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constitutional argument for their point of view is the following.
It was the government that was the addressee of the 1956 Stor-
ting’s decision. It was then for the government to decide what
ought to be done in order to fulfil the imposed duties. If the
opposition felt satisfied that neglect of duty had been proved,
they were entitled to criticize the whole government; they were
under no obligation to confine the criticism to the Minister who
had been chosen by the government to do the job. However, had
the Minister of Industry remained in office, it would have been
in better conformity with constitutional and parliamentary tradi-
tions to ask for his head only. But the Minister had resigned.
In many cases the resignation of a minister might be considered
as a satisfactory amend for a governmental or ministerial failure.
As the circumstances were in this case, the government could not
very well expect the opposition to feel satisfied with the resigna-
tion of Mr. Holler. In my opinion it was the Prime Minister
himself who destroyed this possibility by (1) stressing that the
resignation did not imply any admission of failure, and (2) stating
that in his opinion the opposition had no ground whatsoever
for blaming the conduct of the resigning former minister. By this
attitude the Prime Minister expressly endorsed Mr. Holler’s be-
haviour, and thus he made it a governmental matter. If the opposi-
tion wanted to ensure more careful conduct in the future, they
had a very natural right to make the whole government the ad-
dressee of their criticism. If the “innocent” ministers felt them-
selves unjustly treated by this action, they ought to blame their
Prime Minister for this, not the opposition.

B. The second question which has been discussed is the con-
stitutional and parliamentary right of a politically divided opposi-
tion to overthrow a government. The view has been maintained
that the parties in opposition are not entitled to unite in order
to turn a government out of office, unless they are also ready to
unite to form a new government.

In my opinion this is an unfounded and dangerous doctrine.
Were it applied, it would be possible for a government, politically
in the centre, to carry on as high-handedly and negligently as it
pleased, without risking serious and effective parliamentary sanc-
tions. In the Kings Bay affair the opposition parties had two
different solutions for the governmental crisis, which they created
by uniting their forces. The non-socialist parties were prepared
to form a coalition government; SF was prepared to accept a
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new Labour government. Thus there was no danger that their
action would result in a situation such as that which existed in
France during the Fourth Republic. Labour was given the right
to choose between the two solutions; as the Labour group voted
against the supplementary motion from SF, they implicitly ac-
cepted that a non-socialist coalition government would be the
immediate result of the crisis.

III. CONCLUSIONS

The implications of the principle of collective ministerial re-
sponsibility have played an important role in the contest between
Labour and the opposition parties. Our parliamentary history
since 1945 unveils the conflict that has existed between Labour
and the other political parties about the proper balance of power
between the government and the Storting. The struggle between
the two conflicting views has been fought in accordance with our
best “legalistic” traditions.

Labour suffered a parliamentary defeat in the Kings Bay aftfair
because the opposition insisted that the government should take
the consequences of its own principle of collective responsibility.
Kings Bay has, of course, many other aspects. It may be interesting
to record that Labour decided to get back into power as soon as
possible, and accordingly the coalition government was defeated
on September 18 on its statement on future policy. Mr. Lyng’s
government tendered its resignation on the following day, and
on September 25 Mr. Gerhardsen’s new Labour government was
formally appointed by the King in Council. The Prime Minister
brought back most of his former ministers, but Mr. Holler did
not return, nor did the unfortunate minister who had handled
the report in such a-clumsy way. The composition of the new
government thus indicated that the Prime Minister was willing
to make the natural parliamentary concessions after Kings Bay,
but nothing more.

The new government has already had several difficult affairs
to handle, all related to the sphere of the Ministry of Industry.
On October 11, the Prime Minister had to answer an interpella-
tion in respect of the Sér-Aluminium undertaking at Husnes. The
opposition wanted to know why the Storting was not given certain
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information in connection with a proposition presented in Decem-
ber the previous year. The Prime Minister now for the first time
openly admitted a ministerial failure by stating that in his opinion
Mr. Holler as Minister of Industry had made a mistake in keeping
relevant facts from the Storting. Ten days later things took a
dramatic turn. Mr. Lindstrom, a senior civil servant in the Min-
istry of Industry, was arrested on a charge of gross breach of trust
(Penal Code of 19op, section 275 and 276). Mr. Lindstrom was
the head of the Mining Division of the Ministry and the “key”
man in and behind many of the public enterprises which have
given rise to parliamentary debates. The criminal charge against
him was based upon the allegation that he had secured unlawful
gains for himself through various devious transactions concerning
coal from Kings Bay. The criminal investigations now in progress
may prove these and many other instances of gross breach of
trust. When the arrest was publicized it created great interest
and concern. A commission to inquire into the whole administra-
tive system of the Ministry was demanded. At first members of
the opposition parties were in favour of a parliamentary com-
mission—in their opinion the government could not be trusted
to conduct the inquiry. But fairly soon they realized that it would
be a mistake to take the affair out of the hands of the govern-
ment in that way. It was the government’s business to take ade-
quate steps in order to find out how and why things went wrong
in the Ministry and to take the requisite administrative and
disciplinary steps to prevent a recurrence of serious mistakes in
this particular Ministry. When the government had done what it
thought fit, it should report fully to the Storting. Then the time
would be ripe for the Storting to consider the matter and decide
what to do about the government. The possibility of impeach-
ment of the minister responsible for the relevant period would
also have to be taken into account. So, when the interpellation
debate on the Lindstrém affair took place on October go, 1963, the
Prime Minister readily promised a commission of inquiry, and
it was made clear that it was for the government to find suitable
members for a Royal Commission and to decide the terms of
reference—all on its own responsibility. The opposition would not
risk prejudicing the possibilities of later independent and full
criticism. A Royal Commission of Inquiry was then appointed
by the King in Council on November 15. The results of the in-
quiry are awaited with intense interest.
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