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Credibility Enacted: Understanding the
Meaning of Credible Political Leadership

in the Dutch Parliamentary Election
Campaign of 2010

SABINE VAN ZUYDAM and FRANK HENDRIKS
Tilburg University, Tilburg, Netherlands

In times of perception politics, the credibility of electoral candidates
is a crucial asset in political marketing. This raises the question to
which political leaders citizens attribute credibility and how
political credibility is gained and lost through media performance.
We analyze and compare two contrasting cases during the Dutch
parliamentary election campaign of 2010. Whereas in this
campaign Mark Rutte—leader of the liberal party VVD—gained
credibility, the credibility of Job Cohen—at the time, leader of the
social-democratic PvdA—waned substantially. To understand this
we extend the source credibility approach with a dramaturgical
approach, and as such we shed light on what happens in the
dynamic, interactive process between leaders and audiences in
which credibility is constructed.

KEYWORDS credibility, election campaign, perception politics, polit-
ical impression management, political leadership, the Netherlands

CREDIBILITY AND POLITICAL LEADERSHIP

Credibility is a crucial asset for political leaders and it is key to understanding
failure and success in the competitive political market. Following Kouzes
and Posner, leaders need credibility because ‘‘if people don’t believe in the
messenger, they won’t believe the message. If people don’t believe in you,
they won’t believe in what you say’’ (2003, XV). Although credibility might
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be considered important at all times, it is particularly relevant in light of the
current debates on personalization and perception politics (De Landtsheer,
de Vries, and Vertessen 2008; Garzia 2011). Politics has become dramatized
and—in line with the rules of media logic—style instead of content has come
to the fore.

As research on political marketing has argued, citizens are more inclined
to form ‘‘intuitive impressions of political candidates based on certain cues
such as language style, appearance characteristics, and nonverbal behavior’’
(De Landtsheer et al. 2008, 219) to guide their decisions. Parties and issues
are certainly not superfluous for evaluating politics and developing political
preferences, but political candidates are the prime representatives of their
parties and it is up to them to communicate their issue positions persuasively
and to gain support (Campus 2010; Langer 2007, 2010; McAllister 2007). It is
not surprising, therefore, that one of the central premises of political market-
ing research is that political leaders’ images are important for electoral
success and political support and that a great deal of research in this disci-
pline has been devoted to studying image (Garzia 2013; Grebelsky-Lichtman
2010; Newman 1999; Sheafer 2008; Smith 2009).

Citizens form an impression of leaders by integrating information
acquired from leaders’ physical characteristics, their media performances,
and their record as a political leader (Newman and Perloff 2004; Newman
1999; McGraw 2003). In order for that image to lead to a favorable evaluation
of the leader, not just any kind of image will suffice. Contrary, their image
should lend leaders credibility in the sense that they are considered—as a
minimum requirement—suitable for the leadership position at hand. This
is not limited to being considered the most preferred candidate for the presi-
dential or prime ministerial position, but this can also entail that leaders are
thought of as adequate opposition leaders. In either case, being considered
credible by constituencies or citizens is of utmost importance for one’s mess-
age to be accepted (Mbennah and Schutte 2000; O’Keefe 1990; Perloff 2010;
Self 2009), if only because in the media credibility is regularly a point of
evaluation (Stevens and Karp 2012). In this paper we therefore aim to
explore credible political images and we pose the following research ques-
tion: What in political leaders’ performance could help to understand the
level of credibility they get attributed? As such, we add to literature on polit-
ical marketing in that we show how credibility is enacted as well as what it
means to be credible in contemporary politics and what kind of performance
is effective on the political market.

To study credibility, two different and mostly separate approaches can
be distinguished: the source credibility approach and the dramaturgical
approach (Berlo, Lemert, and Mertz 1969; Gardner and Avolio 1998).
Whereas the first focuses on the characteristics leaders need for an audience
to attribute credibility, the second draws attention to the performative side of
political leadership and how meaning is communicated in the interaction
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between leader and audience. By extending the source credibility approach
with the dramaturgical approach in our analysis of two Dutch political
leaders whose image needed repositioning, we intend to enrich and further
our insight into credible political leadership. We acknowledge that to fully
understand credibility, leaders’ performances alone do not suffice. Therefore
we explore alternative understandings of gaining and losing credibility as
well.

The starting point of this study was the contrasting credibility develop-
ment of two political leaders in the 2010 Dutch parliamentary election
campaign. This campaign revolved around the duel between Mark Rutte
(Liberal Party, VVD) and Job Cohen (Social Democratic Party, PvdA). Prized
as ‘‘European hero’’ by Times Magazine in 2005 and elected runner-up World
Mayor in 2006, former mayor of Amsterdam Job Cohen built a reputation of
an effective bridge-builder and reconciler of social and political differences.
Upon entering Dutch national politics on March 12, 2010, he was welcomed
with great enthusiasm and almost instantly Cohen was the most preferred
prime minister (NRC Handelsblad 2010). Independent commentators
welcomed Cohen’s step toward the national political platform and even com-
petitors on the right acknowledged and feared his electoral appeal. A former
VVD party leader, who is still highly popular on the right, called Job Cohen a
true ‘‘electoral magnet’’ (Volkskrant 2010b). However, Cohen was not able to
live up to the expectations, and in the various public polls on most preferred
prime minister and most trusted party leader, Cohen lost considerably (AD
2010; De Hond 2010a, 2010b; Financieel Dagblad 2010; Parool 2010; Syno-
vate 2010a; TNS Nipo 2010a; 2010b; Telegraaf 2010c).

Compared to Cohen, Mark Rutte had gone through some very difficult
‘‘credit-scarce’’ years: Rutte had barely won the Liberal Party’s (VVD) internal
leadership election in 2006, and an unceasing popular rival within the party
made his political life difficult (Van Praag 2006). In the following years, Rutte’s
leadership remained disputed, and at the start of the 2010 election campaign
Rutte’s credibility as potential prime minister was comparatively low. In the
polls on most preferred prime minister, for example, he was not even con-
sidered a candidate. This gradually changed, and as the campaign progressed
the media discussed his ‘‘resurrection’’ from someone who dropped off his
laundry at his mother’s to the next prime minister with great debating skills
and knowledge (Volkskrant 2010c). In other words, he gained political
credibility (De Hond 2010a, 2010b; Synovate 2010a; TNS Nipo 2010a,
2010b; Volkskrant 2010a; Telegraaf 2010d). At Election Day, not Cohen’s PvdA
but Rutte’s VVD won the largest electoral share; on this basis Rutte could claim
the prime ministerial position. The margin was small but significant, consider-
ing where Cohen and Rutte came from. Translating the general research
question to these two cases, we wondered what in Rutte’s and Cohen’s
performances during the 2010 Dutch parliamentary election campaign could
help to understand their contrasting credibility development.
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In the next section, the relevance of Rutte’s and Cohen’s case is further
discussed, after which we pay attention to alternative understandings of why,
according to citizens, Cohen and Rutte lost or gained credibility. Subse-
quently, we elaborate on the concept of credibility and pay attention to
the source credibility and dramaturgical approaches to political performance.
Having stipulated the theoretical framework, as well as the fitting research
methods, we proceed with a deeper empirical understanding of the cases.
We conclude this paper with some remarks on the meaning of our findings,
the possible contribution to the literature, and a preliminary research agenda.

WHY MARK RUTTE AND JOB COHEN?

The contrasting cases of Rutte and Cohen were first of all selected because
they are intrinsically interesting: two political leaders, working the same
national political market, at the same place and period in time. Why did
one of them—Cohen—loose his head start, and why did another—Rutte—
make up arrears? In terms of political marketing, how did each of them craft
their image and what consequences did this have for their political fortunes?
Besides the intrinsic value of these cases, they are embedded in a salient con-
text. The Netherlands has witnessed turbulent political years, with six
national elections in 10 years and a rather volatile electorate (Van der Meer
et al. 2015). Commentators socialized in the highly competitive winner-takes-
all electoral systems of the UK and the US tended to see Dutch elections as a
variant of the relatively predictable and uneventful consensual type. Since
the advent and death of Pim Fortuyn in 2002, nevertheless, Dutch elections
have become a matter of growing interest, and concern, for political
observers internationally.

Political personae like Rutte and Cohen have come to the fore, but due to
collective and collegial traditions in the consensus-oriented democracy of the
Netherlands, individual political leadership is not self-evident and remains
understudied (’t Hart 2005; Hendriks and Karsten 2014). After all, after Elec-
tion Day parties—winners and losers—need to work together (Andeweg
and Irwin 2005; Hendriks and Karsten 2014). By paying close attention to con-
trasting cases, we add to the knowledge of what type of leadership can grow
and can gain credibility in this type of democracy. The Netherlands could
function as a ‘‘least likely case’’: If the credibility of individual political leaders
matters in this system—institutionally, not particularly sensitive to individual
leadership—then it is likely to matter more widely (Flyvbjerg 2006).

ALTERNATIVE UNDERSTANDINGS

Besides their performance, three alternative understandings might explain
Cohen’s declining and Rutte’s rising credibility: (1) it’s the party, (2) it’s the
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media, and (3) it’s the economic crisis. Some suggest that the individual
leader does not matter all that much in parliamentary democracies and that
evaluations of parties and party leaders cannot be separated (King 2002;
Van Holsteyn and Andeweg 2010). A change in party leaders’ credibility
might be simply the result of a changed evaluation of the represented party.
Parties are indeed generally older than their leaders and are likely to exist
long after those leaders are gone. However, as a result of party dealignment
and individualization, it can be expected that a spillover from party evalu-
ation to party leader becomes less stringent (Garzia 2011; Van Holsteyn
and Andeweg 2010). Citizens have not lost their political preferences, but
they feel less attached to specific parties (Mughan 2009). Due to the weaken-
ing of this link and the lesser importance of parties, party leader evaluations
have become more independent of party evaluations.

The second alternative understanding relates to media power as well as
media logic (Mazzoleni and Schulz 1999; Van Aelst et al. 2008). While not
making the claim that media deliberately harm or promote party leaders’
reputation—without party leaders giving them reason—research suggests
that what citizens read or hear about a leader and especially the tone of those
messages affects their candidate evaluations (Kleinnijenhuis et al. 2013;
Kotler and Kotler 1999). In line with the notion of media logic—in which
events are dramatized and leaders are framed to be engaged in a win-or-lose
‘‘horse race’’ (Hallin and Mancini 2004)—Cohen was first portrayed as a win-
ner, and then, within a few weeks, as a leader who did not stay on top of his
game. Rutte’s story, contrarily, was one of a miraculous comeback. The
extent to which citizens change their evaluation of leaders depends upon
the number of messages they receive about them. As a negative tone started
to dominate in the newspaper articles about Cohen, the credibility citizens
attributed to Cohen went down as well. In Rutte’s case, the opposite applies:
Due to the media’s positive stance toward Rutte, citizens’ evaluations of his
credibility went up. As such, although Rutte and Cohen might have provided
the basis for the media’s stance toward them, both leaders could not (fully)
control the message that was presented of them (Kaid 2004) and the type of
media reporting might have accelerated the change in their credibility.

Paraphrasing Clinton (‘‘It’s the economy, stupid’’) one might cut the
third understanding short by arguing ‘‘It’s the economic crisis’’ that clipped
Cohen’s wings, while it fortified Rutte’s. It was thought that immigration
would be the prominent campaign issue, especially because sworn enemies
Wilders and Cohen opposed each other on this topic. However, it was the
economic crisis and the resulting cutbacks that became most important.
Building on issue-ownership theory (Budge and Farlie 1983), in this respect
Rutte had an advantage over Cohen who would have benefited if immi-
gration remained the main theme. The assumption is that—contrary to
left-wing parties—right-wing parties aim for and are associated with topics
like state finances (Green-Pedersen 2007; Van der Brug 2000). Regarding
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the economic crisis and the necessary cutbacks, Rutte and the VVD built a
strong and favorable reputation on putting the state’s finances in order
(Kleinnijenhuis et al. 2013). The Social Democrats could have focused on
social security as part of the broader theme of economy and cutbacks, but
as Cohen was not an economic expert it proved difficult (and unsuccessful)
to utilize his party’s potential on this aspect.

Although these understandings add pieces to the puzzle of Rutte’s
and Cohen’s credibility trajectories, they do not solve it entirely. Attention
to leaders’ performance as a co-determining (f)actor is warranted. It is up
to leaders to take full advantage of favorable conditions or to defend
themselves in hard times. Moreover, even though negative messages in
the media might hamper leaders’ credibility, it are still leaders who give
cause and direction to interpretations, also the positive ones: ‘‘politicians
are performers, and the best performer wins the crowds’’ (De Landtsheer
et al. 2008, 221–222). Overall, alternative understandings of the previous
type set the context with which leaders have to work. Such a context
can make their job easier or more difficult, but the outcome is never a
done deal.

EXTENDING SOURCE CREDIBILITY WITH
A DRAMATURGICAL APPROACH

Being able to persuade others is indispensable for political leaders to achieve
their goals, including winning elections (Demirdöğen 2010; Grint 2000). For
the success of persuasion attempts, source credibility has been identified
within persuasion theory as essential for understanding the appeal of some
leaders over others. Source credibility has been defined in terms of the judg-
ments of an audience concerning someone’s believability (Berlo et al. 1969;
O’Keefe 1990). This implies that in contrast to the trait approach common in
leadership studies, in which is tried to objectively assess a leader’s person-
ality, source credibility is a relational concept. It is not something leaders
possess—it is not inherent to their personality—but it needs to be earned.
Audiences decide, time and again, whether a leader is worthy of being attrib-
uted credibility. Consequently, leaders cannot assume credibility, and what
matters is not what a leader is, but how he or she appears (Demirdöğen
2010). In this respect one’s image—a central concept within the field of polit-
ical marketing—is decisive, as it affects their perceived political suitability
(Scammell 1999; De Landtsheer et al. 2008). The basic building blocks of
these images are attributed characteristics (McGraw 2003; Miller, Wattenberg,
and Malanchuk 1986). Research since the 1950s has shown that to be con-
sidered credible, leader’s images should reflect competence, trustworthiness,
and caring (Hovland, Janis, and Kelley 1953; McCroskey and Teven 1999;
O’Keefe 1990; Perloff 2010; Garzia 2013).
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Competence entails whether leaders—for instance, party leaders or
cabinet ministers—understand what is happening and know what needs to
be done. In other words, it is about leaders’ skills, expertise, and knowledge
necessary for their claims and positions. Trustworthiness, the second credi-
bility dimension, refers to speakers’ honesty and reliability. As such, trust-
worthiness relates to the extent we believe that leaders tell the truth and
will not betray us (Hovland et al. 1953; Perloff 2010). The third dimension,
perceived caring, was originally part of the trustworthiness dimension, but
McCroskey and Teven (1999) convincingly established that they denote
two different things. Whereas trustworthiness refers to honesty and
reliability, caring points to whether speakers ‘‘have listeners’ interests at
heart, show understanding of others’ ideas, and are empathic toward their
audiences’ problems’’ (Perloff 2010, 168). Leaders’ image in terms of
competence, trustworthiness, and caring—and thus whether audiences feel
they are worthy of being attributed credibility—is inferred from observable
qualities of these leaders, including their physical presentation, media
appearances and experiences, and political leadership record (McGraw
2003; Newman 1999). The impression that leaders make is therefore not
set in stone, but they can build and manage it. Although they are not able
to completely control all aspects of their image, they are certainly not
helpless either (De Landtsheer et al. 2008; Newman 1999). Leaders can
engage in—and scholars can study—impression management strategies,
which entails the ‘‘process by which people control the impressions others
form of them’’ (Leary and Kowalski 1990).

What the source credibility approach neglects, however, is what in
leaders’ performance helps to understand the credibility audiences attribute
to them. With the source credibility approach, credibility can be pinpointed
at a specific moment in time— how competent, trustworthy and caring the
leader’s image is in the audience’s perception—but this does not clarify what
happens in the dynamic interactive process between leaders and audiences
in which credibility is constructed. Here a second approach to credibility, a
dramaturgical approach, is instrumental. After all, central to dramaturgy is
‘‘how people express themselves to, and in conjunction with, others to create
meaning and influence’’ (Gardner and Avolio 1998, 33). Goffman—one of
the prime contributors to developing this dramatistic genre in research—
studied human behavior with the use of concepts borrowed from theater
(Brissett and Edgley 1975; Goffman 1956; Sinha 2010). Key is that in contact
with others, individuals try to control the impression they make on them—
perform facework—whereas at the same time the others are trying to acquire
information about the individual or ‘‘they bring into play information about
him already possessed’’ (Goffman 1956, 1).

While Goffman was a sociologist, his dramaturgical approach has also
entered the domain of leadership and management studies, where it is mainly
used to integrate theorizing on leader and follower interactions—especially in
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the context of charismatic leadership—and when studying leaders as meaning
makers (Gardner and Avolio 1998; Sinha 2010; Peck and Dickinson 2009). This
has resulted in a greater appreciation of the role both leaders and followers
play in their relationship. In addition, it could therefore also help to open
up the black box of leaders’ performance in the interaction with their audience
to find out what in leaders’ performance makes that they are attributed higher
or lower credibility. For leaders trying to manage their image and for scholars
to analyze leaders’ enacted performance, three impression management stra-
tegies require attention: staging, framing, and scripting (Benford and Hunt
1992; Gardner and Avolio 1998; Hajer 2009). Systematically analyzing—in this
case—these three activities for Rutte and Cohen reveals how they enacted their
credibility, as it shows fundamental differences in their performances.

Staging relates to the surroundings in which leaders perform in view of a
certain audience, for example, in a televised debate or in parliament. It is
about the setting design, the props present, and the personal appearance
of the actors (Gardner and Avolio 1998; Schlenker 1980). As Edelman noted:
‘‘in the drama, the opera, the ballet, in the display of paintings and in the
performance of music setting is plotted and manipulated, just as often is in
the staging of governmental acts’’ (1967, 96). Settings and the way political
leaders act in them thus matter for how performances are perceived and
what behavior is considered appropriate (Hajer 2009; Sheafer 2008). Just as
‘‘settings do things with people,’’ also leaders’ appearance matters for the
perception of their performance. Appearance-related cues, like physical
characteristics, wardrobe, and hairdo, contribute to the impression leaders
make on citizens (De Landtsheer et al. 2008; Hoegg and Lewis 2011).

Framing ‘‘involves communications that shape the general perspective
upon which information is presented and interpreted’’ (Gardner and Avolio
1998, 41). In this process, some elements are highlighted, while simul-
taneously other elements are obscured (Van Hulst and Yanow 2014). Fram-
ing and frames are, moreover, omnipresent. They are people’s mental images
and networks of association to make sense of the world and new events are
interpreted along the lines of these images and networks (Castells 2009;
Lakoff 2004). Politicians looking for support thus need to understand their
markets (Kotler and Kotler 1999) and engage with the frames their audiences
employ if they want to be heard and get their views accepted. As such, polit-
ical leaders’ frames need to resonate in society (Entman 2003; Kinchy and
Kleinman 2003; Metze 2006; Newman and Perloff 2004). Moreover, especially
in politics there tend to be multiple frames competing for dominance. If a
counter frame is dominant, the leader’s frame is evaluated by the standards
of others. In that case, leaders can never win. Therefore they need to take
initiative and engage in reframing and defend themselves against critique
(Castells 2009; Entman 2003; Lakoff 2004).

Scripting, the third and final dramaturgical element, ‘‘refers to the
development of a set of directions that define the scene, identify actors,
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and outline expected behavior’’ (Benford and Hunt 1992, 38). The element of
scripting can be considered an extension and operationalization of the
frames political leaders want to advance. Frames are idea-based; the aim of
the scripts is to coordinate performance and to enable leaders to enact their
(alternative) vision on the world. These scripts first of all identify the cast of
the performance: Leaders have to point out who their friends and enemies
are ‘‘on stage’’ to clarify their position and role. Besides casting roles, also
the construction of the dialogue is part of scripting (Gardner and Avolio
1998; Hajer 2009). In managing the dialogue, leaders draw on rhetorical
techniques—like pathos, logos, and ethos—to be as effective as possible in
enacting and dramatizing their views and vision (Benford and Hunt 1992;
Koc and Ilgun 2010; Perloff 2010; Sheafer 2008; Aristotle trans. 2004). Next
to what is said, how it is said is thus important. The relationship with the
audience, finally, depends on how leaders involve their audiences in their
performance and how audiences respond (De Bruijn 2009; Hajer 2009; Snow,
Zurcher, and Peters 1981). This can be analyzed by looking for clues in, for
example, news reporting on audiences’ evaluation of leaders (Atkinson and
Heritage 1984; Biehl-Missal 2011; Clark and Greatbatch 2011).

To conclude, taking a dramaturgical perspective does not render the
source credibility approach obsolete. Contrarily, the way in which leaders
enact the various elements of staging, framing, and scripting has conse-
quences for their image—their trustworthiness, competence, and caring—
and thus for their success on the electoral market. However, how these activi-
ties should be enacted in light of credibility remains to be seen and is the focal
point of this study. Moreover, by adding the dramaturgical perspective, justice
can be done to the dynamic nature of credibility: It is in the interaction
between leaders and audiences that credibility is constructed. To understand
the contrasting credibility developments of Rutte and Cohen, we therefore
employed the concepts of staging, framing, and scripting to see how Rutte
and Cohen performed and compared this to their images and credibility as
constructed by their audiences in newspaper articles and opinion polls.

METHODOLOGY

To study the credibility of Cohen and Rutte, we conducted a dramaturgical
analysis (see previous paragraph) in which we paid attention to how these
leaders performed their credibility as well as to how their performance
was perceived by citizens and journalists. To this end, we collected three
types of data. Existing opinion polls were used to assess the source credibility
citizens attributed to Rutte and Cohen over the course of the parliamentary
election campaign. In fact, this information served as the starting point of this
study: It was because of these polls that we knew that Cohen’s source
credibility declined whereas Rutte’s increased.
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In addition to the opinion polls, we relied on an analysis of news-
paper articles to determine the image journalists and citizens constructed
of Rutte and Cohen. These articles were collected from the databank
LexisNexis, with use of the key words ‘‘Rutte’’ and ‘‘Cohen.’’ The search
was limited to the period between February 19 (fall of the previous cabinet)
and June 10 (day after Election Day) and to the three national newspapers
that at the time had the biggest circulation of copies in their category: the
tabloid newspaper Telegraaf, the quality newspaper Volkskrant, and the
free newspaper Metro (HOI Institute for Media Auditing n.d.). Our search
resulted in a total of 1186 newspaper articles. These articles were analyzed
by manually selecting those fragments that related to Rutte’s and Cohen’s
performance, as well as those fragments that contextualized their position
in the election campaign. Next, these fragments were reexamined to
explore and code what credibility dimension was at stake (trustworthiness,
competence, and=or caring) and whether the interpretation of these chan-
ged. Regarding Rutte’s and Cohen’s performance, we analyzed 20 different
television appearances broadcast between February 19 and June 9, 2010, in
which they made a substantial appearance. Our selection consists of
speeches, current affairs talk shows, and debates broadcast by public and
commercial stations and dispersed over the selected months. In two shows
both leaders were present to also ensure a direct comparison of Rutte and
Cohen. The performances were transcribed and coded manually based on
the developed dramaturgical framework outlined in the previous para-
graph. Next, the resulting coding of each dramaturgical element in Rutte’s
and Cohen’s media presentations was explored for the credibility character-
istics at stake.1 In addition, Rutte’s and Cohen’s execution of each of the
dramaturgical elements was compared to deduce differences in how they
dramatized their image in their performances. In turn, this coding of Rutte’s
and Cohen’s performances and the differences between them were com-
pared to and connected with the shifts in the interpretation of Cohen’s
and Rutte’s image in the newspapers and the opinion polls to understand
how their credibility was enacted.

RESULTS: UNDERSTANDING RUTTE’S
AND COHEN’S CREDIBILITY

In this section we present the findings of our analysis. We first establish what
image Rutte’s and Cohen’s audiences constructed and the credibility they
attributed to them (as summarized in Figure 1). Next, from our analysis of
the enacted staging, framing, and scripting we derive three differences
between Rutte and Cohen in their dramatization that can help us to under-
stand why Rutte succeeded in building an image of a credible potential prime
minister and politician while Cohen was losing ground.
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Cohen’s and Rutte’s Image in the 2010 Election Campaign

When Cohen resigned as mayor of Amsterdam on March 12, 2010, and
moved to national politics, a period of ‘‘Cohenmania’’ emerged. Given the
choice of three potential candidates, 54 percent of the respondents selected
Cohen as their favorite prime minister (De Hond 2010c). Moreover, Cohen
was considered most trustworthy (5.9 out of 10; De Hond 2010d), and he
was rated highest on his overall performance (6.6 out of 10; Synovate
2010a). At this stage Cohen’s image primarily reflected his trustworthiness
and caring. According to citizens and the news media, Cohen had the ‘‘states-
manlike’’ appearance of a mayor of all Dutch citizens, and he would battle
citizens’ concern about the growing indecency in Dutch politics and society
(Volkskrant 2010e; Telegraaf 2010a; Van Zuydam and Metze 2015). Starting
at the end of April, however, two contrasting images of Cohen competed
for dominance. Cohen was still a sincere and honest statesman, but he had
become a statesman with a stammer who lacked economic knowledge and
the necessary skills to survive in politics (Metro 2010a; Telegraaf 2010b;
Volkskrant 2010c). In the polls he remained the most preferred prime minis-
ter, but his lead over Rutte diminished and citizens’ confidence in his perfor-
mance declined (De Hond 2010d, 2010e; TNS Nipo 2010b). By June, Cohen’s
image as lacking economic knowledge and the necessary political skills
dominated and Cohen was thought not to have met the set expectations.

FIGURE 1 Attributed source credibility by citizens to Rutte and Cohen in opinion pollls and
constructed image in newspapers.
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Already before Election Day, news media evaluated Cohen’s campaign and
they concluded that ‘‘it was one election too soon’’ (Volkskrant 2010g).
Compared to earlier ‘‘Cohenmania,’’ Cohen’s ratings had deteriorated
substantially: He obtained the sixth score of all party leaders on his overall
performance (5.7 out of 10; TNS Nipo 2010a) and a 5.5 out of 10 on his prime
ministerial suitability (Synovate 2010b).

At the start of the 2010 election campaign, Mark Rutte had been leading
the Liberal Party for 4 years. Rutte’s leadership was disputed, however, due to
internal struggles and a highly popular rival within the party who at one elec-
tion even managed to get more preferential votes than Rutte. Moreover—
inhereted from his previous election campaign—Rutte had not yet fully shed
his image of a collegiate boy and eternal bachelor (Van Praag 2006; Volkskrant
2010c). In March his image started to shift, however: Journalists noticed his
improved debating skills, and some even spoke of ‘‘Rutte’s resurrection’’
(Volkskrant 2010c). Also in the polls this shift was reflected. In early March
he was not even considered a potential prime minister, but a month later
he was Cohen’s prime competitor and he was the second most trusted leader
(5.1 out of 10; De Hond 2010, 2010e). However, Rutte’s prime ministerial suit-
ability was still doubted: Some thought he was laughing too much—while
Dutch politics is supposed to be serious business—and Rutte suggested he
would stay in parliament to let more senior candidates take office. From
May onward, citizens recognized Rutte’s strengths: He repeatedly won
debates and he was praised for his broad economic knowledge and sharp ton-
gue (Volkskrant 2010b). Furthermore, Rutte declared he was the prime minis-
terial candidate for the Liberal Party. In the polls, Rutte was now the second
most preferred prime minister (TNS Nipo 2010b), and by the end of May,
he superceded Cohen in this respect (De Hond 2010b; Synovate 2010b). Rutte
was perceived as clearly being at ease in the leadership position; he appeared
to be a good debater, well informed, caring for the ‘‘hard working’’ citizens
pestered by the financial crisis and the ‘‘mess’’ created by previous cabinets
(Volkskrant 2010g; Telegraaf 2010f).

Consequently, Rutte and Cohen mostly differed regarding their
perceived competence. After all, while Rutte’s image was one of a caring,
trustworthy, and competent leader, Cohen became primarily defined by
his—for this time and place—lacking political competence. Even though in
direct comparison the differences between the poll ratings of Rutte and
Cohen might seem small, the differences are still important. In the horse race
setting (Hallin and Mancini 2004) that characterized the 2010 parliamentary
election campaign, even small differences could have substantial impact on
the results. Moreover, as an analysis of the images of Rutte and Cohen
reveals, the numbers of the polls alone hide that the meaning that is attribu-
ted to these figures matters as much as the figures themselves: In the
Dutch context, the image stuck that Rutte had won these elections while
Cohen lost them.
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Taking a Dramaturgical Perspective

To understand what in Rutte’s and Cohen’s performance could help to
understand their difference on competence, we studied their enacted staging,
framing, and scripting. The analysis revealed that both Rutte and Cohen had
a potentially strong frame at their disposal during the campaign to structure
their vision. Rutte framed his vision in terms of a ‘‘responsible society,’’
rooted in classic liberal values like responsibility and freedom. This
frame—which Rutte also translated to his views on individual topics—
entailed that:

‘‘If you think we can come out of the crisis by arranging those seats a little
bit, but actually not doing much. If you think the Netherlands will
become healthy spontaneously, don’t vote for the Liberal Party on June
9. June 9 ( . . . ) is about the question whether we cover it all up a little
or whether we are really going to tackle the problems’’ (Party conference
speech 2010).2

Next to the clear presentation of his vision in his speech at the Liberal
Party’s summit, Rutte also translated it to his views on individual issues. Take,
for example, his stance on the mortgage interest relief. Contrary to left-wing
parties who considered it a ‘‘subsidy,’’ he referred to it as a means to correct
the (too) high tax burden. This view fits with the responsible society frame as
taxes limit people in their freedom to decide how they want to spend their
money and take responsibility for their lives (NOVA Politiek 2010). Cohen,
on the other hand, entered the campaign with a vision framed in terms of
a ‘‘decent society.’’ He argued:

‘‘In 2005 the Labour Party choose a new manifest of principles, in which a
decent existence for all, and full participation of all in society is central.
( . . . ) The great political challenge isn’t whether changes are necessary, but
how you do that in such a way that everybody can participate in them. That
you don’t get a country of losers and winners’’ (Candidacy speech 2010).

This frame is rooted in values including solidarity and equivalence. Like
the values on which Rutte’s frame was based, these values are generally sup-
ported by Dutch citizens (Halman, Sieben, and van Zundert 2012). Similar to
Rutte, in Cohen’s case it is possible to trace his ‘‘decent society’’ frame and the
accompanying values to his views on individual issues, although it required a
bit more effort due to the flawed enactment of his vision (see below). In
Cohen’s view, government spending should not be reduced recklessly, but
fundamental measures should be implemented to balance the budget (Prime
ministers debate 2010). Otherwise, unemployment would rise steeply,
which—linked to the idea of a decent society—would impede the opportu-
nities of people to ‘‘join and participate’’ fully.
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Although both visions could be considered potentially strong, they are
grounded in values deemed important in Dutch society and they are appli-
cable to various domains of life (economy, politics, and society) with the
potential to connect individual views into one overall vision; their effective-
ness depends mostly on how they are actually enacted. In this respect, three
differences in Rutte’s and Cohen’s dramatization of their vision were deduced
from the analysis that shed light on why Rutte was more able than Cohen to
reinforce the image of a credible political leader, fit for the stage at hand.

Rerouting Critique

As every politician in an election campaign, Rutte and Cohen were at least at
some point criticized by competing politicians and scrutinized by journalists.
There is, however, a large difference in the frequency and severity with
which Rutte and Cohen were criticized. While critique on Rutte was discern-
able, it also quickly disappeared. Critique on Cohen, to the contrary, conso-
lidated and even became dominant. This difference between Rutte and
Cohen can be understood in terms of their ability to reroute critique. When
criticized, Rutte was mostly accused of turning his back on the weak, a direct
attack on his caring image:

‘‘Host: ( . . . ) Is it correct that if you translate your program to people in
society, that the bottom pays a higher price than the top? ( . . . )

Rutte: We say that the consequences of the crisis—everyone will feel
something of that. Only the people that are most weak, the
chronically ill and disabled, those are for example the people
who are long term dependent on benefits. You also know me
of drafting the Employment and Assistance Act. I’ve designed that
act in such a way that especially those people who have the
weakest position, that they’re protected. Right, the state as a
shield for the weak. For those groups we wish to spend an
additional half a billion euros’ (Paul Rosenmöller en... 2010).

This excerpt from one of Rutte’s television performances is exemplary of
Rutte’s ability to reroute critique. He admitted up front that painful measures
were necessary, but he countered the critique that the weaker in society
would pay more than others. After all, more instead of less money would
be spend to assist them. Furthermore, in dealing with critique, he did not
copy the language style of the host. Rutte was not speaking in terms of
who would pay the price. To the contrary, he identified the groups that
should be protected, as he stressed to have done before. As such, Rutte left
no credibility-threatening critique unanswered.

Cohen, in contrast, was mostly criticized by competing politicians and
journalists on his insufficient economic knowledge and political skills, but
he seemed unable to reroute this critique. First of all, he repeatedly could
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not answer finance-related questions. In two major debates, for example, he
could not explain the financial consequences of his health care plans (Metro
2010b; Telegraaf 2010e). Moreover, Cohen did not create opportunities to
defend himself. Repeatedly it was only after hosts explicitly asked him that
Cohen responded (e.g., Prime ministers debate 2010; Carré debate 2010).
Take, for example, the following situation in which it was openly doubted
whether Cohen would survive in today’s politics:

‘‘Host: If I remember correctly Hero Brinkman had called you the worst
mayor after the second world war.( . . . ) [video fragment]. If you
already thought that was unnecessarily grieving, than you have a
lot coming.

Cohen: We’ll see, we’ll see.
Host: You’re not worried?

Cohen: No, I’m not really worried. No, no. You?’’ (Pauw and Witteman
2010a)

Cohen does not effectively reroute the critique attacking his leadership com-
petence. He does not respond to the example in the video fragment the hosts
showed in which Cohen clearly could not deal with resistance. Moreover, in
his responses, Cohen stayed close to the language of those uttering the
critique. In the above example, Cohen speaks in terms of ‘‘worrying’’ instead
of using confidence- or competence-related vocabulary. A similar picture
emerged from the different debates, which resulted in journalists considering
him an ‘‘easy prey for his opponents’’ (Volkskrant 2010i). Consequently,
Rutte was able to divert the accusations that he would not care for the weaker
in society, preventing this critique from sticking to his image. Cohen, contrar-
ily, did not adequately address his perceived lack of economic knowledge
and political skills, thereby affirming people’s doubts.

Taking the Lead

The second difference in the way in which the decent and the responsible
society frames were dramatized and the leaders enacted their credibility is
related to what we call ‘‘taking the lead.’’ Whereas Rutte was able to take
initiative in his media presentations, Cohen’s attitude was mostly a passive
one. In his media presentations, Rutte did not merely answer to journalists’
questions, but he also succeeded in connecting his answer to his underlying
‘‘responsible society’’ frame. Thereby, he tied his views on individual issues
together into one coherent vision. Cohen, in contrast, tended to stay close to
the original question asked, without referring to his ‘‘decent society’’ frame or
its underlying values. As a result, his position on individual issues seemed
unprepared and it was unclear how this fitted into the bigger picture. Take,
for example, the following excerpts from Rutte and Cohen’s media presenta-
tions, in which Rutte responds to the statement that he is just lucky that
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immigration is not the dominant election theme and Cohen explains why he
proposed additional cutbacks:

Rutte: ‘‘You cannot cure the economy if you don’t simultaneously stop
the large influx of opportunity-deprived immigrants, of whom
too many directly go on benefits. The difference with Wilders
is that he always ( . . . ) that he’s concerned with religion. No,
I’m concerned about the behavior of people; for me it’s not
about their origin, but about their future ( . . . ).’’ (Knevel &
Van de Brink 2010).

Cohen: ‘‘Well, this was the right moment because we could also ( . . . )
because it was also possible to realize that. And, for me person-
ally it was also that you could see that ( . . . ) with the whole euro
crisis that it was really necessary to give a very clear signal there’’
(Miljarden Gezocht 2010b).

In general, Rutte took the lead in his media communications. As in the excerpt,
Rutte tended to start with a short summary statement, indicating whether he
agreed or not, after which he explained his answer. He took the lead in the
sense that went beyond the question as such, taking the liberty to tie his views
to his vision based on freedom and taking responsibility (also after the excerpt
stops). Cohen, in contrast, merely started to talk without from the outset clari-
fying what his point would be. Consequently, this helped Rutte to build and
maintain an image of a leader who knew what he was doing and who had
thought about what he wanted to achieve—in other words, the image of a
competent leader—while Cohen continued to struggle in this respect.

Showing Clarity

The final difference in the way in which Rutte and Cohen dramatized their
vision can be described as showing clarity. In short this is about knowing
your facts and refraining from indirect and abstract language use. Take for
instance Rutte’s proposal on employed income tax credit:

‘‘A welfare mother in the Netherlands who starts working 4 days a week,
currently she loses about 35 euros in income. If you increase that
income-tax break, like we propose, you remove that poverty fall and
you make it more attractive for people on benefits to go back to work’’
(Miljarden Gezocht 2010a).

As can be seen in this example, Rutte’s sentences are relatively short. In
addition, to clarify his message Rutte used everyday language and he
included recognizable examples. As such, Rutte showed he was aware of
the consequences of his proposals. Cohen, on the other hand, did not seem
to have a clear overview of the consequences of his plans. See for example
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the following excerpt in which Cohen responds to the question how he is
planning to finance his idea of Liberation Day as an annual public holiday:

Cohen: ‘‘( . . . ) Yes, I also don’t know just yet how we are going to pay for
it. Uh, uh, I, it, for me it was mainly about saying that I think it is impor-
tant that we, that we on this point, and that, that also the entire Nether-
lands says about this: Yes, that is, it is one of the, one of the things, uh,
that we also share with each other. And then it is also wise to, to also then,
to celebrate it in that way’’ (Pauw and Witteman 2010b).

What this excerpt moreover clearly exemplifies is that Cohen had the
tendency to hide his message behind subordinate clauses and vague
language, in addition to not knowing all the facts on his own proposals. Com-
bined with refraining from using concrete examples, Cohen failed to provide
insight into what he wanted to achieve and why. Again, this difference in the
enactment of their views shows how Rutte was able to strengthen his image
of a credible leader, whereas Cohen was less successful in this respect.

CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

As a consequence of the rise of perception politics as well as the dramatiza-
tion of politics as described in various studies conducted in the field of polit-
ical marketing, citizens are more inclined to form intuitive impressions of
candidates to guide their decisions (De Landtsheer et al. 2008; Garzia 2013;
Miller et al. 1986). In this paper we argued that not any image suffices for
political leaders but that political leaders need to maintain credibility, in con-
text and in situ. With the source credibility approach, leaders’ credibility can
be pinpointed at a specific moment in time, but it does not clarify what
happens in the dynamic interactive process between leaders and audiences
in which credibility is constructed. For this reason, we extended the source
credibility approach with a dramaturgical perspective and analyzed how
Rutte’s and Cohen’s images and credibility developed as well as what in their
performance could help to understand how of credible leadership is enacted.
In this way we were able to supplement alternative understandings that
could not fully explain the contrast.

In the campaign, Rutte’s image evolved from an outsider getting
noticed—the phase in which his image was still that of the collegiate boy
and eternal bachelor—to being considered the next prime minister: a smart,
well-informed debater who would take care of individual citizens’ (econ-
omic) concerns. Audiences’ perception of Cohen’s performances, contrarily,
transitioned from a period of ‘‘Cohenmania’’—in which his reputation as a
burgomaster-statesman and his consensus-building qualities were empha-
sized—to the stammering statesman who lacked economic knowledge and
political skills, the man who has not been able to live up to the set
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expectations. As such, the main difference in Cohen’s and Rutte’s contrasting
credibility development seems to relate to their perceived competence.

The dramaturgical analysis revealed three differences in Rutte’s and
Cohen’s enactment of their respective visions that shed light on what is
expected of today’s politicians in elections. To persuade audiences of their
competence, caring, and trustworthiness, politicians first of all have to be
able to reroute critique that might otherwise stick to their images. This can
be done by providing counter-evidence and by staying away from the lan-
guage of those uttering the critique language that would affirm the oppo-
nent’s problem analysis. Second, politicians need to take the lead; in
answering questions initiative has to be taken to connect one’s answer to
the underlying frames and values to build a coherent vision. As such, leaders
can show they understand what is going on and why, as well as what needs
to be done. Third, politicians have to show clarity. By using direct everyday
language and by providing concrete examples, leaders can clarify their views
and make them more tangible for their audiences.

Cohen was welcomed enthusiastically in Dutch national politics
because people remembered his success as a mayor of Amsterdam. In that
role he was most praised for his efforts to ‘‘keep things together,’’ for
example, when intercultural tensions intensified after the murder on film-
maker Theo Van Gogh (Hajer and Uitermark 2008). In other words, he
was valued for his thoughtful, consensus-seeking leadership style. This
contrasts with Rutte’s streetfighter style: quick on his feet, sharp tongue,
and not afraid to address comments. Consequently, it can be concluded that
different leadership positions require a different capacities and that therefore
successful leaders do not necessarily flourish in all roles. This finding aligns
with what Goffman (1974) notes on authenticity and what Hajer refers to as
the performative habitus: the ‘‘embodied dispositions, developed over the
course of many years that help or hinder actors to respond tactically to a
given situation’’ (Hajer 2009, 71). Grown for so many years in the apolitical,
above-all-parties office of the Dutch mayor, Cohen could not replace his
routines overnight.

These findings add to the literature on political marketing in that
they deepen our knowledge of impression management, supplementing
the existing literature (cf. De Landtsheer et al. 2008; Leary and Kowalski
1990; McGraw 2003). In line with the contribution of the dramaturgical per-
spective in other domains (Gardner and Avolio 1998; Sinha 2010; Peck and
Dickinson 2009), adding a dramaturgical perspective also renders a greater
appreciation of the role both leaders and audiences play in their relationship
in the field of political marketing. While leaders can steer and control the
impression they make to some or even considerable extent, credibility is con-
structed in the interaction between leaders and audiences. Therefore, in this
study we have started to open up the black box of the interaction to see how
leaders try to enact their credibility, with the involvement of their audiences.
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Replication research is needed to determine whether the two studied
cases are exceptional or whether they are indicative for particular types of
cases. This requires not only research into other Dutch settings but also
research into other political systems. Moreover, we only analyzed cases dur-
ing an election campaign. As has been argued in political marketing litera-
ture, however, also in the running of government leaders need to manage
their reputation to maintain their competitive edge on the political market-
place (Newman and Perloff 2004). After all, political credibility is dynamic
and dependent upon role, place, and time where it is up to audiences to
attribute credibility time and again to the leaders who wish to get—or
maintain—a foothold in the political market.

NOTES

1. The full dramaturgical analysis—including all subelements of staging, framing, and scripting—is

available through upon request from the first author.

2. The video material of this quote and all upcoming quotes, as well as of additional examples, can be

accessed (if legally possible) through http://www.sabinevanzuydam.nl/publications/credibility-enacted or

by contacting the first author.
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Retrieved March 3, 2012, from http://www.ikonrtv.nl/uitzendingDyn.aspx?lInt-
Type=36&lIntEntityId=681

Pauw and Witteman. (2010a). Job Cohen on Pauw and Witteman 1. March 12.
Retrieved March 3, 2012, from http://pauwenwitteman.vara.nl/Uitzending-
detail.113.0.html?&tx_ttnews[tt_news]=15402&cHash=ad04a5448ee21878e24d
b1e3d3a85a85

Credible Political Leadership Enacted 279

www.uitzending.net/gemist/40448/RTL-7/Miljarden_Gezocht_rtlz.html
www.uitzending.net/gemist/40448/RTL-7/Miljarden_Gezocht_rtlz.html
http://www.rtlxl.nl/!/miljarden-gezocht-rtl-z-226080/8ab9773d-d849&ndash;3ceb-bd32&ndash;5e2fa541275c
http://www.rtlxl.nl/!/miljarden-gezocht-rtl-z-226080/8ab9773d-d849&ndash;3ceb-bd32&ndash;5e2fa541275c
http://www.rtlxl.nl/!/miljarden-gezocht-rtl-z-226080/8ab9773d-d849&ndash;3ceb-bd32&ndash;5e2fa541275c
http://player.omroep.nl/?aflID=11024545
http://vorige.nrc.nl/article2503343.ece
http://nos.nl/video/153021-de-volledige-toespraak-van-mark-rutte-op-het-vvdcongres.html
http://nos.nl/video/153021-de-volledige-toespraak-van-mark-rutte-op-het-vvdcongres.html
http://www.ikonrtv.nl/uitzendingDyn.aspx?lIntType=36&amp;lIntEntityId=681
http://www.ikonrtv.nl/uitzendingDyn.aspx?lIntType=36&amp;lIntEntityId=681
http://pauwenwitteman.vara.nl/Uitzending-detail.113.0.html?&amp;tx_ttnews[tt_news]=15402&amp;cHash=ad04a5448ee21878e24db1e3d3a85a85
http://pauwenwitteman.vara.nl/Uitzending-detail.113.0.html?&amp;tx_ttnews[tt_news]=15402&amp;cHash=ad04a5448ee21878e24db1e3d3a85a85
http://pauwenwitteman.vara.nl/Uitzending-detail.113.0.html?&amp;tx_ttnews[tt_news]=15402&amp;cHash=ad04a5448ee21878e24db1e3d3a85a85


Pauw and Witteman. (2010b). Job Cohen on Pauw and Witteman 2. May 5.
Retrieved March 3, 2012, from http://pauwenwitteman.vara.nl/Uitzending-
detail.113.0.html?&tx_ttnews[tt_news]=16602&cHash=e8eb574bd0c704702a530
169d349133c

Peck, E., andH. Dickinson. (2009). Performing leadership. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.
Perloff, R. (2010). The dynamics of persuasion: Communication and attitudes in the

21st century. New York: Routledge.
Prime ministers debate. (2010). Job Cohen on Prime Ministers Debate. May 23.

Retrieved March 3, 2012, from http://www.rtl.nl/components/actueel/
rtlnieuws/miMedia/2010/week21/Mon01.premiersdebat-hele-uitzending.xml

Scammell, M. (1999). Political marketing: Lessons for political science. Political
Studies, 47(4), 718–739.

Schlenker, B. (1980). Appearance, props, and scenery. Impression management: The
self-concept, social identity, and interpersonal relations. Monterey, CA: Brooks=
Cole Publishing Company.

Self, C. (2009). Credibility. In An integrated approach to communication theory and
research, ed. D. Stacks and M. Salwen. New York: Routledge.

Sheafer, T. (2008). Charismatic communication skill, media legitimacy, and electoral
success. Journal of Political Marketing, 7(1), 1–24.

Sinha, P. (2010). The dramatistic genre in leadership studies: Implications for
research and practice. Leadership, 6(2), 185–205.

Smith, G. (2009). Conceptualizing and testing brand personality in British politics.
Journal of Political Marketing, 8(3), 209–232.

Snow, D., L. Zurcher, and R. Peters. (1981). Victory celebrations as theater: A
dramaturgical approach to crowd behavior. Symbolic Interaction, 4(1),
21–42.

Stevens, D., and J. Karp. (2012). Leadership traits and media influence in Britain.
Political Studies, 60(4), 787–808.

Synovate. (2010a). Cohen Geliefd Onder Breed Publiek. March 13.
Synovate. (2010b). Rutte Favoriet Als Premier. May 28.
Telegraaf. (2010a). Wil Daadkracht Tonen ‘Multiculti-Knuffelaar’; ‘Softe’ Burgemeester

Job Cohen Moet PvdA Redden. March 13.
Telegraaf. (2010b). Burgemeester. April 24.
Telegraaf. (2010c). Job Papadopoulos. May 7.
Telegraaf. (2010d). Rutte Garandeert Renteaftrek; Kijkers Roepen VVD’er Uit Tot

Winnaar Debat. May 25.
Telegraaf. (2010e). PvdA Blijft Worstelen; Cohen Biedt Excuses Aan. May 27.
Telegraaf. (2010f). Stemmingmakerij Opiniepeilers; Kogelvrije Vest Wilders Hét

Moment van de Verkiezingscampagne. June 10.
TNS Nipo. (2010a). Peiling: Optreden Roemer Zet SP Op Winst. June 1.
TNS Nipo. (2010b). Cohen Meest Gewilde Premier. May 17.
Van Aelst, P., K. Brants, P. Van Praag, C. De Vreese, M. Nuytemans, and A. Van

Dalen. (2008). The fourth estate as superpower? Journalism Studies, 9(4),
494–511.

Van der Brug, W. (2000). Politieke Problemen, Prioriteiten En Partijkeuze. In
Politieke Veranderingen in Nederland 1971–1998, ed. J. Thomassen, K. Aarts,
and H. Van der Kolk. Den Haag: Sdu.

280 S. Van Zuydam and F. Hendriks

http://pauwenwitteman.vara.nl/Uitzending-detail.113.0.html?&amp;tx_ttnews[tt_news]=16602&amp;cHash=e8eb574bd0c704702a530169d349133c
http://pauwenwitteman.vara.nl/Uitzending-detail.113.0.html?&amp;tx_ttnews[tt_news]=16602&amp;cHash=e8eb574bd0c704702a530169d349133c
http://pauwenwitteman.vara.nl/Uitzending-detail.113.0.html?&amp;tx_ttnews[tt_news]=16602&amp;cHash=e8eb574bd0c704702a530169d349133c
http://www.rtl.nl/components/actueel/rtlnieuws/miMedia/2010/week21/Mon01.premiersdebat-hele-uitzending.xml
http://www.rtl.nl/components/actueel/rtlnieuws/miMedia/2010/week21/Mon01.premiersdebat-hele-uitzending.xml


Van der Meer, T., E. Elsas, R. Lubbe, and W. Van der Brug. (2015). Are volatile
voters erratic, whimsical or seriously picky? A panel study of 58 waves into the
nature of electoral volatility (The Netherlands 2006–2010). Party politics,
21(1), 100–114.

Van Holsteyn, J. and R. Andeweg. (2010). Demoted leaders and exiled candidates:
Disentangling party and person in the voter’s mind. Electoral Studies, 29(4),
628–635.

Van Hulst, M. and D. Yanow. (2014). From policy ‘‘frames’’ to ‘‘framing’’: Theorizing
a more dynamic, political approach. The American Review of Public
Administration, May: 1–21. doi:10.1177=0275074014533142

Van Praag, P. (2006). Rutte versus Verdonk: Was Dit Nu Echt Het Probleem van de
VVD? Jaarboek DNPP.

Van Zuydam, S. and T. Metze. (2015). ‘‘You cannot act king: Performed credibility of
political leaders in times of elections.’’ Paper presented at the annual conference
for the Political Science Association, Sheffield, UK, March 30–April 1, 2015.

Volkskrant. (2010a). Kijkers Wijzen Wilders Aan Als Winnaar Tv-Debat. March.
Volkskrant. (2010b). ‘Dit Is Een Meesterzet van de PvdA.’ March 13.
Volkskrant. (2010c). Weer Geliefde Wonderboy; Wederopstanding (1) Mark Rutte.

April 3.
Volkskrant. (2010d). Vaders Moeten Weer Opvoeden; Ondertussen Op. Http:==

vk.nl=opinie. May 8.
Volkskrant. (2010e). ‘Het Volk Heeft Een Corrigerende Werking’; Interview

Historicus Henk Te Velde. May 19.
Volkskrant. (2010f). Debat. May 25.
Volkskrant. (2010g). Allemaal Liberaal; Onderzoek Kamerverkiezingen. June 5.
Volkskrant. (2010h). ‘Lijsttrekkers Duiken Weg Voor Harde Waarheid.’ June 7.
Volkskrant. (2010i). De Leider Die Oogt Als Een Staatsman. June 10.

AUTHOR NOTES

Sabine van Zuydam is a PhD-candidate at the Tilburg School of Politics and
Public Administration of Tilburg University. She received her MSc in Public
Administration and Organizational Science (2012) from Utrecht University
and BA in Public Administration (2010) from Tilburg University, the
Netherlands. Her research is focused on leader-audience interactions in light
of credible political leadership.

Frank Hendriks is professor of comparative governance at Tilburg
University. His research focuses on the various aspect of democratic govern-
ance, including democratic leadership. Concerning the latter he wrote i.a.
‘Credible Political Leaders: Reflections on the X-Factor and Beyond,’ Politics,
Culture & Socialization, 2013, and ‘Vital Democracy: A Theory of Democracy
in Action’, Oxford University Press, 2010.

Credible Political Leadership Enacted 281


	CREDIBILITY AND POLITICAL LEADERSHIP
	WHY MARK RUTTE AND JOB COHEN?
	ALTERNATIVE UNDERSTANDINGS
	EXTENDING SOURCE CREDIBILITY WITH A DRAMATURGICAL APPROACH
	METHODOLOGY
	RESULTS: UNDERSTANDING RUTTE...S AND COHEN...S CREDIBILITY
	Cohen...s and Rutte...s Image in the 2010 Election Campaign
	Taking a Dramaturgical Perspective
	Rerouting Critique
	Taking the Lead
	Showing Clarity

	CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION
	NOTES
	REFERENCES



