior differ in their views on the referendum? How did the departments perceive each other?

	
	What were the views on those involved in the ‘no’-campaign?

	
	To what extent was there competition among cabinet members? How did this impact the campaign?

	
	

	
	

	Closing
	

	
	Is there anything you feel was important in the campaign that has not yet been discussed?

	
	In your eyes, to what extent did the cabinet’s campaign contribute to the outcome of the referendum?

	
	Are there documents/articles you would recommend me to read to better understand the decision making regarding the cabinet’s campaign?

	
	Is there anyone you would recommend me to speak with for my research? Would you be willing to serve as an intermediary?
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