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ABSTRACT

Evaluations of political leaders have long been
considered an imporﬁant component of the vote decision.
Nev;rtheless. little research has been conducted in Canada
on voters’ overall evaluations of their political leaders.
Indeed, the fopic has only recently received much systematic
attention in the comparative literature. The study of how
voters’ judgementsfabout the personality characteiisﬁics of
candidates  affect +their overall evaluations of those
candidates is an area that has been particularly neglected.

In this thesis. we test three hypotheses about the

impact of personality trait attributions on voters® overall

evaluations of Canadian federal party leaders. The data fors

our analvses are drawvn from the 197<4. 1979 and 1984 Canadian
Hational Election Studies.

The first hypothesis is that there is a relationship
between trait attributions and voters' overéll evaluations
»f Canadian political leaders that 1s independent of such
factors as_party identification. issue positicns. and other

impressicns of the parties and leaders. This hypothesis is

supported. v *

- The second hypothesis is that trait attributions will

have an impact on voters’ overall evaluations of Liberal and
L4

pC leaders second 1n importance to party identification. and

—————

~hat trait attributicons will be second in impoftance to

<y
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issue positions with regard to eva;uatibns of NDP leaders.
This hypothesis is only partially supported. For Liberal
and PC lez;a.ders, the impact of party identification on
evaluation is generally surpassed by the impact of positive
trait attributions. With regard to evaluations of NDP
leaders., - the impact- of issue positions is genera;ly
surpassed by the 'impact of party identification, positive
trait attributions and negative trait attributions.

" "The third hypothesis is that attributions of competence
and integrity will have a greater impact on overall
evaluation than attributions of other pefggnality traits.

This hypothesis 4is also only partiélly supported. The

impact of integrity is as great as expected, but 'the impact

of competence is considerably less than has been found to be

the case by other researchers.

!
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- CHAPTER I .

2
J
Evaluations of political 1leaders have long bgéﬁ\\
#
considered an important component of the vote decision. The
model of voting behaviour presented in The American Yoter

(1960) identifies vo%ers’ ; attitudes towards issues, parties

‘and candidates as the major short-term factors affecting

vote, and party identification as the most dimportant
long-term force. More recently developed models of American .
voting behaviour focus on the reciprocal relationships among -
the various factors that 1aflqence the vote (Markus and
Converse, 1979; Page and 5ones. 197%9). While often making
quite different assumptions .pbout the psychological
processes dimvolved in 'the vote decision, these models
essentialiy follow the tradition of The American Voter
(1960). Comparative candidate evaluations are treated as
the primary direct  determinant of vote. Parﬁy
identification and issue positions are viewed as impacting
on the vote indirectly, through their impact on candidate °
evaluations.

ﬁ Differences between the American and the Canadian

electoral systems have caused Canadian researchers to

question whether candidate evaluations pla& as central a



o

role in the decision-making calculus of Canadian voters:.
The models of Canadian voting behaviour developed by Keith
Archer (1985) and Steven Brown and his associates (1986)
posit a direct rela:tionsh:}.p betveen party identification and

'vote, %veen issue positions and vote, and between

candidate evaluations and vote.(l) VWhile they reject as

L3 4 )

.~ $
inappropriate to the Cangdian Context the pivotal role

assigned to .cahdidate evaluations by American researchers. s

Canadian researchers have nevertheless long comsidered
voters’ evaluations of political leaders to be an important
determinant of the vote decision.

- Although their views are based on impressions rather
than on empirical evidence, many scholars-have regularly
attributed both the victories and the defeats of Canadian
political pa:fties to the personal dniges of the party
leaders. Mallory (’1§67) attributes the early successes of
the Conservative Party to the “raffish, careless, tough~ and
pliable" Macdonald, who. reflected the spirit of
post-Confederation Canada (p. 28). The successes of the
Liberal Party at the curn of the .century can be attributed
t0 the "elegant and eloquent :jidealism® of Laurier: which

captured the spirit of optimism that pervaded the era

(Mallory. 1967, p. 28). Beck and Dooley (1967) explain the

e

successes of EKing as —partly due +to the failings of his

- A

- P
[N - Py
i u

(1) Throughout this thesis, the term “eandidate" refers to

" oandidates for the office of Prime Minister. or President
and :.Ls used 1nterohangeab1y with the term “leader.“
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opponents: the “cold and austere Neighan® (p. 79), the
*rich, intolerant* Bennet;c (p- 803‘ the ' incompetent
“lightweight® MNanion (p. 79). Liberal Party sucoesses in ]
the 1950s arg.- often interpreted as due to the benevolent
“father 'iug;a“ of Liberal laaxger J‘"Uncle Louig" St. Laurent
(Beck and Dooley., 1967. p. 84).

The resounding victory of the Progressive Conservative

§

Party in 1988 1is commonly attributed to the charismatic
appeal of John Diefenbaker. Peter Regenstreif explains the

election outcomes of 1962 and 1963 as the result of a

[

cleavage betveen voters’ preferred party and their preferred
leader. Acm?rdj.ng’ tovRagenstraif (1985),

‘ . iz Canada had an electoral and
institutiana.l gystem similar to that of
the United States, Diefenbaker would
probably have been alected
President-Prime Minister, wvhile the
Liberals would have won the House of
Commons. Since this— is obviously not
the system in operation iy Canada, and:
since -such  “split-ticketing” is hot
possible. minority goverament resulted
(p. 82). . “ .

¥Yhile the personality of John Diefenbaker dominated
Canadian politics in he late 19508 and early 1960s. the
enigntic Pierre Trudéu has been at centre-stage for such “
of the last twenty years. John )(Bisél attributes to Trudeau
the same overvhelming importance that Regenstreif attributes
to Diefenbsker. According to Meisel (1975). “the Liberal
victory of 1983 and the party’s 1972 stumble r;an be

explained largely in Trudeau terms. His was the victory and
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his tHe fall® (p. 229).

» The insights and interpretations of tke above-cited

scholars are - useful because they help the student of

politics to understund the outcomes of particular elections

and -- more importantly for our purposes -- they provide

_anecdotal support for the belief that party leaders play an
,jd,nportant role in Canédian politics. However, if we wish to
expand our understanding of - the importance of political
leaders, \‘}e must mQve from impre;ssionistic descriptions and
explanations tovards generalizations about the bebhaviour of
individual voters. Describing the role of party leaders in
particular elections, and explaining their importance with
regard to the outcome of those elections, ‘is useful.
Nevertheless. & -more thorough understanding of the role of
party leaders in ‘Ca.nadian _politics demands that ve direct
our attention tc the generation asd testing of hypotheses
regarding the role of candidate evaluations in the vote
decision of individual Canadians.(1l) Scholarly work of this
type is limited in both volume and depth. but the vork that
does exist clea.r;}* indicates that voters® evaluations of
‘political leaders are an important component of the vote
decision. E,pir%cal evidexace of the independent impact on
vote of voters’ evaluations of Canadian political leaders is

documented in the work of Harold Clarke and his associates

(1) See Elkins and Blake (1975) for a discussion of these -

_-dssues.
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(197Y9, 1982, 1984) and in the works of Archer (1985) and
Brovn et al. (1986).

Despite  the importance  attributed to ,candidate
evaluations in both the Canadian and comparative voting
literature. this factor is the least understood of the three
major determinants of vote: parties. issues and candidates.
This situation 1is not particularly sQurprising given the
orientations of the two models that structure most voting
behaviour research. Neither the model of voting behaviour
presented in The American Yoter (1960). nor the “rattonal
choice® models of wvoting that trace their origins to the
work of - Anthony Downs (1957)., are formulated in such a way
that they focus our attention on candidat:s evaluations. The
Americapn Yoter (1960) model foouses on party identification.
vhich is viewed as an enduring psychological attachment that
“colours” voters' perceptions of less central political
objects. Rational choice models of voting behaviour focus
on poliey 1issues, since it is Dbelieved that rational
individuals -- that is, individuals who seek to mpaximize
their gains and minimize their 1losses -- vote for the
candidate wh?fe policy pesitions most closely reflect their
own policy I;'Gferences.

i‘“:[‘0 say that candidate evaluation 1is the least
understood factor among the three major determinants of vote

does not, of course. mean that we know nothing about this

factor. Indeed. the volume of  literature dealing with
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voters' evaluations of political leaders is large and

growing. Scholars who examine this issue are generally
concerned witi“two broad guestions: (1) what criteria do

voters use to evaluate political —leaders? and (2) how do
voters’' evaluations of political leaders impact on the vote
decision? Examination of the first question is usually
undertaken by scholars whose ultimate aim 1is answering the
second question. This is understandable since. for
political scientists, the answer to the first question is
signifieant—enly—within the context of the second. However
understandable, emphasis on the impact of evaluation on vote
has led scholars to mneglect the prior question of the
criteria for evaluation. The neglect _of this question is
particularly acute in Canada. For this reasom. this thesis
vill be limited to an examination of the criteria voters use
to evaluate their political leaders. The reader is asked to

&

bear in mind that' candidate evaluations are politically
relevant because of thelr potential to influence the vote
decision.

Scholars who have examined the question of what
criteria voters use to evaluate political leaders have
traditionally focused on three factors: parties, issues and
candidate personalities. Both researchers who follow the
tradition of The American Voter (1960). and those who adopt
the rational choice model of voting bebaviour, agree that

vhen voters are asked what they like and dislike about



political leaders. most mentlon personality characteristics.
Despite  this recognition of the potential importance of

personality Judgements i

ers’ overall evalquionsﬁof
political leaders., pergpgnality Jjudgements have generally
been— fr;;ted as & “resiNual” component of evaluation -- a
component to be mnoted and then ignored. There are two
explanations for this occurrence.

The first explanation relates to the orientations of
the two main models of voting behaviour. According to the
Americapn VYoter (1960) @model. voters’'  evaluations of
short-term political objects su ; as leaders and issues can“
be explained largely in terms of party identification. As a
result of this orieantation, researchers who adopg‘-the
American Voter (1960) model direct their attention to the
question of how party identification affects evaluations of
political leaders. Other components of evaluation are
considered to be of secondary importance. Researchers who
adopt the rational chﬁfce model of voting behaviour escape
- the constraints imposed by the “perceptual screen” view of
party identification. However, tpé tendeney%\df those who
adopt this model to be prima§§I§ interestedx*in “issue

!

voting® has led them to  equate candidate evaluations with -
& :

~

3 -
evaluations—of the issue positions of candidates. Candidate
evaluations are vieved as policy evaluations. The influence
on evaluation of other factors is acknowledged by those who

saupt the rational choice model., but these factors are

4



generally viewed as less rational and their importance is

ninimized.

The second explanation for the 1lack of scholarly
attention to voters’  Jjudgements about” the personality
characteristics of political leaﬁérs has less to do with the
orientations of models than with the orientations of
researchers. For many years, most voting behaviour
researchers made the implicit or explicit assumption that
voters'’ Judgemghts about the personality_traits of political
leaders were unstable, irrational and superficial
Judgements. For example, basing his view on childhood
socialization studies indicating that children "personalize"
politics, Sears (1969) concludes +that attention to the
personality  traits of politieai leaders 1is a
“chronologically immature way of dealing with political
stimuli® (p. 366). aslaa from childhood socialization
studies. the main source of researchers’ attitudes on the
irrationality of voters® Judgements about candidates’
personality characteristics is the work of Campbell et al.
(1960) and Converse (1964) on “levels of conceptualization. "
According to these researchers. people who view polities in
ideological terms-have the most sophisticated conception of
politics. whereas people "whose evaluations of the political
scene . . . [havel no shred of policy significance whatever"
have ﬁhe least sophisticated comception of politics
(Converse, 1964. p.. 217). Campbell et al. (1960) and
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Converse (1964) consider people who discuss politics in
terms of the personal attribntes of the candidates -- along
with those who are unable to saﬁxﬁnything at all about
politicé44and those who feel loyalty to a party but cannot
explain th -- to be "unsophisticated" in their orlientations
towards politics. v

_ Although evaluations of political leaders remain one of
the least understood aspects” of voting behaviour, there has
been a great deal of p;ogress in this area in recent years.
The increasing methodological sophistication of political
scientists, and the willﬂ%gness to appib precepts drawn from -
social psychalogy» to the study of candidate evaluations,
have uwled to some particularly fruitful developments.
Increasingly., the objects of study are candidate evaluations
themselves rather than the impact of such evaluations on the
vote decision. There is also an increasing focus on the
role of persomality judgements in overé.ll“evaluaticn° Views
about candidate evaluations have also been changing
r%cently. It has become almost commonplace to assert that
voters may be dinterested in the persomality characteristics-
of political leaders because this information provides them
with a means of assessing how these leaders will perform in
office (Popkin et al.. 1976: Miller and Miller, 1976; Shabad
and AnderseﬁjﬁiQVQ). According to this view, personality

Judgements are neither irrational nor superficial. The view

that personality judgements are unstable 1is also being
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- challenged. Researchers have found evidence that voters

evaluate political leaders on the basis of “prototypes” or
"“schemas” that are stable across candidates and endure over
time (Conmover, 1980, 1981; Conover andeeldman. 1984; Kinder
et al.. 1980; &iller et al., 1986).

The recent proliferation of scholarly research on the
subject of voters’ evaluations of political leaders has
largely Dbeen confined to the American context. & Our
understanding of how Canadian voters evaluate political
leaders 1is quite 1limited. The broad objective of this
thesis 1s to develop a basic understanding of voters’
evaluations of Canadian political leaders. More
specifically, our aima\;s to determine if there is a
relgtionship' between \;Eiéiéa hudgements about  the
personality characteristics of political leaders and their
overall evaluations of those leaders that is independent of
such politically identifiable factors as  party
identification and issue proximity. The finding that trait
attributions are independently related to overall evaluation
will necessitate the examination of“two further questionms.
First, how npuch variation in evaluation can be atgributed to
trait Judgements relative to other factors? Second, which
traits are important in terms of overall evaluation?

We will examine these questions using data from the
1974, 1979 and 1984 Canadian National Election Studies.
Chapter II will be devoted to a review of the éxisting
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literature on voters' evaluations of political leaders. The
sources 6f voters' images of candidates, the factors that
have been found to impact on evaluation, and the major
controversies pertinent to the study of candidate evaluation
will—ﬁe discussed in this chapter. The thecretical argument
of Chapter 1II will be éélloved by an empirical argument in ,
Chapters III ané IV. 1In Chapter III we will discuss thé"q*
hypotheses that our research was designed to test, and the
data and methodology used to test these hypotheses. The
opefationalization of the variables and the development 0%‘&
trait typology will also be discussed in this chapter. Tﬁe
e results of' the research are reported and discussed in

Chapter IV. Finally, Chapter V will summarize the research

and provide some conclusions based on its findings.

[l



CHAPTER II b

Literature Review

From our discussion in Chapter I, we know that voters’
wvaluations of political leaders are considered ;o be an
important component of the vote decision. We also’knog\that
candidate evaluations, have ;arely been the fccus\Vof
scholarly attention. -The study of how voters’ judgements
about the personality traits of candidates affect their
overall evaluations of those candidates has  been
particularly neglected. As noted above, however, the fact
that we know less about candidate evaluations than about
issue voting or party idemtification does not mean that we
know nothing about this factor. Indeed, the existing
literature - contains a great deal of information that is
useful to us as we' attempt to gain an understanding of
voters' evaluations of political leaders.

One of the f{first problems to be studied by scholars
interested in voters’' perceptions of political objects was
the problem of iden%ifying the sources of political

perceptions. Do voters objectively observe reality or do

subjective factors distort their observations of reality?

The study of this question was greatly dinfldenced by the
pioneering works of such scholars as Paul Lazarsfeld and

@

—
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Bernard Berelson and their associates, and by the work of

the researchers at the University of;/kichigan Survey
Research Center ‘Center for Political Studies (SRC./CPS).

Paul Lazarsfeld and his assoclates began their research
with the aim of studying the iMfact of a presidemtial
campaign on the formation of votes, but discovered ﬁhat the
cémpaign had very 1little impact on the ul%imﬁte yote
decisioﬁ‘ of most Jiandividuals. In The Eagﬁlgjs Chgiﬂa
(1944), Lazarsfeld and his associates expisxﬁ“’this
unexpected finding by arguing that the socio-demographic
groups to which people belong incline them to vote for a
particular party, and that the campaign merely activates or
reinforces these predispositions. In 1line with their
general orientation, Lazarsfeld et al. (1944) explain the
political homogeneity of social groups as primarily the
@esylt of“pressures that group members exert upon each othe;/
to conform to the group orpinion. However, a second
explanation is also suggested. This explanation does not
focus on  external influences but on an internal,
psychological process called “selective attention. "
Lazarsfeld et al. (1944) state:

Voters somehow contrive to select out of
the ©passing stream of stimuli those by
wvhich they are more inclined to be
persuaded. 8o it is that the more they
read and listen, the more convinced they
become of the rightness of thelr own
position (p. 82). ™

In Voting (1954), Bernard Berelson and his assoclates
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build upon the work reported in The People’'s Choice (1944).
In this volume the process of selective attention is studied
in more detail. Berelson and his associates examine voters'’
perceptions of candidates’ issue pozitions. Their findings
include the following: (1) the less anbi;uous the objective
situation, the more agreement éxists between partisan
perceptions sof the situation; (2) partisans tend to view
their candf%ate's issue positions as similar to their own
and the opponent's positions as dissinilar and, in addition,
tend not to perceive differeneeg between their own positions
and those. of their candidate or similarities between their
ovn positions and those of +the opponent; and (3)

misperception occurs more often among strong partisans than

among weak partisans. In attempting to explaln selective

attention, or selective perception as it is nov called.
Berelson et al. (1954) employ the psychological theofy of
cognitive consistency:

. perceptual selection must serve a
definite psychological function for, the
individual voter. As im other spheres
of activity, so in +the political: omne
function must be to avoid _potential
stress. The voter must do +this, even
though . unconsciously, by using his
perceptual opportunities as a defense or
protection ggainst the complexities,
contradictions, and problems of the
campaign (p. 230). :

The authors of The People's Choice (1944) and Voting
(1954) are primarily concerned with the sociological

oF

determinants of electoral behaviour; psychological

»
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determinants are given only fleeting attention. In The
Yoter Decides (1954), the first major publicatio? of the
researchers at the uichiga? Survey Research Center. Angus
Campbell and his associates clearly indicate that their“main
interest is in the psychological determinants of electoral
behaviour. cggpbell and his associates continue this
orientation im their later volume., The Anéiicnn Yotar
(1960). Their emphasis on thé\ysychological determinants of
electoral behaviour means th;t the SRC researchers focus
more attention on the pereeptibns of the wvoter thanlon the
stimuli of the campaign. |

In their attempt to explain how voters perceive the
political world, Campbell et .ak?kﬁ(IQBO) focus on party
identification. These researchers assume tﬁat voters wish
to give order to their images of political objects. and that
one way of achleving this order is to transfer “cognitive
attributes and affective values from one object to another”
(Campbell et al.., 1960, p. 59). Party identification is
central +to this process because political partiesvare the
most enduring political objects. New political objects are
viewed 1in terms of their party connections. Additionally,
cognitions and affect “initially associated wvith other
objects may survive in the image of the partfes after the
elements from whfoh they arése have left the political
environment” (Campbell @t al.:- 1960. p. 60). The impact of

party identification cannot. however, be explained entirely
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in terms of _the longevity of political parties. In

Qa.tte*ing to oxpla.:l.n why party identification plays such an

overvhelmingly important role in shaping voters’ attitudes

towaids other political objects, Campbell and his associates

turn to reference group theory. According to this theory,

the political party is a reference group -- a group with
which individuals develop a psychologisal 1dentification.
The stronger the 1ntensity of ° this identification. or
affective attachnenb. the greater influence it will have on
v
the individual’ s, perceptions of other political objects.
Campbell et ﬂl;f (1960) state:
Iddhtifieation vith a party raises a
perceptual screen  through which the
individual tapds . to see what is
favourable to his artisan orientation.
The stronger the party bond, the more

exaggerated the process of selection and
perceptual distortion will be (p. 133).

In this wmanner. partisans ensure that their perceptions of
pafticular candidates and issues are consistent with their
long-standing party attachments.

Despite a great deal of evidence indicating that voters
perceive political objects selecgivély. the theory that
candidate images are perceiver-determined has not gone
unchallenged. One of the major controversies in the study
of -voters'’ perceptions of political 1leaders is between
scholarsﬂ vho support the “perceptual balance approach® to
image fbrlation and those who sﬁpport the "image thesis.”

Supporters of the perceptval balance approach hold that

N
R
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people wish to avoid stress and that'incogiiitcnoios in
their attitudes cause stress. Therefors. pcﬁéle attempt to
achieve consistency in their attitudes. 1In the palitic;I
realm, consistency can be achieved by aaking Judgelcntu
about §;£1t10a1 leaders that are in line vith pre-existing
partisan attachmsents.(l) According to 'this‘Atheory; the
dominant influence on a voter's image of a oapdidatouis the
voter‘s subjective predispositions.-- - In other words.
perceptions are perceiver-determined. An opposing viev is
held by scholars wvho support the image thecis -The image
hthesis holds that perceptions are stinulusndqterainéd: that
is. the dominant influence on a voter's image of a candidate
1is the image proJéc@ed by that candidate. According %o the .- ,
image thesis, ) - D

' . various campaign actors (canpaign

: fggxs and advisors, Journaliata. and -

- jthe andidates themselves) help crepte -

i ’public images of the candidates. se
creations are partially. contrived,
partially a product of chance factors in
the campaign. and_ partially accurate
reflections of the candidate’s:

(1) Perceptual -balance theories posit that any endnring
intensely held attitude may become an ‘individual’s
ceptral, organizing attitude. New stimulus objects will
be evaluated in terms of this .attitude, and these
evaluations will be =sade consistent with - the
individual ‘s central attitude. With regard to politics.
the most enduring and most intensely held: attitude of
mos8t individuals is thought to be their —party
identification. Thorof:;e.t';ogt poligtg:ldnci:ntistc
who study perception speak of bringing a udes tovards

/”Efiagt political objects in line . vith - party

—identification. The perceptual balance approach does
not, hovevar. preclude the possibility that other
attitudes might serve as oantral .attitudes for some

people.
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qualities. According —_t¢ the image .
thesis, vhatever the created and
projected image, 1t 1is there for all

voters to ssee and respond to ip similar

ways (Nimmo and Savage, 1976. p. 83).

There is empirical support for both of these theories.
McGrath an- McGrath (1962) asked a group of Young Democrats

and a group of Young Republicans to describe Kennedy and

) Nizxon using fifty senmantic differential scales. The

I

MoGraths hypothesize tﬂat irf perceptions are
perceiver-determined. then Democrats and Republicans will
disagree oOmn wvhich traits best describe faeh candidate.
Democrats will attribute traits such as complex. serious,
stable and sophisticated +to Kennedy. and Republicans will
attribute these traits to Nixon. If perceptions are
stipulus-determined. however, then Democrats and Republicans
vill agree on wvhich traits best describe each candidate.
JBoth groups of partisans will., for example. agree that
Kennedy 1s a risk-taker and Nixon is cautious. or that
Eennedy i%s intellectual and Nixon is practical. McGrath and
NcGrath  —( 1962)  find twenty-nine traits to Dbe
perceiver -determined and twenty-one to be
stimulus-determined. On the basis of this evidence. they

conclude that "the 1image thesis must be given substantial
%

veight as a basis for accounting for political perceptions” .

(McGrath and McGrath. 1962. p.246). This conclusion is
based on the researchers” belief that the selection of

strongly partisan subjects biased the study in favour of the

&+

€
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perceptual balance theory. ‘I;hus?S the finding that 42
percent of the traits are stimulus-determined is viewved as
support for the f;hge thesis.

Roberta Sigel challenges ;EBBB conclusions. Using data
from a survey of Detroit voters. Sigel (1964) finds a
positive correlation between partisans’ images of the ideal
president,ggg their images of their own party's presidential -
candidate. She finds no correlation between partisans’
images of the ideal president and their images of the
opposing party’'s candidet®, while independents’ images of
the ideal president were found not to correlate with their
images' of either candidate. This evidence is taken as an
indication that partisans’ perceptions of candidates are
perceiver-determined. Sigel (1964) also reports that
Kennedy and Nixon are described in similar ways by
Democrats. Republicans and Independents. She argues that
this finding seems to support that image thesis. but that a
closer examination of the -images of the two candidates
reveals that voters® images of the candidates areualmost
identical to their images of the candidates’ parties. She
conclﬁées: “No theory of political‘ferception can offer
much promise that fails to take cognizance of the role of
parties im voters’ political imagery” (ngel. 1964, p. 496).

It ban be argued that peither of these studies
adequately tests the perceptual balance approach or the

image thesis because neither measures attitude c¢hange iik
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response ;o stimuli. A study by Blumler and McQuail (1969)
overcomes this problem. These researchers use data from a
panel study of British voters to examine the impact of the
election campaign on voters’ images of party leaders. They
find that changes in attitudes towards the party leaders are
generally 1in 1line with changes in attitudes towards the
parties., althouzh tﬁey néte one important exception:

. Mr. Grimond‘'s reputation for
strength improved throughout virtually

the entire sample -- and even with some
of the electors who had shifted against
his party . . For 8Sir Alec

Douglas-Home this pattarn vas virtually

reversed: his strength rating declined

even among many of those sample members

vhose party attitudes had become more

pro- Comservative (Blumler and McQuail,

1969. p. 241, emphasis in original).
On the basis of this evidence. Blumler and McQuail (1969)
conclude that "the stimulus thesis has received impressive
support” (p. 246).

The stimulus-perceiver debate is not yet settled. Some
scholars argue that neither the perceptual balance approach
nor the image thesis c¢an adequately exg}ain how voters
perceive candidates. and that the process should be viewed
as a “stimulus-perceiver transaction” (Nimmo and Savage,
1976). Others argue that the perceptual process should be
viewed as an inferemce process (Conover. 1980, 1981: Conover
and Feldman. 1984: Feldman and Comover. 1983). According to
this view. when voters are faced with a political

environment in which information is both spajse and

;
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v
ambiguous, they use their prior knowledge to make inferences
about candidates. GScholars who view the perceptual process
as an inference process do not speak <of,_1mageé being

perceiver-determined of stimulus-determined.
speak of political cues, the schemas assoc%pted with those
cues, and the inferences drawn from those schemas.

While keeping in mind the debate about the sources of

voters’ images of candidates, we will now examine some of

the evidence regarding the causal antecedents of candidate
evaluation.

Efforts directed at identification of the

factors that influence voters’ evaluations of political

leaders have been a wmajor thrust of research on candidate
evaluation. Three major factors are usually identified:
parties. issues and candidate personalities. Each of these

factors will be examined in turn.
Many researchers have found evidence of the importance
of party identification in shaping voters' perceptioms of

political leaders. We have ai}eady discussed some of this

evidence as it relates to the stimulus-perceiver
‘controversy. but an additional look at some particularly
relevant studies is in order. Converse and Dupeux (1966 )

report that voters®' perceptions of Eisenhower and DeGaulle

vere affected by the partisan ties that these formerly
non-partisan military heroes were eventually forced to
Before Eisenhower became identified with the

Republican Party. there was “"no reason to believe that

Rather. they
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admiration for him had followed any lines of political or
» -
soclal cleavage” (Converse and Dupeux, 1966, p. 324). After

he became the candidate of the Republican Party, however,

Eisenhower's image took ( on a partisan dimension --

Republicans evaluated him more. positively than did
Democrats. Converse and Duﬁeux (1966) argue that because
. . party 1loyalties in the American
system remain stable for long periocds of
time . . . . it seems indisputable that
vith very few exceptions, partisanship
antedated and profoundly modified the
reactions to Eisenhower. In other
vords, had Eisenhower chosen instead the
Democratic Party, we may assume the
relationship would have rotated in the
opposing direction: strong Republicans
would have decided they disliked
Eisenhower (p. 325).

Evidence of the impact of party identification on
voters’ perceptions of political leaders is also reported by
Weisberg and Rusk (1970). These researchers wuse
multidimensional scaling to develop "a q;mensional
interpretation of the individual's perceptions of and
preferences for candidates” (Weisberg and Rusk, 1970, p.
1167). They find that clusters of candidates can be
distinguished on the basis of party identification. They go
on to compare the relative impact on candidate evaluation of
party  idemtification. attitudes on urban unrest and
attitudes on Vietnam. Their findings indicate that voters-”
attitudes on urban unrest and Vietnam have gome impact on
their evaluations of gome potential presidential nominees,

but that party identification has a much greater impact on

- @
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the evaluations of a much greater number of potential
nominees. In a subsequent article, Rusk and Weisberg (1972)
replicate their analysis of the 1968 data wusing data
gathered in 1970. The findings reported in the two articles
are essentially the same: party‘;dentzi§cation is the major
determinant of perceptions of canﬁidates:‘\\\\\\“

;ﬂ Most of the evidence we have examined so far has
involved American data. However, evidence from studies of
other countries indicates that the relationship between
party identification and candidate evaluation exists
elsewhere as well. Trenaman and McQuail (19861), Blumler and
McQuail (1969) and Butler and Stokes (1974) present evidence
indicating that partisaﬂship influences voters’ 1images of
- party leaders in Great Britain. W¥ith regard to France.
Converse and Dupeux (1966) report that voters’ evaluations
of DeGaulle were affected by party identificgfggn. despite
the fact that DeGaulle attempted to placﬁ himself“hbove
ﬁartisan politics. Q

Several Canadian studies report similar findings.
LaPonce (1969) reports that his data, gathered in British
Columbia in the mid=19608. indicate that “the leader of
one’'s preferred party is always more friendly., more active,
and more powerful than the leaders of other parties” (p.
123). Winham and Cunningham (1970) present evidence from a
survey conducted in Hamilton, Ontario. during the 13968

federal election which indicates that voters’ impressions of
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party 1eaderé are strongly related to vote intention. 1In

Political Cholce in Canada (1979), Harold Clarke and his
¥

associates provide an analysis of national survey data

gathered following the 1974 federal election. These data

indicate that levels of affect for party leaders are related -

to both thé\ direction and the intemsity of partisanship
Using data from the 1979 Canadian National Election Study

(NES), Archer (1985) employs three-stage least squares

regression ~techniques to estimate the parameters of a
simultaneous equation model of Canadian voting behaviour.
His findings indicate that 'party identification has a
greater impact on evaluations of Pierre Trudeau and Joe
Clark than either issue proximity or judgements about their
rersonal characteristics (Archer, 1985, Table 1, Table 2).

\

Brown @t al. (1986) apply the same statistical technique to

1984 Canadian NES data. The findings of Brown and his
associates are similar to those reported by Archer (1985).
Party idemtification has a greater 1ﬁpact on comparative
evaeluations of John Turner and Brian Mulroney than any other
factor entered into the evaluation equations (Brown et al..
1986, Table 2).

Although a great deal of attention has been focused on
the impact of party identification on voters’ evaluations of

political leaders, the fact that voters also perceive

candidates in terms of issues has not been ignored. Many.

rgsearchers note that when voters are asked what they like
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and dislike about various candidates, a significant number
‘mention policy issues (Campbell et al., 1954; Campbell @t
al., 1960; Converse and Dupeux, 1966; Butler and Stokes,
1974). If issues are a relevant component of the content of
candidate images, it is reasonable to hypothesize that they
also influence c¢andidate evaluation. As was previously
-
noted, Weisberg and Rusk (197¥0, 1972) find that party
identification is the most important influence on candidate
evaluation. However, these researchers also find o
significant issue dimension in voters’ evaluations of
potential presidential candidates. Issue conceras are found
to have some impact on evaluations of even highly partisan
candidates such as EKennedy, .Humphrey and dJohnson. For
candidates who are not widely viewed in partisan terms, the
impact of issues is even greater; lssues are as important as
party in determining voters’ evaluations of some candidates.
Weisberg and Rusk (1970) conclude:

Party seems to be &a useful cue for

candidate evaluation when the individual

is a new candidate without well-known

policy stands, Party will also

loon dimportant as a determinant of

ratings whem the candidate 1s a

well-known natiomal leader of his party,

. Candidacies based mainly on issues

are also possible, even in the major

' 3 parties. - -A candidate without a

decidedly partisan national reputation

may distinguish himself on an issue

basis with little regard to conventional
party lines (p. 118%).

The strongest evidence for the potential impact ofﬂ

issues on candidate evaluatitn~is presented by Arthur Miller
4

p————

V]
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and his associates in &1519?6 article. These researchers
employ data from ¥he SRC.CPS study of the 1972 American
presidential election, in which respondents were asﬁed to
indicate on &a seven-point scale their positions on five
policy issues: Vietnam, urban unrest, campus
demonstrations, rights of the accused, and aid to
minorities. Miller et al. (1976) use the responses to these
questions to develop a “policy orientation index. " JUsing

this index as a measure of 1issue preferences, the

investigators report that issue preferences have a greater

impact on evaluations of a battery of twelve politicéﬁ
leaders tﬁ%n elther party identificatgon or race. In
replying to comments on these findings, Miller and Miller

(1976) eipand the amalysis to 1nclude a measure of issue

~salience. Th ir findings indicate that the relationship

between Vietnam policy pmeference and candidate evaluation
is stronger among voters yho mention the Vietnam issue as a

reason for voting " or against a candidate than among

‘those who do not.

With regard tg;Canada. Clarke et al. (1979) report that
the content of voters’ images of Canadian party leaders in
1974 include@ references to issuegi such as seéaratism,
bilingualism and inflation. Archer (1985) presents findings
from the 1979 Canadian NES which indicéte that voters®
evaluations of Ed Broadbent are more affected by feelings of

issue proximity than by either NDP party idemtificatiom or

-
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beliefs regarding Broadbent's  personal characteristics

(Archer, 1984, Table 3). Issue - proximity bhas no
statistically significant lmpact on voters’ evaluations of
- Trudeau and Clark (Archer. 1985, Table 1. Table 2). Brown
/gi\ﬁiiikiges) present evidence from 1984 NES data that echo
Archer's findings: issue proximity has a major impact on
comparative evaluations of Broadbent, while the impact of
issue proximity on comparative evaluations of Turner and
Mulroney 1is not statistically significant (Brown et al..
1986, Table 2). .

Attempts at identifying the causal antecedents of
candidatg evaluation have generally focused on the impact of
party identification or. occasionally, on the impact of
issue perceptiomns. It is widely recognized, however., that
these factors do not provide an adequate explanation of
vé%ers’ w_yaluations of political leaders. After the
influence;€;}>party identification and issue preferences are
accounted for, a substantial %ortion of the variance in
voters’ evaiuations of political leaders remains
unexplained. Most researchers identlify the source of this
unexplained variance to be voters’ Judgements about the
personality traits of the candidate. The remainder of this
chapter will be devoted to an examination of research
dealing with the impact of +trait attributions og voters”

evaluations of political leaders.

FPirst, we will discuss evidence indicating that voters’
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cognitive images of political leaders 'are dominated by
references to the leaders’ personal characteristics.
Second, we will examine how political scientis;s have
traditionally dealt with the “personality factor." We will
then turn to an examination of research dea;;ng specifically
with the impact of trait attributions on overall candidate
evaluation. Finally, having discussed what th literature
can tell us regarding the importance of trait attributioms,
we will examine the question of which traits influence
vote?s’ evaluations of political leaders.

Researchers in the United States, Europe and Canada
have found that, when asked what they 1ike and dislike about
various political leaders, the majority of voters mention
personality characteristics. A longitudinal analysis of
responses to the standard SRC’'CPS questions on voters’ likes
“and dislikes of presidential candidates is provided by Nie
and his assoclates (1979)9(1)4 According to their
cétegorizaxion scheme, references to personal attributes as
the reason for voting for or against a candidate are more
numerous than references to either issgg positions or party
ties in all election years between 1952 and 1972 (Nie et
al.. 1979, p. 167). Miller and his assocliates (1986) also

ot

(1) The standard SRC.'CPS candidate like‘dislike question is
worded as follows: “Now I‘d like to ask you about the
good and bad points of the major candidates for
president. Is there anything in particular about ___
that night make you want to vote for [against] him?
What is that?" .
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Baanes EES s
provide- data that allow us to compare the frequency over

time of referemces to person&l attributes. issues and
partisan connections. While their percentages differ from
those reported by Nie et - al. (1979). the  relative
frequencies remain basically the same. According to the
é&gg presented by Miller et al. (1986). references to
personal attributes dominate voters’ responses to the
like/dislikeq queétiqns in every election yeai betveen 1952
and 1984, with +the exception of 1972 and 1984, vwhen
referances; to parties marginally outnumber references to
personal attributes (p. 525)° Shabad and Andersen (1979)
report evidence indicating that between 1952 an# 1976 an
av;rage of 57 percent of valid first responses to the
standard SRC/CPS candidate 1like.dislike &uastions referred
to the candidate’'s personal qualities, 29 percent referred
to issues and 14 percent referred to the cﬁndidate's party
ties (p. 23).

Evidence of +the dominance of personality traits in
voters®’ cognitive images of political leaders is not
confined to the United States. Converse and Dupeux (1966)
report that 47 percent of positive references and 34 percent
of negative references to0 DeGaulle were references to his
“personal &mage.“ while a further 18 percent of positive

mentions and 13 percent of negative mentions referred to the
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General's “leadership capacities” (p. 299).(1) In 1963,
1964, 1966, 1969 and 1970, Butler and Stokes (19%4) asked
British electors what they 1liked and dislil:ed about the
leaders of the Labour and Conservative parties. The
researchers report éﬁ;t an average of 83 percent of 3.11
comments about Labour leader Harold ¥Wilson referred to his
“personal characteristics;® with regard to the various
Conservative -Party leaders, an average of 88 percent of all
comments referred to their “‘personal characteristics”
(Butler and Stokes, 1974, p. 357). Similar results have
been found in Canada (Regenstreif, 1965; Vinham and
Cunningham, 1970: Clarke et al.. 1979; Clarke gt al.. 1984).

Videsiraad agreement that voters’ cognitive images of
political leaders are dominated by perceptions of the-
leaders’  personality traite has not, at least until
recently, led to extensive study of these perceptions.
Despite recognition of +trait attributions as potentially
powurful determinants of overall ‘ca.ndidate evaluation, ;npst
researchers have paid only cursory attention to this factor.
In. a seminal article that established candidate evaluations
Es a potentially poﬁqnt. short-ters source of voting change,
Stokes (1966) comments: )

The men seeking the Presid;ncy bring to .

a campaign certain "real"” properties as
stisulus objects. Some of these belong

(1) The French question differed slightly from the standard
American question. French respondents were asked the
following question: “Parlant du General de Gaulle,
qu‘est-ce qui vous plait et vous deplait en lui?*
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to tha past -~ the candidate’'s role as
var hero, his success as governor or
senator, bhis marital difficulties, . . .
Other properties have to do with
appearance. behaviour, .and personal
style -- the ocandidate's smile, the
timbre of hig voice, bhis smoothness in
doaling with the teleprompter. his
v;llin ness to suffer fools gladly . .
(P 23 ¢ o

-

Stokes (1966) does not explicitly reject the
possibility that voters’ perceptions of these personal
qualities could have an independent impact oQ evaluation.
He does. however, assert that perceptions of candidates'
parsonal‘ characteristics can largely be explained by the
perceptual balance approach of The American Yoter (1960).
Stokes (1966) argues that impressions of candidates’
persona% characteristics “do not fall on vholly unprepared
ground”  (p. 23). Aécording to Stokes (1966). party
identification is particularly imsportant 4p this regard.
altnough he also notes th;t religion exerted & strong
jnfluence on voters’ perceptions b!yxgnnadyo

The “personality factor® receives similar treatlantoin
the analyses of Weisberg and Rusk (1970, 1972). Rt the
oytget of their 19Y0 article, VWeisberg and Rusk note that
factors vhich may impact upon candidate evaluation include
party  idemtification, Adeology. issues and candidate
personality. The fact that their analysis does not include
any measure (or even any " further sention) of voters®
perceptions of candidates’ personalities does not prevant

e
these researchers from concluding that there are two major
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determinants of ‘candidate evaluation: parties and issues..

2

In their 1972 article. Rusk and Weisberg add what they call
an “important qualification” to their discussion of the
factors which influence voters’ evaluations of candidates:

The combined impact of party and issues
is oanly moderate at best. Much of the
variation in candidate ratings is due to
individual response differences among

- those interviewed which have not been
controlled, to unclear public images of
some of these figures. and to candidate
personality factors which go beyond
parties— and issues (Rubkk and Weisberg.
1972, p. 405). ° |

The authors go on to note that party identification and
issue preferences explain 1little of the variation in the

ratings of six of fifteen candidates. These observations do

~ not. - bowever., deter Rusk and Weisberg (1972) from

concluding: “the mixture of partisan and issue cleavages is
apparent, wvith party being the dominant element shaping
perceptions of candidates” (p. 405). |
Studies which explicitly test the relative impact of
party identification. issue preferences and perceptions of
candidates’ personalities on candidate evaluations are
recent in origin agﬁ’few in number. The aim of most of
these studies is the development of a simultaneous equation
aa&éiﬁ of voting behaviour. Aithough the specification of
reciprocal relationships is beyond the scope of this thesis.
these studies can nevertheless ‘%ell us a great deal about
the determinants of candidate evaluation. Using two-stage

least squares regression techniques. Markus and Converse

?l
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(1979) estimate the impact of party identification. issues
and candidate personality on candidate,evaluation.(l) Their
evidence. drawn from 1979 SRC CPS survey data., indicates
thatjparty identification., issues anéuoandidate personality
are all important determiziants of ocandidate evaluation.
Together. these three factors account for 67 percent of the
variance in the Ford. Carter evaluation differential (Markus
and Converse., 1979, p. 1066). Hovever. the factor which has
the greatest direct impact on evaluation 1is candidate
personality, with a standardized regression coefficient
(Beta) of .43:. party identification and issues have a
roughly equal impact on evaluation., with Betas of .29 and
-.30 reépectively (Harkus and Converse, 1979, p. 1066).

A study by Page and Jones (1979) reports the estimates
for tvo models: one recursive and one non-recursive. Both
models estimate the impact on candidate evaluation of party
identiiication. iﬁsues and judgements about the candidates-
personality trai&:s. The ﬁvariables of both models are
operationalized in the same'mgggsi( and the data for both

models are drawn from the 1976 SRC.'CPS presidential election

(1) Markus and; Converse (1979) operationalize °candidate
personality” as a seven-point scale on wvhich respondents
are’ asked te rate the degree to which the candidates
have “the kind of personality a President ought to
have.” This variable. as well as the variables for
issues and candidate evaluation. are differeatial
variables. That 1is. the rating assigned to one
candidate is subtracted from the rating assigned to the
other in order to obtain a single measure of each
concept. i

¥,

B
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survey.(1) The estimates for the recursive (one-vay) model
indicate that perceptions of candidates’ personal qualities
have the greatest impact on evaluation, with a standardized
regression coefficiemnt of .39; comparative policy distances
are second in importance (Béta - .34);: party identification
has the least impact of the three variables (Beta « .27)
(Page and -Jones, 1979, p. 1077). When a non-recursive
(two-vay) model 1is specified, the Betas are as folléQs:
candidates’ personal qualities, .38;: comparative policy
distances: -44; party identification, .21 (Page and Jones.
1979, p. 1083)fUVG can see from these statistics that, in
1976, issues became more Iimportant relative to party
identifipation and personality Judgements vhen the
reciprocal relationships among theseléaotors vere taken into
account. However, wve cah also see thatythe specification of
the rnon-recursive model does not dr;sticaily alter the
coefficients derived from the recursive model.

Two recent Canadian studies examine the relative impact
of party identification, issues and personality judgements
on candidate evaluation. The previously-cited study by

Archer (1985) finds that party identification 1is the

i

(1) Page and Jones (19Y9) operationalize “candidate
personality” as the net number of pro-Republican less
pro-Democratic comments offered in respomse —to- the
standard SRC'CPS open-ended 1like/dislike questions.
including only those comments that refer to the personal
qualities of the candidates. This variable. as well as
the issues and evaluation variables., is a differential
variable.
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strongest determinant of voters’ evaluations of Trudeau
(Beta = .69; P .01):‘ Judgements about Trudeau’'s personal
characteristics are also important. (Beta - .17, P+ .0L),
vhile the impact of issue preferences is not statistically
significant (Archer. 1985. Table 1). With regard to
evaluations of Clark, Archer (1985) reports that the most
important determining factor is party 1dintificat16n (Beta =
.85, p - .01). closely followed by personality Judgementg\
(Beta = .33, p - .01): again. issues do not have a
statistically significant impact on evaluation (Archer.
1985, Table 2). Elaluations of Broadbent are affected by
issue preferences (Betdli .49, p - .05) and Jjudgements about
Broadbent's personality (Beta = .36, p - .01). but not by
party identification (Archer. 1985, Table 3).

o !

The f{findings of Brown and his associates (1986) also
support the contention that judgements about the personality
traits of political leaders influence voters' comparative
evaluations of these leadersa The 1leader evaluation
equations developed by thesﬁ’gggﬁhgifhers include several
indepé;dent variables in addition to measures of party
identification, issue proximity and personality trait
attributions. Included in each regression equation are
measures of the personality traits attributed to each leader
(i.e. to the leader imn question and to his opponents).
measures tapping the extent to which the leader represents

change relative to his opponents. and measures tapping the
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J

" perceived regional repgeé%ntativeness of the leader relative

to his oppoments. The inclusion of a greater number of
independent variables in each regression equation reduces
the potential impact of any one variable. Nevertheless,
these researchers find tiat attributing positive personality
traits to a leader significantly enhances one’'s comparative
evaluation of that leader (Brown et al.. 1986, Table 2).
For all lea&ers, the attribution of positive traits has a
slightly greater impact on evaluation than the attribution
of negative traits.(1) Although Brown et al. (1986)
hyﬁgphesize that “overall evaluation of a 1leader 1is a
comparative judgement that is likely to be affected by the
perceived attributes of his counterparts in the other
parties” (p. 10), their findings in this regard are
inconciusive. On the one hand, the estimates associated
with /the “opponents’ traits" variables are generally low,
and in no instance do they exceed the estimates associated
with the measures of the leader’'s own traits (Brown et al..
1986, Table 2). On the other hand, the researchers note
that. at least in one case, this f{finding is an artifact of
the manner in which the comparative evaluation variable was
operationalized.

[{Tlhe apparent irrelevance of Turmer's

(1) The relevant unstandardized regression coefficients are
as follows: Turner: positive trailts, 8.2: negative
traits, -5.7 Mulroney: positive traits, 9.8; negative
tralts, -9.1. Broadbent: positive traits, 5.7; negative
tralts, -2.6. The standard errors of these coefficients
range between .9 and 1.1 (Brown @t al.. 1986, Table 2).



37

positive and negative traits to
Mulroney's comparative evaluation
reflects the fact that Turner ranked
third __in the view of many respondents,
and fhus Turner was not as frequently
used as the benchmark for creating the
Mulroney comparative rating (Brown et °
al., 1986, p. 19). :

The findings of Brown and his assoclates £1986)
regarding the relative importance for evaluation of positive
and negative trait attributions are at odds with findings

reported by Richard Lau (1982, 1984). In a°1982 article,

Lau reports findings which  indicate that negative

information ;s more important than equally extreme positive
information "with regard to its impact on evaluatlons of
political leaders. In a subsequent article, Lau (1984)
tests two possible explanations for the "negativity effect.”
The first explanation -is the "cost- Orienggtion hypothesis

According to this hypothesils, people are more strongly
motivated to avoid costs than to approach gains. If this
hypothesis is correct. negativity should increase as
potential costs or gains increase. The second explanation
for the negativity effect is the “figure-ground" hypothesis,
which sees negativity asja perceptual phenomenon rather than
as a motivational phenomendB. The figure-ground hypothesis
is based on findings which indicate that peocple’'s
evaluations of other individuals -- including political
leaders -- are, in general, overvhelmingly favourable (Lau
et al., 1979; Sears, QQBS) According to the figure-ground

hypothesis. negative information is assigned more importance

=)
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than positive information because negative information
stands out against the gengrally positive background of our
lives. Lau (1984) reports findings which gupport both of
these hypotheses'.

Findings such as those of Markus and Comverse (1979),
Page and Jones (1979), Archer (1985) and Brown et al. (1986)
have 1led scholars %o conclude that traﬁ% attributions can
have a powerful independént impact on voters’ evaluations of
political leaders -- an lmpact that ls equal to, and perhaps
occasionally even greater than, the impact of such factors

as party identification and issue preferences. The

discovery that trait attributions can have an independent -

impact on overall evaluation leads one to ask an obvious but
important question: which traits impact on evaluation?

Voters attribute all sorts of personality traits to

political leaders: competence, dishonesty, strength,
compassion and arrogance, to ‘name a few. Do all of these
traits have ah equal impact on overall evaluation, or are

some more important than others in this regard? ° In order to
answer this question, we will examine the trait typologies

that have been proposed or developed by various scholars.

Early understanding of the traits that voters attribute.

to political leaders was shaped by scholars who analyzed the

cognitive content of voters’ candidate images. Campbell gt
al. (1954) note that -- in addition to references to issues.

party ties and % group associations., voters’ images of

= g—
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Eisenhower and Stevenson  include references to the
candidates’ experience and abilities. leadership, personal
attractiveness, speaking ability and ‘“other personal
gualities” (e.g. 1integrity and intelligence). In The
Americap Yoter (1960), Campbell and his associates enumeraté
four major categories of personal attributes. The first
category is an unlabelled category containing vague
references such as "he’'s generally a good man." The
remalining categories are more specific: the second is
labelled “record and experience” and contains references to
the candidate’'s past accomplishments or fallures; the third
is labelled “quali¥ications and abilities" and includes
references to the speaking ability., strength, decisiveness.
ia’ependence and education of +the candidate; the fourth
category. labelled "personal qualities,” includes Feferences
to the candidate’s integrity, warmth, sincerity and
likability.

Implicit in these analyses ;s the belief that
attributions of experience, a@glity and leadership qualities
are qualitatively different than “other” personality trait
attributions. The distinction between traits such as
éxperieﬁce and abllity and “other” <tralts is adopted by
¥inham and Cunningham (1970), who state that their aim is to
separate

. general statements about a
leader & personality or image from other
more  objective . comments about the

leader’'s qualifications, such as his
experience or Judgement ..
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Statements falling in the personality

and image category were often unspecific

comments such as "he’'s a good man," "I

think he'’'s insinc?re," or "a man of

integrity" (p. 40). ,
¥Winham and Cunningham (1970) do not explain why comments
about a candidate’s judgement are any more objective or any
more specific than comments about a candidate’'s integrity.
In making the distinction betweqe‘experience and ability and
other +traits, however, +these researchers are following
established practice. Clarke et al. (19?9) also follow the
orthodoxy when they divide the personal c¢ontent of voters’
images of candidates into a personality category., a style
category and '; leadership category -- implying, in the
process, that there 1;Ja distinction among these three types
of trait attributions. — o

Shabad and Andersen (19v9) expand our understanding of

the dimensions of candidate evaluation by categorizing
voters® responses to the traditional SRC.CPS open-ended
like dislike questions according to a scheme that is both
broader and more precise than those discussed above. The
dimensions of evaluation proposed by these researchers afé
the traditional three: party identification., issue
poslitions and candidate trait attributions. However, Shabad
and Andersen’'s (19v9) trait attribution dimension is
considerably more complex than is the case in the typologies
ve have been discussing to this point. It has two broad

categories: responses which are political, and those which
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are not. References to “non-political“ personality traits
such as varmth, likability and attractiveness., and
references to the candidate’'s background are included in the
first category. Only traits considered explicitly political
-- competence, leadership, reliability and trust -- are
included in the latter category.

The distinction made by Shabad and Andersen (1979) .
between political and nom-political traits is the explicit
counterpart of the distinction made implicitly by Campbell
and his assoclates. However, the distinction between
political and non-political traits 1is somewhat vague.
Traits which are relevant to the candidate’'s ablility to

perform his her Jjob 1if elected are considare&?péiitieal

traits. Traits which are -vTelevant in “the interpersonal
)

domain . . . . the same things persomns think about when

forming impressions 0{3 personal acquaintances” are

considered nonapoliticai’ tfiifs (Swanson, 1981, p. 178).
The problem with this di§§inction is that there 1is a great
deal of potential for overlap betwsen the two categories.
Additionally. there is the problem of who decides which
traitscare relevant to a candidate‘'s ability to perform in
office. For example, experience may be a relevant trait for
some people, while others might consider expérience;
unimportant but compassion essential.

The trait typologies that we have been discussing to

this point were developed on an ad hoc basis from analyses
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of ’Qoters' responses to opén~ended questions asking them
vhat they liked and disliked about political leaders. In
other words, the researchers "gpecify the dimensions which .

[they expect] voters to use in evaluating the candidates
and investigate the extent to which . . . . [the voters]
appear to utilize those dimensions” (Shabad and Andersen,
1979, p. 25, emphasis in original). A second method of
developing a +trait typology is to factor analyze responses
to closed- or open-ended questions designed to tap voters®
views” about the personality traits of candidates. The trait
dimensions are thus not theoretically imposed: rather, they
are alloved to emerge empirically.

The most common closed-ended measure of trait
attributions is a set of semantic different:.ial scales which
respondents are asked to use in judging various political
leaders. Researchers then employ factor analysis to
disco;rer the broad dimensions that underlie the specific
trait attributions. . Early investigators found three
dominant b di;nensions. which they labelled the evaluative,
potency a.nr? activity factors (Osgood et al.. 195%). Warr
and‘ Knapper (1968) develop a set of semantic difiprential
scales designed to tap these three dimensions, and submit
the Tesponses to these scales to factor analysis. They f:and
that the three dimqns:l.ons do 1indeed emerge. Scales that
load on the evaluative factor include true-false,

3]

vise-foolish. fair-unfair; scales lcadiﬁ‘g on the potency

&



&

b

43

factor include strong-weak, hard-soft, rugged-delicate;
scales 1loading on the activity factor include sharp-dull,

active-passive, fast-slow. Although +the three factors

-emerge from their analysis. Warr and Knapper (1968) note

that the potency and activity factors can be collapsed into
a single “"dynemism” factor.

Donald Einder and his associates (1979) also employ a

" closed-ended measure of trait attributions. These

researchers  present respondents with eight positive
personality traits (e.g. open-minded, inspiring, honest,
knowledgeable) and eight negative traits (e.g. reckless,
weak, power-hungry, selfish), and ask them to indicate
whether these tralts describe various’candidates extremely
well, very well, pretty well or not very well at all. A
factor analysis of these sixteem traits produces three trait
dimensions: a competence dimension, an integrity dimension
and an idiosyncratic dimension that is defined by different
clfisters of characteristics for each candidate (e.g. by
humble, warm, and honest for Ford, and by weak., unstable and
reckless for Carter).

Although Einder et al. (1979) do not /discués the impact
of the various trait dimensions on céndidate gxitua;ion.
this g\u‘éstién is addressed by Kinder ‘Ln\tgg subsequent
reports (1983, 1985). The trait typology used by Kinder in
his 1983 report contains five factors: competence,

leadership, integrity. empathy and stability. These factors

¢
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-- along with party, ideology and policy variables -- are
entered into an ordinary least squares regression analysis.
The findings reported by Kinder (1983) indicate that trait
attributions have an :Ln'pa.ct on evaluation that is
independent of any direct effects of party, ideology and
policy. 0f the five traits, integrity has the most impact
on evaluations o©Of Reagan, Kennedy and Mondale. Integrity is
followed s:\»:i:n varying order for each candiidate -- by
competence. | leadership and empathy. Stability was not found
to have a statistj.cally significant impact on voters’
evaluations of any of the three leaders (EKinder, 1983, Table
12). H

In a subsequent article, Kinder (1985) uses two-stage

least squares multiple regression analysis to estimate the
impact on overall evalustion of party identification.
ideological oxrientation, policy positionms, affective
reactions, and judgements about competence., leadership,
integrity and enpathy. The results _of this analysis
indicate that voters’ evaluations of Reagan and Kennedy are
influenced by judgements about the personality traits these
ieaders possess, with . competence being particularly
important. Regarding Mondale,  however, Kinder (1985)
concludes on the basis of the two-stage least squares
analysis that “ Jjudgements of Mondale'‘'s character seem to be

more the consequences than the causes of overall evaluation”

(p. 2853). - o
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S;j’ge (1984) subaits respondents’ ratings of candidates

on 105 personality traits to principal components analvsis.
This analysis produces four trait dimensions. Swvede (1984)
la.beﬁu the first disension the “good bad candidate.*
Positive traits that load on this dimension ix;oiude decent,
compassionate and cooperative. vhile negative traits include
narrow, arrogant and unfair. The second disension is
labelled the “dynanmic candidate” and encompasses such
positive traits as c<colourful. inspiring and strong. and such
nega.t.ivé traits as dull and boring. Swede (1984) labels the
third disension the “neurotic candidate." This is a
negative dimension. encompassing such traits as inconpe:cr:nt.
anxious, changeable. ambiguous and dependent. The fourth
dimension ., -- the ~dignified candidate“ -- is positive and
includes t;:j.ts such as calm, ‘formal and refined.

In addition to reporting the results of the principal
-oomponents analysis. Svwede (1984) also regresses evaluations
of Reagan., Hondale. Hart and Jackson onto th; four trait
dimensions and tvo variables measuring party identification
and ideology. His findings indicate that perceptions on the
good/bad dimension ;nd the dynamisa dimension have the
greatest direct impact on evaluations of Reagan. MNondale and
Hart. folloved by party and ideolcgy. The good bad
dimension also has the greatest impact on evaluations of
Jackson., folloved by ideology. dynuiqn and dignity.

Although the trait dimensions reported by ¥Warr and
(’ —
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Knapper (1968). Einder gi &i. (187S) and Swede (1984) were.
produced through factor analysis. the measures of trait
attributions that these researchers use nevertheless require
respondents to rate candidates on the basis of traits that
~ are spscified by researchers. The factor analyses reported
by Miller and Miller (1976) avoid this problem. These
investigators factor analyze thirty-six personal
characteristics mentioned “in fespcmse to the open-ended
leader like-dislike questions eontainéd in the 1972 SRC.CPS
presidential electiom survey.(l) Five dimensions emerge
from this analysis. The researchers label thesfs' dimensions,
listed here in descending order of :t‘raqu;noy. as follovs:
Eo-petenm. trust, reliability, J.cta:g;dcﬁ;rsh:l.;';‘L appeal. and
personal .appeu:anees

Miller and his wsdeiﬁes (1986) expand upon the vork
of Miller and Miller (1876). Miller gt al. (1986) subject
to factor analysis all personal characteristics mentioned ir
response to the open-ended leader like-dislike questions
contained in each.SRC/CPS presidential election study from
185 to 1984. The trait dimensions that emerge from this
comprehensive analysis are labelled by the researchers as
follovs: competence. imtegrity. reliability. charisma and
personal characteristics. Comments referring to the

competence. integrity and reliability of candidates are

. =

(1) Tke factor analysis of open-ended responses vas carried
out by creating dichotomous variables for all relevant
codes .
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consistently the most frequant»of all remarks concerning the
personal characteristics of candidates -- wvith references to
competence outnumbering all other references in every
election yeart Comments reflecting the "charisma” dimension
are less frequently mentioned. The frequency of comments
dealing with the candidate’s “personal characteristics®
(é.g. appearance, age, health, wealth, religion. previous
occupations) varies a great deal over the years studied.

We have nov examined most of the 1issues that are
pertinent to the study of what criteria voters use to
evaluate political leaders. At the outset of this chapter.
ve discussed the findings of early voting behaviour
researchers and the ongoing stinuluswperceiver debate. The
findin§§> regarding the impact of party identification and
issue positions on overall evaluation were then examined.
Finally., wve examined evidence regarding the impact on
evaluation of voters’'  Judgements dgbut the personality
characteristics of candidates. One major controversy
remains to be examined before ve can conclude this chapter.
Our discussion of voters® evaluations of political leaders
has assumed that the judgements voters make about the
personality characteristics of a candidate influence their
overall evaluations of that ~andidate. Howvever, the
possibility that trait attributions are influenced Ly
overall evaluation must also be coasidered.

In addressing this issue. we are involving ourselvps i*)

]
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one of the longest running debates in the field of social
psychology: the relationship between cognition and
affegk.(1) Cognitions are beliefs: whenever we attribute a
particular personality trait to another person. we are
saying that we believe that that person possesses the trait
in question. As Warr and Knapper (1968) note: “An
essential part of forming an impression of another person is
to attribute to him certain characteristiecs” (p. 7.
Cognitions are mnot. hovever, the only aspect of our
perceptions' of others.  An equa;ly important part of
pgxceptioﬂ is affective Tresponse. Whereas cognition refers
to thinking. 4daffect refers to feeling. The most basic
affective rggponées are evaluation and preference -- the
simple positive and negative reactions we have to others.
such as liking or disliking them.

The orthodox position in the debate about the
relationship between cognition and affect is that thought is
a necessary condition for feeling (Z2ajonc. 1980: Lazarus,
1982: Fiske and Taylor. 1984). In other words. cognitiom is
necessary for affective reaction to occur. Scholars who
hold this view take the following position:

Before I can 1like something I must have
scme knowledge about it. and in the very
least. I must have identified some of
its discriminant features. Objects must

be cognized before they can be evaluated
(Z2ajonc. 1980. p. 151).

£ , e

S, — —_ i, -

(1) See Fiske and Tavlor (1984} for a review of the
literature relevant to the cognition-affect debate.

] -
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A great deal of research in social psychology supports
the notion that cognitions precede and cause affective
reactions. Cognitive consistency ‘theories argue that
inconsistent beliefs cause people to feel af%ective
discomfort which. in turam., causes them t0 change their
beliefs in order.to maintain comnsistency. Various lines of
research focus on the role of interrupted goals in causing
emotional responses. Interrupted expectations have been
found +to cause arocusal, and the nature and extent of the
ig%erruption can have an impact on the intensity of the
arousal (Mandler, 1982; Berscheid. 19e2). Several
researchers have investigated the impact of social schemata.
or knowledge structures., on affect. Linville (1982) reports
findings which indicate t;aﬁlgg knowledge structures become
complex, affective reactions moderate. Other scholar; have
found that, over time. people become mquﬁcapable of making
thelr observations fit into their schemata. This increased
organization of schemata bhas been found to lead to more
extreme affective reactions (Tesser and Conlee. 1975l
Stereotyping research examines tge fit of new 1nforma?gon to
prior knowledge structures. VWhen people are confronted with
a nev acquaintance, they make cognitive inferences about
that person on the basis of how well he or she fits a
stereotypic mold. To the extent that the person fits the
stereotype. he or she will receive the affective reaction

triggered by the stereotype (Fiske. 1982). Research on the
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relationship betweeﬁ‘ affect and obtained or alternative
outcomés also supports +the notion th;% cognitions cause
affective responses. Researchers have found that éhotional
response is influenced by obtained outcomes and the
perceived causes of those outcomes. For example, the
feelings generated by suceeés or failure are mediated by
whether subjects atEiibute thelir success or failure to their
own efforts or to external causes (McFarland and Ross,
1982).

The position that cognftions cause affective reactions
finds ample empirical support and is also intuitively
appealing. Nevertheless, manjw scholars argue that affect
can’ also .nfluence cognition. This position also finds
empirical support~  VWright and Mischel (1982) report
findings which indicate that people’s moods can have a
pefbasive effect on their memory and Jjudgement. = For
example. &a person who is in a good mood recalls positive
events more readily than negative events, while a person who
is in & bad mood recalls negative events more readily than
positive otes. Other researchers have found that emotions
such as fear, worry and love can interrupt normal cognitive
processes (Nielson and Sarason, 10819

In addition to scholars who hold that affect influences
cognition, there are some scholars who argue that affecrive
and cognitive procesges are largely independent of each

other. One of the best known proponments of the “"separate

w
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systems" position 4is R.B. Zajonc. According to Zajonc
(1980), affect occurs faster, .and 1is more basic, than
cognition. Zajonc (1980) argues that affect is primary:
people make evalgations and then Jjustify them. Affeoct is
also baéib: unlike cognition, affective reactions occur
among all specles of animals. Third, affect is inescapable
-- affective reacLions cannot be voluntarily controlled.
Fourth, affect 1is irrevocable. Whereas people can be
persuaded to change their beliefs, feelings are not easily

changed -- even when the basis for +those feelings is found

to be invalid. Fifth, affect implicates self. Whenever we

‘make an affective Jjudgement, we aTe describing our own

reactions to0 a stimulus object rather than the 6bJect
itself. Sixth, affective reactions are diffieult to
verbalize i}and are, therefore, often communicated in
non-verbal ways. In addition to arguing that affect is more
basic than -‘cognition, Zajonc (1980) also argues that
affective reactions are not dependent on cognition.

If overall preferences were simply a

matter of calculating the combinatiom of

wveighted component preferences, . . .
then  the problems of predicting

attitudes, decisions, aesthetic
judgements, or first impressioms would
have been solved long ago . . . . The
analysis of preferences is not simply an
analysis of cold cognitive

representations that have become hot
(Zajonc,- 1980, pp. 158-159).

Zajonc‘s (1980) arguments have been controversial. For

example, Lazarus (1982) holds that Zajonc does not
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understand the nature of cognition. According to Lazarus
(1982), 2Zajonc incorrectly equates cognition with
rationality and erroneously assumes that people are
necessarily aware of the factors upon which their cognitions
are based. Lazarus (1982) agrees that emotional reaction
can occur quickly, g*t rejects “the assumption that this
early presence means that it is detached from or independent
of cognitive appraisal” (p. 1021). Despite these argumehts,
Zajonc's (19803 position omn the Iindependence of cognition
and affect 4is supported by several avenues of research.
“Mere exposure’ research has shown that people have a more
positive reaction to familiar objects, even when they do not
recognize those objects as familiar (Moreland and Zajonc,
1977 ). Research “in the field of person perception also

supports the view that cognition and affect are independent

. of each other. Dreben, Fiske and Hastie (1979) report

evidence indicating that affective reactions can persist
even when people do not recall the details on which they are
based.

This cursory examination of some of the literature
relevant to the debate about the relaﬁionship hgtween
cognition and affect cannot do Justice to the many arg&kents
and ‘the abundance of accumulated evidence on all sides.
This was not its purpose. Rather, its purpose was simply to
acknowledge the existence of this important controversy.

Most ©political scientists who examine the question of
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voters® evaluations of political 1leaders implicitly assume
that beliefs about party connections. issue positions and
personality characteristics influence overall evaluation.
Simultaneous equation models generally posit reciprocal
relationships between evaluation and party attachment, and
between evaluation and (aﬁcep’cions 0of issue proximity.
However, among pOliticallSOientists the relationship between
personality  tradt attributions and overall candidate
evaluation 1s uniformly assumed to be one-way (Markus and
Converse, 1979:; Page and Jomnes, 1979: Swede, 1984; Archer,
1985; Brown et al., 1986). Trait attg}butions are assumed
to be a cauée of overall evaluation: evaluation is assumed
not to impact ’on trait attributions. A few investigators
( Page and Jones. 1979:38wede, 1984: Brown et al.. 1986) make
this assumption explicit, but even in these cases the

3 1 .
controversy over the relationship between cognition and

affect is not discussed in any de€211.

Since thée exploration of reciprocal relationships is
beyond the /;cope of this thesis, a choice must be made
regarding which aspgft of the relationship between cognition

and affecﬁ)will be

/

investigated. The approach adopted here
examnines the impact of trait att;ibutions on 5%erall
candidate evaluation. This appears to have been, for many
years, the traditional approach is social psychology (Fiske
and Taylor. 1984), and it is certainly the orthodox approach

in political science. We will not, however, assume that

]
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overall evaluations do not influence traits attributions.
Nor will “Gg assume that trait attributions and other

ognitions can explaln overall evaluation completely. As
Fiske and Taylor (1984) note: "The relationships between
affect and cognition are¢ complex, difficult, and Just
beginning to be understood” (p. 339). Awarenmess of this
fact is the first step towards untangling those
relationships.

This chapter has discussed the disagreement among
scholars about the éources of voters’ images 0£~p011tieal
leaders. Supporters of the perceptual balance apprbéeh hold
that voters’ images of candidates are largely determined by
the voters’ own subjective predispositions. On the other
hand, supborters of the image thesis argue that the dominant
influence om a voter’'s image of a candidate is the image
projected by that candidate. It has also been seen that
research directed at the identification of the factors
influencing voters’ evaluations of political leaders has
focused on three wmajor determinants of evaluBtion. Party
identification has been found to have a substantial impact
on overall candf!!te evaluation. Under certain
clrcumstances, issue positions have also been found to
influence voters’ evaluations of political leaders.
However, most researchers have fpund that a substantial

#Mportion of the variance in voters’ overall evaluations of

political leaders remains unexplained after accounting for
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party ldentification and issue positions. The primary
source of this unexplained variance is generally helﬁ”to be
voters’ judgements about the personality characteriégzcs of
the candidate.

Although trait attributions are the least understood of
the three major determinants of evaluation, recent f%ndings
indicate that trait attributions can have a powerful
independent impact on evaluation. Scholars who-have studied
the relationship between trait attributions and overall
candidate evaluations have found ‘that traits such as
competence and integrity are particularly imporf&nt with
regard to evaluation. In discussing the question of the
impact of trait attributions on voters’ overall evaluations
of political leaders, it is important to keep in mind the
controversy surrounding the relationship between cognition
and affect. 1In this thesis., we will be investigating the
impact of trait attributions on overall candidate

evaluation, but  the possibility  of other causa%'
. %

relationships is acknowledged.
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CHAPTER III

Hypotheses and Methodology

Hypotheses

The primary aim of this thesis is to determine if there
is a félationship between voters’ judgements about the
personality traits of Canadian political leaders and their
overall evaluations of those leaders which is independent of
such factors as party identification. issue positions. and
other impressidns of parties and leaders. Although a great
deal of research omn this question has been carried out in
the United States in recent years, Canadian researchers have
not directed much attention +to candidate evaluations. Acg a
result, our understanding of how Canadians evaluate their
political 1leaders is quite limited. Past research in the
United States indicates that trait attributions can have an
independent impact on candidate evaluation Markus aﬁé
Converse. 1979:; Puge and Jomes, 19v9; Kinder, 1983, 1985;
Swede. 19841. Canm%ian studies which have touched upon this
Jquestion as a resﬁlt of broader research interests repcrt
similar findings (Archer. 1985: Brown et al.. 1986). On the
basis of these paét fiﬁdingéiiour first hvpothesis is that

.



[

E

8%

~~

there is a relationship between trait attributions and

"voters’ overall evaluations of Capadian political leaders

that is independent of other politically relevant factors.
If the evidenmce supports this initial hypothesis, we
will be interested in two further questioms: (1) how mugh
%ériance in overall evaluation can be attributed to trait
judgements relative to other factors, and (2 which
personality traits seem to be tied most strongly to overall
évaluation, The formation of hvpotheses regarding these two

questions is much wore problematic than was the formatiom of

the initial hwvpothesis because past research in these areas

has been less conclusive.

| In relation to the first gquestion. American researchers
gave tfound that trait attraibutions gemerally have a greater
impact on candidate evaluatiqgs than any other factors
fMarkus and Converse, 19v9: Pagdge and Jones. 19791. However.
Canuadian researchers have found that party ideantification
has a greater impact than trait attributions on evaluations
of the leaders of the two traditiomal parties. while issue
positions are more laporbant tﬁan tralt attributi@ns with
redgard to evaluations of NDP leaders (Archer, 1985: Brown et
gl.. 128€V. The Canadian findaings lead us to hypothesize
that trait attributions will have gf impact on voters’
overall evaluatioms of Liberal and Progressive Conservative

leaders second in 1mportance to party identification. and



that trait attributions will be second in importance to
issue positions with regard to evaluations of |\New Democratic

Party leaders.

> The formation of &a hypothesis regarding which
. personality traits influence voters’ overall evaluations of
Canadian  political leaders is extremely problematic.
Studies of the cognitive content of voters’ images of
political leaders reveal that attributions of competence and
integrity are particularly <common, but there is little
research on the impact of specific personality traits on
candidate evaluations. In one of the few reports of such |

rgsearch, Kinder (1983) indicates that ordinarv least

squares multiple regression analysis reveals intégrity tos
s ST

-

have the greatést independent impéct on overall candidate
evaluation. uﬂowe%er. in a 1985 article., Kinder reports that
-- when two-stage leasts squates regression}techniques are
emploved -- competence emerges as the most #mportant trait
with regard to impact on evaluation. Swede\(1984) reports
that the two trait diqﬁnsions with tﬁe gré%test impact on
overall evaluation are those he /iabels ‘the “good. bad
candidate“ lencompassing such traits as decent. arrogant and-
unfair). and the “dynamic candidate” (encompassing such
traits as colourful. strong and dull).

With regard to Canada. Harold Clarke and his associates

£1984) list the traits most frequently mentioned by Canadian
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NES respondents when they were asked whdtu they liked aﬁé?
disliked about Trudeau. Clark and Broadbent. An examination
of the findings presented by these reseé}chers reveals@chat
references to  competence. personality in general. and
integrity dominate Canadian votérs“ images of their
political 1leaders. However. there are no Canadian studies
which examine the impact of specific personality traits on
overall candidate evaluation. In consideration of the
findlngs of botu American and Canadian researchers. our
third bhypothesis 1is that attributions  of comspetence ahd
integrity will have a greater impact on overall candidate

+
-@valuation than attributions of other personality traits

Sources of Data

-

Having specified the hypotheses that our research ic
designed to test. the discussion nov turns to a description
of *he data and fhe methodology that will be used 2n the
ahalyses contained in Chapter IV A model of candidate
evaluation  will  thenm be  specified.  and  the
operationalization of eacb of the concepts in the model will
be discussed. Finally. we will descrabe the typology of
personality traits :that has been developed for <this
research. b »

The three hypotheses outlined above will be tested

using data from the 1974. 1979 and 1084 Canadian Naticnal

-

=4
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Election  Studies.(1l) These studies are single-vave.
post -election surveys of representative samples of the
Canadian elelctoratesw) The sapple design for each survey
is a multi-stage. stratified cluster sample. with systematic
oversampling of the less populous provinces. In 1974. 2562
respondents were interviewed: 2744 respondents participated
in the 1979 study:. 3377 people vere Iintervieved in 1984.
Because c¢ne of the gquestlions relevant to our analyses vas
acked of a random half-sample in each of the 1974 and 1979
Hationsl Election Studies. the analyses presented in Chapter

IV will be based oo a 1974 weighted sample size of 1201

+

re‘spondenis. and a 19v9 weighted sample size of 1352
respondents. {3} Half sampling was not emploved in the 1984

NBS. the weighted sample sice for that election survey is

3380 respondents.

+1» Data from the 1974. 1979 and 1984 Canadian National-
Election Studies. which were funded by the Social
Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada. vere
made available by the Studies’ principal investigators.
The data for the 197v4 NES and the 1979 NE§ vere
collected by H.D. Clarke. J. Jenson. L LeDuc and J.H.
Pammett . The data for the 1984 NES were collected b
R.D. Lambert. S.D. Brown. J.E. Curtis. B.J. Kay and J.M.
¥ilson. The origipal collectors of the data and SSHRCC
bear po responsibility for the analyses and
interpretations presented here.

(2) One could use vhe 1974 and 1979 National Election
Studies as a panel. but in this thesis they will be used
as single-wave studies.

¢3r Data from the 1980 HNational Election Study are not used
in this thesis because a second guestion relevant to our
analysis was asked of only half of the respondents in
that year alone. and the 6 relevant half-sampled
questions vere asked of opposite’half-samples.



61

Methodclogy

O

Ordinary least squares multiple regression anglysls
tOLS! will be used to test the three hypotheses outlined
above . Multiple regression analy81s' is a statistical
technique designed to explore the relationship befueen
several independent variables and 4 single dependent
variable. It allows us to estimate the ipdependent impact
0f a change in the value of each independeut variable on the
value of the dependent variable by statistically coatrolling
for the effects of the other 1indeperndent wvariables
Multiple regression analysis also provides us with é basis
for predicting the values of the dependent variable from
knowledge of the values.bf the independent variables.

The Dbasic aim of OLS 1s %0 estimate the unknown
coefficients of the regression model  These estimates allow
us to draw Eonclusions about the relative importance of the
independent variables and abouat the effects of.. the
independent variables on the dependent variable The
general form of the regressxoﬁ model <can be represented by

the following equation:

T = a + bl¥l +» b2¥z - . + bkIk + e

vhere.
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Y is the dependent variable,

a is a constant or intercept term representing the
value of Y vhen each independent variable equals

zZero,
X1.,X2,. . .Xkx are the independent variables,
bi.b2,. . .bk are unknown parameters representing

the average change in Y per unit change in the
associated X, holding constant the effects of the
other independent variables,

e 1s an error or residual term representing any
variance in Y not accounted for by the variance in
the independent wvariables in the model.

The fi;st step 1in multiple regression analysis 1s to
specify a regression equation which accurately describes the
relationships 1in which we are interested. The research
undertaken here requires that nine equations -~ one for each
of the three leaders in each of the three election years --
accompany each of the tvo general ‘models. These eighteen
equations empioy the relevant party-specific and
leader-specific versions of each variable. The second step
in OLS is to determins if any of the assumptions underlying
the use of this technique is violated. Multiple regression
analysis makes five basic assumptions. Social science data
can never meet all of these assumptions. Nevertheless.

researchers must ensure that their data do not depart too

drastically from these assumptions. and that the effects of

®
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any violations are taken into consideration when drawing
conclusions. (1) ’

The éirst assumption of multiple regression analvsis is
that the dependent variable is measured at the interval
level. An interval level measure is generally considered to
be a megsure which employs standardized measurement units.
and thus allows us to make meaningful statements about both
the absolute and relative distances between categories. The
dependent variable of our model 1is overall candidate'
evaluation. which will be operationalized as the familiar
"feeling thermometer. The “feeling thermometer” 1is
conventionally regarded as an interval level measure (Markus
and Coanverse. 1979: Page and Jones. 1979: Kinder et al.
1979: Kinder. 1983. 1985: Swede. 1984).12) Respondents gre
asked to indicate their feelings towvards ﬂthe party leaders

op a “thermometer."” where scores below 50 degrees indicate

unfavourable or cool feelings and scores above 50 degrees

!

11+ Asher (1984). Aldrich and Cnudde (1984! and Manheim and
Rich (1986) provide excellent introductions to multiple
regression analysis and its assumptions.

{21 Although this 1is the conventidn. 1t 1s perhaps not
varranted since the interval between. for example. 49
degrees and S0 degrees. is perceaved by respondents to
be much greater than the interval Lbetween. for example.
30 degrees and 31 degrees.
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indicate favourable or warm feelings.(1)

The second assumption of OLS 1is that the regression
model 1is specified accurately. An accurately specified
model excludes no important independent variables and
includes no irrelevant ones. Although it is impossible to
be sure of relationships 1in t§e social sciences, this alone
should not deter us from uling multiple regression analysis
to test hypotheses. As Asher (1984) notes:

To the extent that research is guided by
solid prior theorizing. the construction
of a reasonably well specified model is
highly probable and the consequences of
wvhatever specification error is made are
likely to be relatively minQ§,(p. 252).

- £

The independent variables included in our model wére

1) In the 1984 NES. the "feeling thermometer" gquestion is
worded as follows: “"Here is a drawing of a thermometer.
It is called a feeling thermometer because it helps us
to measure f{feelings toward various groups of people.
Scores between 50 degrees and 100 degrees mean that you
feel favourable and warm toward a group of people -- the
higher the score. the warmer and more favourable your
feelings. Scores between 0 degrees and 50 degrees mean
that you don‘'t feel too favourable and are cool toward a
group of people -- the lower the score. the cooler and
less favourable ycur feelings. If you don't have any
feelings at all toward a group of peovle, just say so
and we’'ll go on to the next omne." 6 The 1974 and 1979
election studies employed slightly diffgrent wording for
the “feeling thermometer" question. Respondents in
these studies were informed: "If you don‘t have anv
particular feeling about the things we are asking about,
place them at the 50 degree mark. If your feelings are
very warm toward a particular thing. you would give a
score between 50 and 100 -- the warmer your feelings,
the higher the score. On the other hand, if your
feelings are relatively cool toward scmething. you would
place them between 0 and 50. The cooler your feelings.
the closer the score will be to zero. If you don't know
too much about any of the items mentioned. just say so
and we will go on to the next one."

<
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selected because theory and past research have led us to
believe that they influence overall candidate evaluation.
Voters’  party identification. and their views on the policy
positions of the leader and his party have been fouﬁd to
influence overall evaluation. In a political system where
political parties are highly visible and salient features of
election campaigns. voters’' non-policy-oriented views of a
leader’'s party could also have an impact upon their overall
evaluations of that leader. | Of course. the independent
variable in which we have the most interest ;6?ers to
vote;s Judgements about the personality canaracteristics of
the party leaders. Finally. imprescions of the leader that
are neither personality trait attributions nor
policy-related views could 1influence overall evaluation.
The operationalization of each of these independent
variables will be discussed srportly.

The thlrd assumption of OLS 1s that the independent
variables are not highly correlated with each other -- a
situation of multicollinearity. Multicollinearity results
in unstable regression coefficients. making it difficult to
draw conclusions about the relationships under studvy. Signs
of multicollinearity include regression coefficients that
are far larger or far smaller than theory or past findings
would lead us to expect: regression coefficients that are
negatively-signed when theory suggests that they should be
positively-signed or. conversely. positively-signed when

{
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theory suggests that +they should be negatively-signed: a
high R-squared for the equations, but statistically
insignificant regressionbcoefficients: and, dramatic changes
in regression coefficients when variables are dropped from
or added to the equation.

One of the most frequently wused indicators of
multicollinearity for a variable 1is its “"tolerance"
‘Norusis. 1985). The tolerance of an independent variable
is the proportion of “its variability not explained by the -
other independent variables. Over the eighteen equations
employed in these analyses. the 1lowest tolerance of any
variable is .49. A number of variables have tolerances
between .50 and .80. but the overwhelming majority of the
tolerance values ~are above .90. This eviuence, along with
the fact that the data do not exhibit any of the other signs
af multicollinearity. seems to indicate that
mnltioollinearity will not ©pose a probleﬁ with regard to
1nterpretatiéns‘of the findings reported here.

The fourth assumption of multiple regression analysis
is that <variables in the equaticn are measured without
error. This is. in Asher's (1984) words. “a patently false
assumption” (p. 250). The very nature of measurement in the
social sciences means that measurement error - deviation

from the true value bf a variable resulting from the process

of meaéurement -- 1s inevitable. The OLS model has an error
term built into it. Thus. the effects of measurement error
.
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are estimated. and can be taken into consideration when
drawing conclusions.

/ Finally. OLS makes the following assumptions about the
error term: (1) its mean equals 2zero:; (2) the error terms
for each observation are uncorrelated; (31 the error: terms
are uncorrelated with the independent variables: (4) the
variance of the error term is constant for all values of the
independent variables {homoskedasticity!:; and. (5) the error

" term has a normal distribution. These assumptions about the
. error term are most likely to be violated if the sample size
is small. if the sarple is not randomly selected. or if the-
dependent varlablé is mnot measured at the interval level.

If these assumptions are violated. the wuse of OLS is
inappropriate and another technique such as probit or
discriminant analysis should be used. Fortunately. the
Canadian National Election Studies employ ‘*large. randomlw
selected samples and. as mnentioned before. the dependent
variable we will be using is thought to be measured at the

interval level.

 Operatiopalizatiop of Party Ideptification Variables

The manner in which each of the independent variables

-in the model is operationalized is important for the

interpretat®on of results. Descfiptions and explanations of

the measures emploved are thus in order. Table 1 provides a
summary of all the variables emploved as predictors in cur

-
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TABLE 1

in Each Evaluation Equation

« Predictors

Party Identification
Positive Party Position
Negative Party Position
Positive leader Position
Negative Leader Position
Positive Party Image

Negative Party Image
Positive leader Image

Negative leader Image
Positive Traits
Negative Traits

Positive Competence
Negative Compesence
Positive Integrity
Negative Integrity
Positive Dynamism
Negative Dynamism
Positive Responsibility
Negative Responsibility
Positive Empathy
Negative Empathy
Positive Personal Style
Negative Personal Style
Positive Political Style
Negative Political Style

Variable
Range

?\

OO k? o
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TPPPPTIPPP?
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Employed in
Equations to
Test
Hypotheses 1 & 2
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Employed in
Equations to
Test
Hypothesis &
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regression analyses.
The party identification variable is developed from the

standard Dbattery of party identification questions. (1i A

~ score of "0" on the party identification variable indicates

that the individual does not identify with the party in
question. A score of "1" indicates a weak attachment to the
party: people whe 1indicate that thev identify "not very
strongly” with t?e party or that they have no  party
identification, but feel "a little closer" to the party,
receive this score. ;3 score of "3* gn the party
idengificaticon wariable implies that the indiwidual
identifies “fairly strongly" with the party in question,
wf’?lle a score  of  "9"  indicates that the indiwvidual

identifies "verw stronglw.”

Operationalization of %Qll@:é Pogltion Variables

One of our most problematic operationalization tasks is
the deveiopment af a measure of voters® wviews on the policy
positions adopted by the three federal political parties and

party  leaders. American  researchers generally employ

t1) The standard battery of party identification questions
reads as follows: “Thinking of federal politics., 4o you
“usually think of vourself as a Liberal. Progressive

Conservative. NDP or what? How strongly _______ 4o you
feel. very strongly. fairly strongly., or not very
strongly?”  Respondents who do not name a party in
answer to the first question are asked: “Do  you

generally think of yourself as being a little closer to
one of the federal parties than to the others?" If wes.
"Which party is that?”
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measures of issue “proximity” (Page and Brody. 1972; Miller
et al.. 1976; Markus and Converse, 1979; Page and Jones,
1979). These measures reflect the distance between
respondents’ own ﬁositions on various issues and the
positions they perceive the Ileaders as taking. Measures of
issue proximity such as those used by American researchers
“cannot be employed here because the necessary questions were
' not asked in the Canadian National Electfzn Studies.
T Although this option d1s closed to us, other sets of
gquestions that could be used to develop? measures of
0
Egrespondents“ views on policy issues are available.

The standard battery of guestions on issues asks
respondents to c¢ite the most dmportant dissues im the
election: to indicate whether these issues are important to
them personally. and igkﬁc. why: to identify the party best
able to deal with thesé issues and state reasons for this
opinion: and. finclly. to indicate the importance of thede
issues with regarz to vote. There are two problems with

using tggs set of gquestions to develop a measure of
respondents’ views on issues. The first problem is that

these Jquestions do not allow us to determine with any degree

of confidence the salience of the issues cited. Respondents

are asked to indicate if the issues they mention are
important to them persomally. but such a direct question is
likely to be a highly unreliable measure of actual salience.

The second problem with using the standard battery of issue

///
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questions is that., in 1984, there is 1little variance with

« regard to the party cited as best able to deal with the

issues. Only 10 percent of respondents to the 1984 NES

considered each of the Liberals or the NDP to be the best

party to deal with the issues mentioned as the most

important in the election.(1) PFor these two reasons. the

use of the standard battery of issue questions to develop an

issue measure appropriate to the question at hand would be

quite problematic.

The policy position variables emploved in these

analvses are developed from responses to the standard set of

questions asking voters to indicate what thev likejand

, e

dislike about the three federal parties and “party

4

leaders.t2! Our aim 1s to determiRe the ‘extent to which

perceptions of issue proximity om salient 1issues impact on

-
P

=21

voters® overall evaluations of political leaders. The

t1J). Although this is not a problem in the 1974 and 19%9

election studies. the problem is severe encugh in the
1984 NES +to warrant the search for an alteglgrive
operationalization of the policy position variableW

The standard “like dislike“ questions are worded as
follows: “Now. we would 1like to ask you about your
impressions of the various leaders of° the federal
political parties. 1Is there anything in particular that
you like. dislike about Mr. ______? Anything else? . .
Now. I would like to ask you what you personaliy think
are the good and bad points of the political parties at
the federal 1level in Canada. Is there anything in
particular that you 1like dislike about the federal.
—e—e——. Party? Anything else?” Up to three responses
vere coded for the leader like dislike guestions and up
to two 1responses were coded for the party like dislike
questions.
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like dislike questions tap both the salience of the issues
mentioned and the respondents’ perceptions of proxim;ty. If
an individual spontaféqgsly mentions & policy issue when
asked what he or she‘i&i;s or dislikes about a party leader.
it 1is reAsonable to assume that the issue mentioned is
"salient to that in&ividnal. In addition. it is reasonable
to assume that an individual who mentions a policy issue as
the reason for 1iking a party or leader approves oOf the
party’s leader’'s position on that issue and. on the other
hand. that an individual vho mentions an issue as the reason
for disliking a party or leader gpposes the party’'s leader's
position on that issue. J

Each regression equation includes four dichotomous
variables designed to capture respondents’ views on policy
issues. A “positive party position® variable is developed
from responses to the "party likes- questiong_‘agg— a
_ “negative party position® wvariable is developed <{rom
responses to the "party dislikes® questions.(1l) A score of
0" on these variables 1nd1cate§ that the respondent did not
mention a policy. program or ideological pcsitiﬁn vhen asked

what he or she liked. disliked about the party in question: a

P b R = . = =

J

¢1Y It is dimportant -to note that these two dichotomous
variables. as vell as th2 other pairs of dichotomous
variables discussed in the following pages. are
independent of each other. That is. all respondents are
asked what they like about all parties and all leaders.
and _also vhat they dislike about all parties and all
« leaders. Therefore. the positive and negative variables
are not linear functions of each other.
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score of °1* indicates that a policy. program or ideological
position yps mentioned in response to the relevant party
like disliké questions. {11 A (ipasitave leader position~
variable wvas developed from responses to the -leader likes~
questions. and a “negative leader position” variable vas
developed from responses to the -“leader diglikes” questions.
A score of “0° on these variables indicates .that the
respondent did pnot mention K a policy when asked vhat he or
she 1liked disliked about the party leader in question: a
score of “1°= indicates that the respondent did mention a

policy in response to the leader like dislike questions. )

Operationalization of Besidual Image Variasbles

7

Y
Included iR, each regression equation are four
!
dichotomous varlagaes that <¢an be ¢onsidered “residual”

variables because they are formed from all those responses

¢1) As mentioned in Footmute &. p. 71. AQp to two responses
"to the party like dislike guestions vere cocded for each
of the parties. A score of “1° vas assigned if a policy
vas wsentioned at least once. Codes considered to be
“poli~ies” are those listed in the NES codebooks under
the headings “policies.” and “ideclogy.- and those few
under the heading ~leadership” which refer to policy
positions.

(2) As mentioned in Poocnote 2. p T1. up to three responses
to the leader like dislike questions wvere coded for each
of the party leaders. A score of “1° indicates that &
policy vas smentioned at least once. Kespanses labelled
"policies” are thosé referring to the laader s.positicn
on or handling of various policy issues. See Appendicec
for codes that form the °"positive leader position” aznd
"negative leader position" variabies.
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to the party like dislike questions that are neither issue
positrons nor references to leaders. and from all those
responses to the leader 1like dislike questions that are

neither issue positions nor references to personality

e ol

traits. A variable labelled ~“positive party image® fg
wreated ﬁsing reé%f ses to the Jparty likes” questions andgﬁ’
“negative party image- variable is created using responsés
to the ‘party dislikes” questions. Responses used to csreate
the party ipage- variables include references to areas and
groups (e.g for the luwer <class. awvare of the needs of the
vest. art, -French-Canadian): references tou the party's styvle
{e g complacency. extravagance. ability to govern): and
references to general or specific aspects of the party te.g.
ability to form @ majority ,government., lack of Western
respresentation. act a sational partyy. A score of 0" on a
perty image variable indicates that the respondent did not
five any of these types of respcnses wvhen asked vhat he or
she liked disliked about the party in guesticon: a score of
“1° :ndicstes that the respondent gave one OF more responses
3¢ the above type

The two residual variables that are developeﬁ from
re%ébnses to the jeader like dislike questibns Lre labellé?
TpogLitive leader image~ and “neglative leader imege. -

Respouses to the leadar like disliike gquestions that are not

e

4
- references to poliow pastt&@ns or persopality traits are

pea&ced iz the residusl (lsage category. The majority of
i >

»

) e 7‘\’ - w . -
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responses in this category refer to  background
characteristics such as the 1leader's wealth., religion.
family. age. physical appearance or party affiliation. Also
included are respbnses such as “should have run in his own
'ridiﬁgm“ “doesn’t consult his ministers.” “has a good team. "
"forced the election.” "a true Canadiun.“(1) A score of "0"
on a leader image variable indicates that the respondentydid
not give any of these tvpes of responses wvhen asked what he
or she liked disliked about the leader in question: é score
of "1° indicates that the respondent gave omne or more

responses of this type.

Qperaticonalizatiocn of Trait Variables

The trait variables employed in our analvses are also
developed from the oﬁen=ended leader llkerdislike Jquestions
described above. Since these quest10n§ q?ve been asked 1in
the same way in every NES since 1974. their use allows us
access to data gathered at three points 1n time over a teén
vear period (2 The use of the three data-sets 1o
particularly important because together thgy provide us with

voters’ Judgements of seven different partv leaders !Pierre

Sisel

Trudeau. PRobert Stanfield. David -Levwis. dJoe. Clark. Ed

T e R e S 8 G e S S e e T e T i e S B S B e S D e e v i e S S o e B Tt S e o a2 oE e v s e o e b e o

A
(1) Ses Appendices for codes +hat form the “positive leader
image” and “negative leader image” variables.

L&) See Footnote 3. ' p 60. for an explanaticn of the
exciusion of 1980 ﬁESJdata.

Wy
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Broadbent. John Turner and Brian Mulromney). In a&dition. ve
have Jjudgements about two leaders at two points in time
( Trudeau in 1974 and iQ?Q: Broadbent in 1979 and 1984). The
use of the open-ended questions also provides us with a
measure of the salience of personality traits in general. as
well as a measure of the saliénce of specific personality
traits.

A battery of closed-ended trait ratings was part of the
1984 NES. These closed-ended trait assessments ask
respondents to indicate the extent to which they feel
particular graits “fit°® wvarious candid&tesv The problen
with the closed-ended trait battery -- aside from the fact
that it was included in only the most recent NES -- is that
voters may or may no® consider the traits included in the
battery to be important. Therefore. the chance that the
trait ratings reflect rationaliégtion on the part of the
respondent is perhaps quite high. This problem is at least
partially overcome 1if open-ended assessments are used.
Voters® spontaneous wmentions of persona’ity traits in
response to questions aéking them what they like and dislike
about party leaders can be considered to be an indication of
the salience of traits in general. as well as a measure of -
the salience of the trait(s) mentioned in particular.
Therefore. spontaneous mentions of personality traits are
less likely to be the resnlt of rationalization than are
slosedsended é&aip assessments.

3
W
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Two clusters of variables measuring trait attributions
will be employed here. Both are developed from respomnses to
the open-ended sequence of like dislike questions regarding
the federal party leaders. Equatiois designed to test the
first two hypotheses will employ two trait variables: one
Mdlchotomous variabie labelled “positive traits” and another
labelled "negative traits " In the first two hypotheses. wve
are interested only in whether or oot a positivé or negative
trait attribution 1s made. Our task s thus to divide all
responses to the like dislike questions into two categories:
traits éBﬂ non-traits. A trait is an enduring personality
characteristic which cannot be directly observed but rather.
must be inferred tWarr and Kpnapper. 1968  All responses tu
the leader like dislike questions that reference enduring
personality characteristics are used to create the positive
and negative trait variables. As mentioned ébovet all
non-trait responses to these questions are used to create
either the “leader position” variables or the “leader image"
variables. A score of "0° on the positi;é and negative
trait-variables indicates that the respondent did not
mention “a personality trait when asked what he or she
liked disliked about the leader in guestion. a score of “1°

indi¢ates that a'personallty trait wvas mentioned in response

to the relevant leader like ‘dislike questions.
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Trait Typology

In the equatiohs designed to test the third hypothesis
about the impact of specific +traits on overall candidate
evaluation. trait attributions are operationalized as a
cluster of fourteen dichotomous variables created from thoge
responses to'leadqr like. dislike questions that reference
enduring personality characteristics. Se ren trait
categories are specified. The seven categories are labelled
as foilows: competence. integrity. dynamism,
responsibility. empathy. personal style and political style.
Each c¢rait ocategory is represented by two dichotomous
. variables -- one for positive mentions (i.e. the trait is
mentionggd as a “like”) and one for negative mentions (i.e.
the trait is mentioned as a “dislike”). A score of "0" on
these variables 1indicates that the respondent did pot
mention the trait in question when asked what he or she
liked disliked about the candidate: a score of "1" indicates
that the trait was mentioned 1nwrespdnse to the ?eleQAnt
like dislike question.

The seven trait cateénries vere specified on the basis
of pas% research. Virtually ull research on the traits
which voters attribute to political- leaders -- from that of
Campbell et al. (1954) to that of Miller et al. (1986) --
refers to a competence dimension. Responses placed on the
competence dimension include referencés to intelligence.

experience. administrative abilities and organizational

— < Y
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skills. Most past research also refers to integrity.
although, early researcﬂérs (Campibll et al.. 1954: Campbell
et al.. 19€0: Winham and Cunninghém. ig?o)-include this
trait in the “other personal characteristics® -category
instead of treating it as a distinct dimension. Trait
attributions placed on the integrity dimension include:
honest, ,Sincere. straightforward. Jjust. fair. trustworthv.
decent. moral. outspoken. well-meaning -- and the opposites
of these traits.

The dimension we label “dvnamism® alsc has a long
nistory. Warr and Enapper ¢1968' note that the activitv and
potency dimensions can -be combined into a dvnamism
dimension. and Swede (1984) finds a dimension he labels the
"dynamic candidate.® Traits “thapvwe have placed on this
dimension have alsoc been found on dimensions labelled
"leadership” (Campbell et al.. 1954: Clarke @t al. . 1979:
Kinder. 1983, 1985: - Shabad and Andersen. 19791: "leadership

appeal” (Miller and Miller. 1976:: and “"charisma” (Miller et

al,fL 1986 ). Characteristics such as courageous, gutsy.
aggressive, dynamic. energetic. forceful. charismatic.
ambiigous. strong. confident -- and their opposites -- are

found on the dynamism dimension.

Most researchers alsc refer to a dimensiéﬁ labelled
“reliability” (Shabad and Andersen. 1979: Miller and Millér.
1976: Miller et al.. 19861 or "stability’ (Kinder, 1982,

1985). Swede 11984+ finds a dimension containing gimilar
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traits. which he labelf the "dignif%?d candidate.” We have
chosen the label “responsibility” because it encompasses
references to reliability. stability and dignity. Examples
of responses that are found on the responsibility dimension
are as follows: calm, cool, broad=minded; open-minded,
tolerant. realistic. willing to admit mistakes. careful,
serious. mature. works hard. tries hard, steady. reliable,
’ detgrmined. tenacious, reserved -- and the opposites of

¢

these traits.

References to "empathy"g in past research are less
numerous than refereﬁces to the trait dimensions described
above. GSwede (1984) finds a dimensiom which he labels the
“good bad candidate.” Many of the ﬁraits which~load on this
dlm;nsion (e.g. caring. compassionate, 1ns§nsitive)ﬂdeal
with empathy. Kinder (1983. 1985) suggests ghat an empathy
dimension may be emerging in votg;S”‘Judgements‘about the
personality characteristics of ﬁ;esideniial ‘candidates.
However. Miller et al. (1986) argue that closed-gnded items
vhich have been found to load on &n empathy dihension are
largely subsumed by the "group benefits" dimension when
open-ended respénses are analyzed. An empathyié’menq}on was
included in fhis analysis because an examiﬁation of
. responses to the léadgr like/dislike questions reveals a
signifioanyépumber of references :to “caring“ that could not

' !

be 00nside£éd~group referepcés. norﬂcould they be placed on

" any other trait dimension. Responses placed on the empathy

0
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dimension include the following: he 1is concerned about
Canada. Canadians. he 1is concerned about people. he helps
people. he cares. Traits such as sympathetic. kind.
generous. understanding and humane are also included on this
dimension.

The final two categories are "style” categories rather
than "trait” categories. Responses placed in these
categoriés. like ihoss pilaced in the other fiwve categorie§°
are inferences about enduring personal characteristics.
However, the éhafacteristics in these categories are
generally 1less specific than those found iz the other
categories. They are not comments on personality traits as

much as they are comments on the approach. manner and image

of the candidate. Examples of responses included in the
personél sg;le category are as follows: likable. sense of
humour.  charming. colourful. interesting.  pleasant.
friendly. classy. sophisticated. arrogant. sarcastic.

conceited. cool. aloof., petty. rude. Examples of responses
categorized as political style are as fcollows: good
politician. handles media well. boring. dull. comes across

well on T.V . inarticulate. unimpressive. nc .avpeal.(1l) .

Qverview

This chapter began with a discussion of the three

e e e =

=5

tl1y For a complete 1list of which codes are found in each
trait category. refer to the Appendices.
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hypotheses that will be tested in the Chapter IV. The first
hypothesis 1is that there is a relationship betweeén trait
attributions and voters® overall evaluations of Canadian
political leaders that 1is independent of such politically
relevant factors as  party identification and issue
positions. The second hypathesisbis that trait attributions
will have ah impact on votgfs’ overall evaluations of
Liberal and PC leaders second in importance to party
identification. and that trait attributions will be second
in importance ;t%&}ssue pbositions in tﬁe case of NDP leader
evaluations. The third hygothesis is that attributions of
competence and integrity will have a greater impapt on
candidate évaluations than attributions of other personglity
traits. : \ | o,

These hypotheses will be tested using data from the

19?ig 1979 and 1984 Canadian Natiqﬁalfklection Studies.

Ordinary Least Squares multiple regressibn ahalysis will be
used to test these hypotheses. OLS allows us to estimate

the <independent impact of a change in the value of each

independent variable on the value of the dependent variable.

Although the dzta to be emploved here do not meet all of the

”assumptions’of OLS. the violations appear to be minimal. and

their effects can be estimated.
The final part of this chapter was devoted to a

discussion of the operationalization of the various

independent variables. Table 1 summarizes the independeh%

]

Al \ %
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variables included in each set of equations. As can be seen
from Table 1, the tests of the first twvo hypotheses will
utilize the following independent variables: party
identification. positive party position. negative party
position. positive 1leader position. negative leader
position, positive party 1mqges negative party image.
positive leader image. negative leader image, positive
traits and negative traits. Tests of the third hypothesis
wvill employ the first nine variables mentioned above. but
the latter two variables -- the positive and negative trait
variables -- will be replaced in these equations by fourteen

dichotomous variables representing the positive and negative

versions of seven trait categories described above:

competence. integrity. dynamism. responsibilitv. empathy.

personal style and political style.

kY
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CHAPTER 1V

Apnalysis

Introduction

The  first step 1in testing the three hypothéses
discussed in Chapter III is to examine the responses voters
give when they are asked what they 1like and dislike about
the various party leaders. Previous research suggests that
voters® cognitive images of ocandidates are dominated by
personality traits. If this is found to be true vin the
Canadian context. them it is reasonable to hypothesize that
trait attributions have the potential to influence overall
candidate evaluation. Trait  attributions are mnot. of
course. the only factérs, wvhich o¢ould influence overall
evaluation. Other reasons voters give for 1liking or
disliking a party leader «could also impact on their
evaluations of that leader. Past research suggests that
candidate evaluations are irfluenced by party
identifieationu In addition. the -importance of political
parties: in the Canadian political system suggests that

voters® overall evaluations of a particular leader could be
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affected by their impressions of the leader’'s party. All of
these variables have the potential to impact on cverall
candidate evaluation. and all will be emploved in the
testing of our hypotheses. For these reasons. we wili begin

|
this chapter with an examination 5f their parameters.

Univariate Analyses }

Table 2 presem:s'1 the percentage of respondents
mentioning persomality traits. 1issue positions and other
factors in response to  the open-ended sequence of
like dislike questions about the federal party leaders The
final colump of Table Q2 reports the average percentage cf
1espondents who fall into each of these categories  An
average of 48 percent of respondents mention personality
traits when asked what they 1ike about the vaciocug party
leaders., vhile an average of &8 percent oention 1s5sue
positions and an average of 10 percest mention other
factors. When voters are asked what they disiike about the
party leaders. an average of 30 percent mention personality

traits. while an average of 10 percen% mention 1655ues and an

==

average of 13 percent mention cther ‘factors.
Clearly. woters® ©positive and npegative images oFf
Canadian party leaders are dominated by trait attributions.

References to personality traits are particularly dominant
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TABLE 2

Percentage of Respondents Hentioning Personality Traits.
Issue Positions and Other Factors in Response to the
Open-ended Sequence of Like. Dislike Questions about thg -

Federal Party Leaders

1974 1979 1984
““" (H=1201) (§=1353) ( Ha338C )
Tru- Stan- Tru- Broad- Tur— Mul- Broad-
deay field Levis deau Clark bent ner rooey bent
e )
Tratts 67 41% 6% 60% 30% 458 3% S Sin
Issue ;|
Positions 8 6 0 . 8 6 - 10 ] 10 14
orber _

«d —
-3

Facters 13 6 3 14 13 18 Lo}

{
Dislikes
Traits 41%  96% 10% 91% 4% 6% 4% 26% 1A

b

9 11 14

Positions

Other
Factors 9 M 12 16 13 J 16 1% i

-1
@
(€]
©

issuwe Qﬁ\ )

—

]

Rote: Cell percentages refer to the perce: tage cf

Aver-
ages

respondents sentioning factors in sachk category.
Up to three responses vere coded for gach respondest

Therefore. <oiumns do not add to 1) percent

il
0

e,



in wvoters - positive images o various leaders. .In 1974,
vhen Pierre Trudeau won the election. fully 6% percent of
respondents wmentioned personal characteristics as a reason
for liking Trudeau. In 1979. vhen Trudeau lost the
election. this figure drops only 1} peréeat to 66 percent.
The ,percentage of respondents mentioning personality traits
vhen asked vhat they like about a party iea@er surpasses SO
percest 1in two other cases: in 1984. 85 percent of
respondents cite traits as a reason for likang Bries
nulrone?‘;nd 51 percept cite traits as a reason for likinmy
Ed  Broadbent The pé?ﬁénta%é of people mentioning
personality traits vhen asked what they dislike atout the
party leaders in no case exceeds 50 percent Howaver . in
197% 16 ﬂpefcent @f respondents sention persosality
@bafa@terisiics as a reascn for disliking Robert Stanfield
and. in lgaéa‘ the same percentage of respondents indicate
that thew dislike John Turner s personality traits

In addition to examining the absclute parcentage of
voters who mention personalisy %raits io r@@p@as@f to the
leader i&ke dislike questions. it is interesting to compare
the percentage of people neNSLoDANE POSLILIVE TIaLto vith the

gggééazage sentiching negative z?szfyrk@

L2 ]
&
&
¥
&
<3
-
by
1]
e
(=4
@
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&
%)

€>ﬁi° mOr® = pLOPLE attrirute fogsiuive  pergonality
i

—charasteristics to Plerre Trudeas Lasr o any Hther party
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leader. 41 percent of voters also attribute negative
characteristics to Trudeau im both 1974 (when he won) and in
19Y9 (when he lost). This is not the case with NDP leader
Ed Broadbent. While 45 percent of respondents attribute
positive traits to Broadbent in 1979. only 6 percent mention
negative traits -- a difference of 39 percent. A simllar
result - is obtained in - 1984. with 51 percent of voters
mentioning personal traits ag a reason for liking ﬁioadbent
and only 15 percent mentioning personal traits as a reason
for disliking the NDP leader. an

As mentioned above. responses to the leader
like dislike questions which seem to reference 1issue
positions are much less numerous  than those which can be
categorized %as trait attrlbutioné_ Positive issue mentions
figure much more prominently in voters® images of té@
leaders of the NDP, than in their images of the leaders of
the other parties. When asked in 1974 what thev liked about
David Lewis. 10 percent of regpoadentsnmentloned issues: 10
percent mention 1ssues as . a réason fof‘liking Ed Broadbent
in 1979: andL in 1984. 14 percent mention 1ssues as a reason
for 1liking Broadbent. = While 10 .percent of respondents
mention issue positions as a reason for 1liking PC leader
ﬁfian Mulroney. the percentage of respondents mentioning

issue positions as a vreason for 1liking any other party

leader 1s less than 9 percent. Nggative issue mentions

&

Sy
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figure most prominently in votersw images of Pierre Trudeau.-
In 1974, 16 percent‘;f%respondents mentioned policy issues
when asked>whdt they disliked about Trudeau and, in 1979,
tWe corresponding figure was 14 percent. These percentages
marginally surpass those for NDP_leaders., and far exceed
those for PC leaders and for the 1984 Liberal leader. John

Turner. The fact that Trudeau was the incumbent prime

—mEtnister—in both 1974 and 1979 could possibly account for

this finding.

All responses to the leader like dislike questions that
are not found in any of the twa;? categories, or in t%e
issue category, are used to create two reéidual,“leader
image" variables. Re5ponse§‘ used to create these variables
include references to background factors such as the
candidate‘s age. famiiyf**previous gccupation, wealth and
party affiliation., as well as references to his appearance,
and ences to specific political events and decisions.
As can be seen from Table 2. these typesyof responses are.
for most leaders. slightly more numerous than issue-related
responses. Hovever, only with regard to voters' negative
images of the NDP 1eég;;é— do respomnses of this type even
approach the numbef of trgitarelated responses -- and this
oceurs ’only because of the extremely low percentages of.
respondents mentioning personality traits as a reason for

disliking NDP leaders.



!

90

&
P

L

In Chapter III, it was suggested that the'responses t%‘
the open-ended leader like dislike questions referenciné“
personality traits could be divided into seven categories.
Five of the categories refer to ‘traits: competence,
integrity, dynamism, reéﬁonsibility and empathy. The finél
two categories are “style" categories rather than "trait”
categories: personal style and political style. Table 3
displays the percentage of respondents who mention each of
these ~ seven categories in refereﬁpa} to each leader. The
final column of Table 3 presents the average percentage of
respondents who mention factors found in each category.

Of the seven categories. the one with the greatest
number of mentions 1is “integrity.” An average of 20.6
percent of respondents mention a trait found on the
"integrity” dimensio?. Of the five trait dimensions, the
"dvnamism” dimension has the next highest percentage of
mentions? with an average of 16.9 percent of respondents
mentioning a trait found ‘on this dimension. The "dynamism”
dimension 1is follpwed by the ‘“"competence" dimension; an
avgrage of 13.% percent of rebpﬁndents mentlon a factor
‘ fﬁﬁnd on the competence dimension. The eategories with the
y/;ewest number of vresponses are ‘responsibility.” with an

s
-

average of 10.0 percent. and "empathy.” with an average of



in Each of the Trait Categories with Reference
. to Each Federal. Party Leader

\ Campet -
ence

Integ-

rity

Dvn-
amism

Respon-
sibility

Emp-
athy

Personal
Style

Political
Stvle

Note:

i

TABLE 3

N

&

Percentage of Respondents Meﬁtioning Factors

1974
(N=1201)

Tri- Stan-

deau field Ilewis

19.0 6.1

22.2 23.3
23.2 23.5
20.8 7.2
103 5.2
33.4.16.5

20.6 28.0

4.0

14.0

10.1

5.6

5.0

13140

13.%

1979
(N=1352)

Tru- ﬁ%mﬁr
deaun Clark bent

"29.5 “13.6 10.3

18.3 14.5 15.6
4.5 22.3 10.3
1.2 12.5 8.6
9.4 4.1 6.4
34.8 15.1 7.8

3.7 15.v 17.1

Tur-
ner

13.6

24.4

19.0

5.8

16.7

14.9

1984

(N=3380)

Mul- Broad- Aver-
roney bent  ages

9.6

6.1

21.5

7.4

14.1

16.8

12.9

8.4 12.¥
7.2 20.6
7.7 16.9
1.0 10.0
7.6 7.4
10.3 % 18.0
18.2 19.3

Columns do not add to 100 percent because up to
three responses were coded for each respondent.

w
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7.4 percent. The number of responses in the two style
categories 1is generally qu;te high. The political style
category ranks second behind integrity, with an average of
19.3 percent of voters giving responses in this eategory
The personal style category ranks third behind political
style, with an ‘average of 18.0 percent of voters giving
responses in this category. §

From these percentages, we can see that a reasonable
percentage of voters give responses which fall into each of
the seven categories. but that  certain categories
(noticeably. integrity and the two style categorieé)'contain
a greater number of vresponses than others. 1If one compares
these percentages to those reported by several American
researchers (Campbell et al. 1954, 1960: Miller and Miller,
19v6: Miller et al.. 1986: Shabad and Andersen. 1979). the
nost striking difference 1% the relative infrequency of
mgi’ions referring to competence. In their analysis of the

nine American pregidential elections between 1952 and 1984,

Miller et al. (1986! report that references to competence

outnumber references +to any other personality traits iﬁ“"’

every election year. Similar findings are reported by the
other researchers cited above. Our findings indicate that
competence plays a nuch less dominant vrole in Canadian

voters® images of their political leaders than 1t plays in

&y
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the images American voters have of their leaders.(1l)

While the figures presented in Table 3 represent the
percentage of respondents giving any respomnse in each of the
seven categories, Table 4 divides the seven ca.teéories into
their positive and negative versions. The “a.ve:rage
percentage of respondents who mention factors found in each
category is found in the last column of Table 4. We caﬁ see
from Table 4 that for every party leader there is a higher
peroeﬁtage of comments on the positive integrity dimension
than on the negative integrity dimension. The dominance of
positive comments over negative comments also occurs on the
competence dimension, but with two exceptions. Negative

competence mentions marginally exceed positive mentions for

41
11) There are two possible methodological explanations for
this finding: (1) differences in decisions regarding
the responses placed on each tralt dimension; and (2)
differences in question wording between the American and
Canadian election studies. With regard to differences
in coding decisions, available information on the coding
decisions of other ' researchers indicates that the
" differences between their coding decisions and the omes
employed here are minimal (see, for example, Miller et
al.. 1986). The second explanation is more plausible
than "the {first. The standard Canadian NES leader
like'dislike gquestions ask the respondent +to indicate
what he or she 1likes and dislikes about the federal
party leaders. The  standard American leader
like dislike guestions_ask the respondent to indicate
what he or she likes a.nd dislikes about a presidential
candidate that ‘might™uske you want to vote for
Lagainst] hip?“ (emphasis added). The wording of the
American question__may increase the likelihood of
respondents mentioning traits. such as competence. which
are clearly recognized as politically relevant.
Conversely. the wording of the Canadian question may
encourage responses that are as relevant in the realm of
interpersonal relations as +they are in the realm of
politics. -
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TABLE 4

Percentage of Respondents Mentioning Factors
in Each of the Positive and Negative Trait Categorges
with Reference t0 Each'of the Federal Party Leaders

T TR e

)
[

1974 1979 B 1984
(N=1201) (N=1353) @ (N=3380)
Tru- Stan- Tru- Broad- Tur- Mul- Broad- Aver-
deau field Lewis deau Clark bent =ner roney bent ages
Campetence ay -
Positive 18.0 4.4 3.6 282 4.5 10.1 7.1 7.8 7.1 10.1
-~ Negative 1.2 1.7 0.4 2.3 96 0.2 v.3 2.1 14 2.9
Integrity ©
Positive 16.8 22.6 12.4 12.9 12.3 15.1 15.6 15:2 24.¥ 16.4
Negative 6.2 0O.% 1.8 5.9 2.3 6 9.4 12.1 35 4.%
Dynamism
Positive 21.3 3.4 6.¥ 13.5 4.¥ 9.0 6.5 18.0 6.1 9.9
Negative 2.2 20.8 3.9 1.0 183 1.5 13.9 44 1.v 10.9
Responsibility -
Positive 9.8 6.9 4% 6.9 89 %.3 3.6 v.2 9.3 7.2
Negative 11.8 0.3 0.9 4% 4.1 1.6 1.8 0.3 3.0 3.1
Empathy e | @
Positive 5.5 4.1 5.0 4.2 4.1 6.4 2.3 181 7.6 5.8
Negative 5.1 1.1 -- 54 -~ - 2.9 1.1 - 1.9
Personal Style
Positive 16.1 8.2 6.1 11.2 86 6.0 69 94 T4 8.9
Negative 20.¢4 9.1 52 27.1 7.2 1.8 1W0.2 8.0 3.0 10.2
~_ Political Style .
Positive 19.3 4.8 12.0 31.0 6.7 15.% 5.7 1l1l.2 4.6 13.4
. Negative 1.5 23.9 2.0 2« 9.9 1.5 4.9 1.8 4.5 6.9

-Note: Columns do not add to 100 percent.

L]
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John Turner. and the percentage of people who feel that Joe

Clark is pot competent is more than double the percentage

, ] )
vho feel that he is c¢ompetent. With regard to the

responsibility Adimension, positive comments outnumber
negative comments for all leaders except Trudeau in 1974.
The only instances where comments found on the negative
empathy dimension outnumber comments found on the positive
empathy di;ension are Trudeau in 15;5 and Turner in 1984.
In fact., in four cases -- Ledis. Clark and Broadbent (1979
and 1984) -- mno respondents meﬁfion any factors on the
negative empathy dimension. ﬂ

Of the five trait dimensions, only one -- dynamism --
has a ¢greater average percentage of negative mentions than
pgsitive menﬁions. However, vhen one looks at the
percentage of positive and negative comments fgr each
leader, positive dynamism * comments actually outnumber
negative dynamism comments En the case of Trudeau, Lewis,
Broadbent and Mulroney. Although negative dynamism comments
marginally outntmber positive /dynamism comments wiﬁh regard
to Turﬁere the higher av®rage peTcentage of negative

dynamism comments is largely aecéuntéd for by the fact that

four times as many people feel that Joe Clark is not dynamic.

as feel that he is. and six)times as many people fééi that

Robert Stanfield is not dynamic as feel that he is.
Regarding the two style categories. the relationship

between the number 0} positive comments and the numbq? of

)
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negative -vomments K varies with each leader. %or most
leaders,” the percentage of people mentioning factors in the
positive Bgrsonal style category ‘1s marginally higher than
the percentage mentioning factors 41in the negative personal
style category. The most ob¥ious exception is Trudeau --
particularly in 1979 when the percentage of respondents who
say that they dislike Trudeau’'s personal style 1s more than
double the percentage who say that they 1like his personal
style. There is gemnerally a much greater difference between
the percentage .of positive and negative mentions with regard
to pblitical stvle than with regard to pefsonal §tyle. The
percentage of peopler who mention factors Oﬁ the positive
political style dimension far exceeds the percentage who
mention factors on the negative political style digension
with regard to Trudeau, Lewis. Broadbent and Mulroney. The
opposite is true fcr Stanfield and Turner. while negativg
political style comments marginally exceed po;itive comments
in the case of Clark.

While Tables & and 4 cen .be examined from the
perséectlve of the various traits. they can also be examined

from the perspecﬁ%ve of the various leaders. From Table @

we can see that Trudeau's 1974 image is dominaféd byq&b

refereneesg to his persomal style, while a 1look at Table 4
télls us that these references are both positive and
negative. Personal style and political style comments

dominate voters’ images of Trudeau in 1979. The political

W
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style comments are largely positive in 1979, as is the case

in 1974. However., im 1979 -- the year in which he lost the

election to PC leader Joe Clark -- voters®’ images¥of

Trudeau's personal style are overwhelmingly negative. This

finding regarding the “scuring” of voters’ attitudes towards
Trudeau’'s personal style aeégrds with findings reported in
Abgsent Mapdate (Clarke et al.., 1984). These researchers
note that between 1968 and 1980 there is aemarked increase

in the percentage of NES respondents mentioning arrogance

, and conceit .(two traits found in the “personal style”

{ category) when asked what they dislike about Pierre Trudeau.

The only other ﬁajq& difference between voters’ images of
Trudeau in 1974 and their images of him in 1979 is a 10
percent increase in the percentage of people mentioning
traits found on the positi@e competence dimension. Through
Trudeau’s years in office. voters appear to have tired of
his personal style. but they become more likely to credit
him with experience and intelligence. ¥

Again looking at Table 4, we can see that Stanfield’s
image is dominated by referemces to negative political
style., positive integrity and negative dynamism. These
findings accord with those highlighted by others. Clarke
and his associates note in Political Choice in Capada (1979)
that Stanfield was criticized by voters for being a "poor

. Speaker."” for *lacking dynamism, " and for  being

“uncharismatic” (p.22%7). These same researchers also note:

Q
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“Of those positive personal references . . . iSE?nfield] daid
reéeive. a very large percentage focussed omn his qualities
of honesty. sincerity and dedication to his work" (Clarke et
al.. 1979, p. 226) (1) 4 | e

Two eategories dominate voters images of David Levis
pésitive integrityland positive political style. Clarke et |
al. (19v9) highlight these aspects of Lewis’' image. These .
researchers state that Lewis is “frequently described as '
honest and since;;. hard-working, or lal good speaker”
(Clarke et al.. 19¥9, p. 2281. ’

With regard to Joe Clark, the most frequently mentioned
category is dynamism. A look at Table 4 makes it clear that
references dealing with Clark’'s dynamism are overwhelmingly
negative. Next to negative dynamism, the highest percentage
of responses with regard to Clark are found in the positive
integrity category. These findings .are generdlly in
accordance with those reported by Clarke o al. (1984)., who
note that -- in both 1979 (when Clark won the election) and
in 1980 (when he 103%) -~ voters emphasize Clark's honestya
but criticize him for his 1nd§cis1ven938" and lack of
confidence. Although Clarke et al. 11984) stress that Joe

Clark’'s image suffers from a "competence gap"” (p. 113), this

o ——

(1) Of course, the data used by Clarke and his associates
(1979, '1984) are the same as the data used here for the
197¢ and 19Y9 elections. The point of these
comparisons, and those that follow, is that the results
we obtain using the trait typology described in Chapter
III accord with descriptions found elsewhere in the
literature.
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-asgertion is not upheld by the findings reported hege; Our
findings indicate that the “gap” in Clark's image has much
more to do with dynamism than with compejpnce. The

.. percentage of people- mentioning negative dynamism with

regard to Clark is almost double the percentage of people
mentioning negat¥ve competence, although the percentage of
people mentioning the positive versiops.of these twou traits
is almost identical.

Turning to voters’ images of Ed Bro?db;nt. we can see
from Table 3 +that, in both 1979 and 1984, the trait
categories with +the- highest percentége of mentions are
integrity and political style. From Table ¢ we can see that
it is the positive versions of both these categories whica
are dominant. These findings are in 1line with those
reportéd by Clarke et al. (1984), who note that the two most
freque;ntlj -mentioned images of Broadbent in q:oth 1979 and
1980 are “honesty” and “"speaking ability" (p. 116). Our
fimings indicate that this trend continues into 1984 with
‘positive integrity mentions becoming even moTe common in
that 'year than in previous years: while 15.1 percent of
respondents mentioned they 1liked Broadbent’'s integrity in
1979, 24.7 percent made such comments in"1984.

From Table 4 we can see that voters’ images of John
Tarner -are dominated by refe&ences found in <he positive
in?egrity, negative political style and negative dynamism
categofibs‘ One of the most interesting points about this

P
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-finding is that these three categoriés also dominate voters

images- of Robert Stanfield and A are the three most
céimonly=cited tralts in the case of Joe Ciark» Voters
appear to see Stanfield. Clark and Turner in §i§§i&r terms.
These leaders are wiewed as honest and sincere. but also as
veak. indecisive and uncharismatic, and as paor‘speakefglandr
arable to handle the' media. C}Qnﬁidering the fact that both
Stanfield and Turner were electoral losers, and that Clark's
1Q§9 brush with victory was exceedingly brief. this
combination of traits could perhaps be considered a formula
for failure in Canadian federal politics. .

Finally., we can turn to voters images of Brian
Hulroney the man ;;;‘ied the Pragressive Conservative Party
to “a massive electoral victory in the feaderal elqct;on of
1984. No onme trait category overvhelmingly déninates
voters’ 1mage§’of Mulroney. From Table 3 we can see that
the two most frequently cited categeries in the case of
Mulroney are integrity and dynamism. From fgble 4 we“can
ses# that the integrity dimension includes an éiuost equal

number of positive and negative comments. While 15.2

- percent of respondents to the 1984 NES said that they feit

Muironey was homest and sincere. 12 k percent stated that

~—— ” R )
they felt Hhe was dishonest and ipsincere. Given ,our

ey = Q,,
knonledge of the course of public opinion since 1984 these
findings could be viewed as a harbinger of future image

problems for Hulreneyb g Yoters’ opinions about Mulroney s

.
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dynamisd¥ do not suffer from the same dualism as their
opinions about his integrity. Over four times as many
people ‘mention‘ comments found 1in the positive dynamism
category as mention comments found in the negative dynanmism
categoryy }

Theéresponses voters give when they are asked what they
like and dislike about fhe various pantyaleaders are not. of
course. the only factors- which c¢ould potentially affect‘
their overall evaluations of those leaders. Past research

has shown that party identification can have a substantial

~Impact on candidate .evaluation. The measure of party

1dent1ficétion used here takes 1into account both ‘the
direction and the 1ntehsity of woters® attachments to
political partiec. Table S presents the percentage of
people’ who claimed various degrees of ag%achment to-the
ithree main Canadian political parties in 1974. 1979 and
1984. Among those who claim ap attachment to a particular

~party. approximatel:r equal numbers are found in each of the

thre& levels of intemsity -- with the highest percentage of
f == L wt " . @ , b .
+’ﬁdggg;flers ¢laiming a “moderate attachment. An average of

6 percent of respondents geport a wgak attachment to any one
political party: 14 percent claimiﬁ moderate attachment: 9
percent report a strong attachment . At all levels of
intensity. the percentage of voters whélidentify with the
NDP is considerably lower than the percentage who identifw

vith the other two parties.
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4
TABLE 5
Percentage of Respondents Claiming Various Levels
of Attachment to Each Party in Each Election Year
1974 1979 - 1964
LIB FPC NDP LIE PC NOP LIE PC  NDP Average
1127 1120 1131 1353 1351 1351 Q2981 29% 2979
51%  T5% -89% 60% 2% 88% 65% SY%  BS% V1%
9 N bes D € e 11 10 4 G
23 11 5 20 14 6 17 22 v 14
17 i 4 13 8 4 .8 11 5 9
9% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 101% 100% 101%  100%
1

Note¥ All columns do not add to 100 percent

because of rounding.
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Finally. we must consider the possibility that voters’

impressions of a leader’'s party could have an impact upon

their overall evaluations of that 1leader. The likelihood
that party images  influence candidate evaluation 1is
particularly great in a political system such as Canada’s
where one of the major roles of a political leader is to be

a party leader. Candidates for the office of Prime Minister

are chosen by their parties. and become Prime Minister only
if their party wins a majority of seats in the House of
Commons . The leader is not generally judged in isolation
ffom his party. but rather is viewed as the 1leader of a

team. Indeed. the only people who have the opportunity to

vote for a party leader are those who live in a leader’'s

constituency: all others are eligible to vote only for the
local candidates of the various parties. It is. therefore.
quite possible that voters Yviews on the policy positions
taken by a party could influe;ée their evaluations of that
party’'s leader. Additionally. voters®™ views on the
non-policy aspects of & party could alsoc influence their
evaluations of that party’'s leader.

As explained in Chapter III. all responses to the party
like dislike guestions that refer to policy issues are used
to create a series of “positive party position” variables
and “negative party position® wvariables. All other

substantive responses to these questions not referring to

candidates are used to create a series of residual variables
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labélled “positive party image" and “"negative party image."

The percentage of wvoters who mention issue positions when

asked what they 1like and dislike about the politieal

parties. as well as the percentage of voters who mention
other factors when asked for their party likes and dislikes
are presented in Table 6 An average of 17 percent of
respondents mention policy issues when asked what they like
about the various fedetral political parties. and the same
éﬁerage percentage of respondents mention policy issues when
asked what they dislike about the partiigﬂ

With regard to the residual party image variables. an
average of 69 percent of respondents mention a factor found
in the positive party 1image category and an average of 71
percent mention a factor 1in the negative party inage
category. While these percentages seem quite high, it must
be remembered that the party image variables are residual
variables. All responses to the party like dislike
questions not referring to issue positions or leaders wvere
used to create thede variables. It should not. therefore,
be surprising that approximately 70 percent of voters
mention any one of the multitude of responses used ﬁo create
the residugﬁ party image variablgs.

We have now described the parameters of ali the
independent variables that will be used to test the

hypotheses described in Chapter III However. before

¢

‘\/ﬁ.\“
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TABLE 6

Percentage of Respondents Mentioning Issue Positions
and Other Factors in Response to the Open-Ended

Likes

Issue
Positions

Other
Factors

Dislikes

Issue
Positions

Other
Factors

Note:

Sequence of Like.Dislike Questions
about the Pederal Parties

1974 1979 - 1984
(N=1201) (N=1353) (N=3380)

LIB FC NOP LIB FC NOP LIB PC NDP Average

5% 1% 14% 18% 13 12% 231% 20% 14%

17%
61 67 65 74 T4 73 67 66 T3 69
25 12 17 17 13 15 21 12 19 17

69 66 ° 65 (s 75 73 71 it 69 71l

Célumns do not add to 100 because of multiple
responses and missing responses.
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turnlﬁg to the tests of these hypothgses., one more variable
remains to be described. The dependent v;fiable in the
énalyses that follow is overall candidate evaluation. As
mentioned in Chapter III. overall candidate evaluation is
operationalized as the “feeling thermometer.”

Table ?‘displays the iean~therm0meter ratings for each
party leader. and +the associated standard deviations. From
the statistics presented in Ta%le 7. we can see that while
the mean ratings for the party leaders tend to cluster
around 50 degrees. there 1is alsc a considerable amount of
dispersion around the 50 degree mark (the average standard

deviation around the mean is 25 degrees). The fact that the

mean thermometer ratings tend to be around 50 degrees or

L o

,/ﬂ /J“'A

s1ightly higher indicates that voters’ overa;}ﬁqvaluatlons

of most party leaders are neutral to warm. The leader with ~

the highest mean rating is Brian Mulroney. who received a
mean rating of 63 degrees. The next highest mean rating --
61 degrees -- was given to Pierre Trudeau in 1974. Robert
Stanfield received the 1lowest mean rating of any of the
leaders (4% degrees!). although he is closely followed by
Davidj Lewis, who received a mean rating of 48 degrees.
Stanfield and Lewis are the only two leaders with mean

ratings on the "feeling thermometer” of less than 50

A

s
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TABLE 7

Mean Thermometer Ratings for Each Party Leader

1974

Stanfield

1979

Clark

Broadbent

1984

Mulroney
- Broadbent

and Associated Standard Deviations

4

60.7
46.6
47v.7

57.5
51.1
55.6

51.1
62.9
87.5

25

24

1161
1145
1068

1322
1296
1218

2882
2976

Percentage
Values

11

o

10

15
13
15
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degrees.(1) The tendency of Canadian voters to evaluate
their political 1leaders  positively accords with the
“positivity blias” reported by some American researchers (Lau

et gl.. 1979; Sears, 1983).

Test of the First Hypothesis

Eeeping in mind the parameters of the independent and
dependent variables, we will now turn to the test of the
first gypbthesise The {first hypothesis is that personality
trait attributions are related to overall candidate
evaluation independent of such politically identifiable
factor;mtas party 1identification., policy issues. and other
impressions of the - parties and leaders. This hypothesis
will be tested ’using ordinary least sqguares multiple
regression analysis. Voters® overall evaluatibns of each
leader are regressed on eleven independent variables: party
identification. positive party position, negative party
position. positive leader  position, nega§14e leader

position. posiflve party image. negative,fﬁarty image.

s
..

‘5 k.:f-:\:,&//

&lﬁd%he "feeling thermometer” question is worded differentlw
in the 1984 NES than in +the 1974 and 1979 election
studies (see footnote 1. p. 64). In 1974 and 1979,
respondents with no particular feelings about a leader
vere asked to use the 50 degree mark, whereas in 1984
such respondents were asked not to rate the leader in
guestion at all. As can be seen from Table 7., this
results in a higher percentage of missing responses in
1984 than in the other two election years. The findings
reported in Table % should be considered with these
differences in mind.
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positive leader image. negative leader image, positive
tréits and negative traits.

The regression method used for this analysis is forced
entry. The first nine variables 1listed above are entered
into the regression equation in order of decreasing
tolerance, but are treated as a single block when the
statistices indicating changes in the equation are computed.
In other words, the first nine variables are allowed to
acecount for as much variance in the dependent variable as
possible, and then the two trait variables' are allowed to
enter into the equation and account for as much of the
remaining variance as they can.(1l)

The results of these analyses are presented in Tables
8. Qi 10 and 11. Table '8 provides the coefficients of
detergination (R-squared) for each of the equations. The.
R=squ;red value is a measure of the wvariance in the
dependent variable that can be explained by the combined
effects of the independent vgriables. Because the sample
R-squared value is generally an over-estimation of the

population R-squared value, the statistic reported here is

the adjusted R-squared. The adjusted R-squared corrects for

(1) This 1is a conservative }approach to the testing of our
hypotheses. Forced entry regression was chosen because
we are interested in the impact of traits on overall
evaluation, after the impacts of the other variables
have been taken into consideration. Analyses not

- rgported here indicate that. 1if stepwise regression is
employed, the trait variables enter into the regression
equations quite earlv

.



110 -

TABLE 8

Coefficients of Determination and Related Statistics
for the First Set of Multiple Regressionm Equations

- *
Total Proportion of

¥

. Mjusted  R-squared Adjusted  Total R-squared
R-squared Change R-squared Due to Traits

zr

194 (N=1201) _
Trudeau .36 14 50 .28 e
Stanfield .22 .11 133 .33 .
Lewvis 28 .15¢ .39 41
1979 (N=13853)
Trudeau L34 B .51 .33
Clark 2B J11° .39 .28 *
Broadbent 21 . 16¢ .37 .43 o
'3 ¢
1984 !¥3380) ’
Turner .15 160 T 31 55
Mulroney .26 .13 .39 .33
Broadbent .16 J1ee .28 .43
v ¢
Averages 24 14 38 3
tp .001
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the inflationary bias of the un;djusted R-squared (Norusis.
1985). The first column of Table 8 reports the R-squared
value of the first block of independent variables, which
represents the proportion of variance in overall evaluation
accounted for by party identification. issue pref;rences and
the residual party and leader image variabies. The second
column of Table 8 pﬁgsents the R-squared changé1 whichy is
the proportion of a&hitional variance -in overall evaluation
accounted for by the positive and negative trait variables.
The third column of Table 8 reports ;he total R-squared.
_vhich represents the “p:gportian of variance in overall
evalgétion accounted for by all the independent variables
combined. |
The4 evidence presented in Table & indicates that the
average proport;on of variance in voters® overall
uevaluaticns of party leaders explained by the first nine
variables entered into the analysis is .24. The proportion
of variance explained by these variables ranges from a high
of .36 in the case of Trudeau in 1974, to a low of =15 in
the case of Turner in 1984. Adding the two trait variables
to the ®quations increases the proportion of explained
variance in the dependent var;gble‘“%y an average of .1l4.
The R-squared change resulting from adding the two trait
variables into the analyses ranges from a high of .1% for
Trudeau in 19%9. to 1lows of .11 for both Stanfield and

Clark. The average proportiom of total explained variance

t

k'
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in overall candidate evaluation is .38. The proportion of
totalgvariance in voters’ overall evaluations of Trudeau in~
1979 which is explained by the eleven independent variables
is .51. The corresponding figure for 1974 is .50. The
lowest total R-sguared is .28 -- for Broadbent in 1984.

From these statis¥tics. it 1is clear that personality
trait attributions have an impact on «véters‘ overall
evaluations of ©political 1leaders. As stated above, the

. J
average proportion of additiomal variance in overall

ezéluation explained by trait attributions is .14. Another .

way of demonstrating the impact of trait: attributions on
overall evaluation is to express the Rasquarei change caused
by the addition of the trait varlablés tovgbe equation as a
proportion of the total explained variance. This manner of
expressing the R-squared ch?nge is better suited to
comparisoné among the leaders than the absolute magnitude of
the R-squared change. since the latter does not take iato
account the considerable variability among the total
R-squared values.

The results of these calculations are found in the last
column of Table 8. We can see from these figures that the
leader for whom trait attributions account for the-largest
proportion of explained variance in overall evaluat;gg is
John Turner. = The proportign of variance in evalu?tions of
Turner accounted for by all the independent wvariables is

.31, bpt trait attributions alone account for .16 -- .52 of

@L;»



uA

113 E

B

the - total explained vdi!rfcelv Thé proportion of total
explained variance~in evaluations of Broadbent accpunted for
by tralls att b;tions is .43 in both 1979 and\asaé while
the proportion of total explained variance in evaluations of
Lewis accounted fg; by trait attributions is .41. The
lowest proportion of explained variance accounted fo; by
trait attributions is .28 (Trudeau in 1974; Clark-in 1979),
while the average is .37. From these statistics it is clear
that there is a substantial relationship between trait
attributions ~and voters’ /éverall evaluatfons of Canadian

N /
party leaders. and that this relationship is independent of

the factors we have idéntified as potentially relevant. Ve

can thus consider the’ first hypothesis to be supported.

{
w \\\3

Test gf the Second Hypathesis

We can now turn our atténtion to the second hypothesis.

This hypothesis states that trait attributions will have a
greater impact on voters’ overall evaluations of Liberal and
PC.leaders than issue positions. party image, and judgements
about the leadér that do not refer to traits: however, trait
iiattributicns will have less impact on evaluations of these
Jlea&érs than party identification- With regard to
evaluations of the leaders of the NDP, the hypothesis states
that trait attributions will be second in importance only to
issue positions.’ The findings for 1974, 19Y9 and 1984 with

regard +0 ~“the second hypotnesis are presented. in Tables

&
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Vinl. :espectivelyl The statistics presented in the;edthrée
. tables are the unstandardized regression coefficients {Bs),
the standard errors of the regression cog:ficiéntgétszsiau
and the standardized regression coefficients (Betas) for ;~\‘
each of the eleven independent variables 1ﬁreach equation.
The unstandardized regression coef@;bientS‘reﬁresenq
the average change in the d?péndent var}ablé per unit éﬁangé“
in each independent variable. with the effects of the other
independent  variables held constant. The B is the
appropriate statistic if one 1is ‘interestéd in determining
the independent impact on the dependent variable of ény sne
independent variable. However. it 1is 1nappr@priatéd to
interpret the B as an indicator of the relative importance
of the independent variables because the abéolutg magnitude
of the B is dependent upén the units in which the variable ,
is measured. The regrggéion coefficients can. hovever, be .
made comparable. ége independeneﬁ“}variables éaﬂw be
standardized by converting raw seores _into standard
deviation units. New regression coefficients ca§ then be
obtained. These coefficients (the Betas) are comparable
because they represent t@evaverage standard deviation changé‘
in the dependent variable per standard deviatioh cﬁaﬁgéliﬁ ’
the indepénden%— variable. with the effects of thé other -
« independent variables held constant (Norusis. 1985}. ) .
Looking at Tables 9-11, we can see that -- of the nine -

I .

non-trait variables -- party identification consistently has
1 / _ - N
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TABLE 9 <
Regression Coefficients for Equations
Designed to Test Hypotheses 1 and 2 - 1974
. Trudeau Stanfield
Predictors (N=1101} (N=1080}
Party B 8.6 7.3
Identification S= (.56) (.90)
Beta .37 .28
Positive B 2.9 2.9
Party Position o {1.6] (2.1}
ta .04 04
Negative B -.10 -2.5
Party Position SE (1.7 (2.1
Beta -.01 -.03
Positive B 2.5 6.5
Leader Position SE 2.3 12 64
%ta e S sh
Negative B -10.3 3.3
Leader Position SE (1.7 (2.21
Beta -.14° -4
Positive B -2.4 -3.2
Party Image SE 1.8 t1.6)
%ta ..'04 __‘v%ﬁ.i
Negative « B 79 2.1
Party Image SE {1.80 (1.5
__ Beta .01 OB
Positive B 2.6 8.2
Isader Image SE 11.8 (2.7
Beta .33 .0g*
Negative 5 ~14.5 -11.0
Leader Image x SE (2.29 €1.9)
Beta -.15°* -. 15"
Positive B 8.3 15.8
Traits SE (1.4 (1.3}
‘Beta .30 .31¢
Negative B -14.2 -10.1
Traits SE 11.3) (1.3
£ Beta -.25" -.200
&
. p 001 p ,01 R p

levis
(N=1010)

8.8
L.R)
.26

4.6
(2.3}
vmttt

—3.4
(2.1
_‘mi.l

11.3
2.1
-14°

-13.4
(2.0
- 18

.08
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TABLE 10

P N

e

Regl:eission Coefficients for Equatioﬁs
Designed to ‘I‘est.’ﬂypotheses 1 and 2 -- 1979

Predictors

Party
Identification

1k
©

K

r
f

L
:

Positive N
party Position -

£

Negative
Party Position

Positive ‘
leader Position

Be gRe
[}

Beta

Negative B

Leader Position SE
Beta

Positive B

Party Image SE
Beata

Negative B

Party Image SE
Beta

Positive B

leader Image SE
ﬁ . / %ta

Negative B

leader Imagde SE
Beta

Positive , B

Traats ' osE
Beta

Negative B

Traits SE
\,' Beta

‘' r 001

-

Tradsau . Clark Broadbent
(N=1322) {N=1204 ! (N=1216) .
9.6 8.2 8.3
L5 i .859)— (.76)
.36 .33 .
3.6 3.9 6.1
(1.8 11.5 i1.8)
‘05001 603 , hOgc
-1.5 -3.9 .78
11.6 t1.71 11.89
-0 -.0% .01
4.5 T 10.6
(2.7 £2.29 (1.8
03 .08 (14
-10.4 -5.9 -9.7
1.7 12.2) (2.0}
- 120 - 06 - 12
- .52 -1.6 -1.0
1.6 t1.4) (1.5
-.01 -.03 -.02
1.0 .8%v 3.4
(1.614 1.4 (1.6

.01 o2 05
3.5 T8 .4
13.3) v1.9 2.7
.02 10° OS5
-10.3 -5.4 -5.6
(1.6 1.6 11.9)
‘.12. 6“%0 k - m.b
\
24.5 2.9 19.6
£1.3: t1.e) 11.214
.38 280 41°
~14.6 132 €.z
. Pl 11,1 12.2
_":24. _v%l mﬁ.o
e 01 TP 9
2, e
—_ - Jd
~ 4



‘Regression Coefficients for Equations
— " Designed to Test Hypotheses 1 and 2 -- 1984

Predictors
Party
Identification

Positive
Party Position

Negative
Party Position

Positive
leader Position

Negative
" Leader Position

Positive
Party Image

Negative
Party Image

Positive
ILsader Image

- Negative
Leader Image

Positive
Traits

Negative
Traits

g8~ gae
1+ 1

g5
&

76
m

pyw

cr
fo

ggw

ct
o

o
g &
&

BB §
o

7o
<Y
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TABLE 11

Turner
(N=2616 )

6.0
(.38)
.27

1.
1

[l <]

)

=1

~
[N .
& B.

f
o
b

9.3
(2.1}
.o

L d
.

(1.6}
-.ore

4.2 =

11.01

3.3
(1.0
‘0'7“

4.6
(1.0

-6.0
L9
-.10*

15.7
(.7

-10.3

L7877
-.23*

Mulraney
(N=2711)

5.2
(.33)
.26

3.7
(.90)
.or

-4.8
(1.1)
-.07*
5.1
(1.1)
.o

7.3
t1.1)
-.10*

.05
(.7
.001

1.9
1.87)
G'Mt

Broadbent
(N=2608 }

6.0
(.48)

3.3
(1.2
06

.

4.3
(1.2)
-.08*

[ d

eI:O)
J13¢

-7.6
(1.1
=13
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the greatest independent impact on over;ll candidate
evaluation. The average Beta {or the party identification
variable is .29. and the 1lowest -- for Broadbent in 1984 --
is .22 (p - .001). In compérison. the highest Beta for any
of the other non-trait vériables is -.18 (p « .001) }or the
"negative leader position"” variable in the Lewis equation.
One measure of the extent to which the impact of party
identification surpasses the impact of the position and
image variables is the extent to which the Beta for the
party identification variable exceeds the highest‘Beta for
the position and image variables in each equation. This
difference ranges from a high of .24 4in the 19Y9 Trudeau
equation to a low of .08 in the Lewis equation. On average.
the Beta for the party identification variable is .16 higher

than the highest Beta for the position and image variables.

- The minimal impact of the variables created from the

party 1like dislike questions 1s particularly noticeable.
The average Beta for these ¥ariables 1s .04 and the highest
(“positive party position” in the 1979 Broadbent equation
and "positive party image" in the Turner equation) is .09 ip

.001:. The variables created from the leader like dislike
questions have a greater average impact on overall
evﬂihation than those created from the party like dislike
questions. The average Beta of the wvariables created from
"the non-trait responses to the leader like dislike questions

is .09 -- higher than the .04 average for the party
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like dislike 'zariablesﬁ but sg;ll cons}dérably lower thah

the .29 average for the party identification variables.

This evidence indicates that -- in, comparison to the impact
- {

of party idemtification -- neither voters’ impressions of

political parties nor their nonlfrait impressions of the
leaders have a great deal of impact on their overall
evaluations of the party leadgrs&

Turning our attention to the impact of positive and
negative trait attributions on overall evaluation, we can
see that the Betas for the negative trait variables are
generally lower than those for the party identification
variables. However. the Betas for the positive trait
variables are generally bhigher than those for the party
identification variables. - The three variables with the
greatest independent impact omn candidate evaluation are
generally as follows: positive traits., party identification
and negative traits -- in that order.

In 1974. only the Trudeau equation does not follow this
order. 1In this équatione the Beta for party idemtification
is the highest., followed by the Betas for positive and then
negative traits. Imn 1979, the Trudeau equation is the only
one in which the usual order exists. With regard to Joe

Clark. party identification has the greatest impact on

.evaluation. followed by negative traits and then positive

traits. This is the only case where the negative trait

variable has a greaterk?independent impact on overall
¥
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evaluation than the positive trait variable (and only by
.01). Along with the case of Trudeau in 1974, 1t is also
&ﬁge only case where party identification surpﬁsses both
%rait variables in terms of impact on overall evaluation.
¥ith regard to evaluations of Ed‘Broadbentx\;g 1979,
—~
positive  traits have a  greater impact than party
identificajione However., negative traits rank sig;h with
regard to their impact .on é&aluations of Broadbent -- after
thé variables referencing positive traits. party
identification, positive 1leader position, negative leader
position and positive party position. This is the only case
wvhere factors otherw than party identification and trait
attributions are among the factors with the greatest
independent impact on candidate evaluation. In all of the
1984 gibationsg the three variables with the greatest impact
on evaluation are positive traits. party identification and
negative traits -- in that order.

Whereas the average Beta for the partyfidentification
variables 1s .29, the average Beta for the negative trait
variables is .30. However. the average Beta for the
positive trait variables is .39. Except for Broadbent in
1979, the issue position variables do not even come close to
rivaling the impact cn  evaluation of the party
identification and trait variables: and. this exception only
results from the extremely weak Beta for the negative trait

variable. mnot from the particularly strong Betas of the
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issue position variables.

Since all of the Efgit variables are measured’in tyg
same units, we can employ the unstandardized regression
coefficlents to illustrate more clearly the varying impact
of positive and negative tralt attributions. The average B
for the positive/tééit variables is 17.0; the average B for
the negative trait variables is -11.4. These statistics
mean +that., on average, attributing a positive personality
characteristic to a party leader increases one’'s evaluation
of that leader by 1% thermometer degrees. On the other
hand, attributing a negative personality characteristic to a
party leader decreases one’'s evaluation of that leader by an
average of 11 thermometer degrees.

Past research leads us to expect party identification
to play a major role in voters’ overall evaluations of
political leaders. and also to expect personality trait
attributions to rival the influence of party identification.
However, past research does mnot lead us to expect that
negative trait attributions will have less impact on

candidate evaluation than positive trait attributions In

fact, the work of Richard Lau suggests Jjust the opposite.

It will be recalled that Lau (1982. 1984) reports findings
which suggest that negative information is more influengial
than positive information. Our data do not support Lau’s
findings. The average Beta for positive trait attributions

is .13 bhigher than the average Beta for negative trait
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attributions?\ Looking at the unstandardized regression
coefficients. positive trait att%ibutions increase overall
evaluation by an average of 5.6 degrees more than negative
trait attributions decrease overall evaluation. Clearly.
attributing positive personality  characteristics to a
Canadian political leader is moré—étrongly relat;d to one;p
overall evaluation of that leader than attributing negative
personality characteristics to him.

From the evidence contained in Tables 9-11, we can
conclude that our second hypothesis is only partially
supported. The second  hypothesis states that trait
attributions will have an impact on voters’ 'dverall
evaluations of the Liberal and PC leaders second in
importance to party identification. and that trait
attributions will be second in importance to issue positions

with regard to evaluations of NDP leaders. The evidence

. indicates that this hypothesis is strongly supported only in

two cases: Trudeau im 1974 and Clark in 1979. For all
other Liberal and PC leaders. the impact of party
identification on evaluation is surpassed by the impact of
positive trait attributions, although negative trait
attributi%Ps have less Jimpact on evaluation than party
identification. With regard to /£he leaders of the NDP, the
hypothesis is not supported at all. siAs noted above., except

for Broadbent in 19Y9. the party identification variables

abd the positive and negative trait _variables have a greater
// o=z )

1

d
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S
impact on evaluations of NDP leaders than the issue position

. -
variables.

Test of the Third Hypothesis

We have now examined evidence which indicates that
there is a relationship between personality trait
attributions and voters’' overall evaluations of Canadian
political leaders that is independent of otﬁér politically
relevant factors. Additionally, we have presented data
which indicate that positive trait attributions generally
have a greater impact on candidate evaluation t?pn any other -
politically idemntifiable factors. while party identification
has a greater impact on evaluation than negative trait
attributions. One dimportant question remains to be
examined. What sorts of personality trait judgements have
an impact on candidate evaluation? Our hypothesis is that
attributions of competence and integrity will have a greater
impact on overall evaluation than attributions of dynamism,
responsibility or empathy., or attributions that are found in
the personal style or political style categories.

In order to test this hypothesis. the multiple
regression analyses described above were re=fun.» The first
block of nine variables was left unchanged, but the positive
and negative trait wvariables were replaced by fourteen
dichotomous variables representing the positive and negative

versions of each of the seven trait categories. The results
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of these analyses are found in Tables 12-14. which report
the data for 19v4. 1979 and 1984 respectively.  Because the
regression coefficients for the party identification. issue
preference, party image and leader image variables change
only slightly JSrom those reported in Tables 9-11. the
statistics relating to these variables are mnot reported in
Tables 12-14. The reader is asked to keep in mind that the
statistics reported in Tables 12-14 were generated from
multiple regression analyses that included the =nine
non-trait variables we have been discussing.

Our discussion of the data found in Tables 12-14 will
begin with a discussion of the results of each of the nine

#
equations imn turn. We will then c¢ompare the findings

presented in Tables 12-14 with the findings presented in
Table 4. Finally. we will attempt to summarize our findings
with regar& to the third hypothesis.

Looking at Taﬁlé 12, we can see that the trait variable
with the ¢greatest independent impact ~on evaluations of
Pierre Trudeau jin 19%¢ is positive dynamism (Beta - .19, p
.001), closely followed bv negative personal style (Beta =
-.18. p < .001). With regard to Robért Stanfield,
attributions of positive integrity have a greater
indéjpendent impact on overall evaluaticn than attributio‘gs
of any other personal characteristic (Beta « .24. p - .001).

The trait variable with the second greatest influence on

voters’ evaluations of Stanfield 1s negative dvnamism (Beta
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TABLE 12

Regression Coefficients for All Trait Categories
in Equations Designed to Test Hypothesis 3 -- 1974

Predictors

Positive
Competence

Negative
Coampetence

Positive
Integrity

Negative
Integrity

Positive
Dynamism

Lo

Negative
Dynamism

Positive
‘Responsibility

Negative

Responsibility

Fositive
Empathy

Negative
Empathy

Positive
Personal Style
Negative
Personal Style

Positive
Political Stvle

Negative
Political Style

B (SE)
Beta

B (8E)
Beta

B (SE)
Beta

B (SE)
Beta

B (8E)
Beta

B (SE)
B (SE)
Beta

B (SE)
Beta

B (SE)
Beta

B (SE!
Beta

B (SE)
Beta

B (SE)
B (SE)
Beta

B (SE)
Beta

.001

Trudeau
(N=1101)

7.7 (1.5)
.11*

-20.2 (5.3)
- .08*

9.5 (1.6)
.13*

-10.6 (2.5}
=°Ogt

4]

12.5 (1.
.19¢*

-11.4 (4.0)
-.06*

10.0 (2.0)
J11*

-7.7 (1.9)
-.00*

11.0 12.%)

—. 00>

1.6

-12.5 (1.5}

9.3 (1.5)

Stanfield
(N=1080)

11.4 (3.1)

12.8 (1.5)
.24+

-5.8 (7.1)
-.02

11.1 ¢(3.3)
.08*

G8»5 (,105)
-.15¢

.o (2.4
°0803

-1.8 (11.5)
-.01

10.5 (3.1
08"

-12.9 (6.0)
=’©Si$$

L
7.3 (2.2)
.09*

-9.8 (2.2)
-.11*

65 (2.8)
c%ii

7.3 11.5)
-.13*

* % B p,

levis
(N=1010)

7.0 (3.4)
. .OBk%s

-22.0 (9.7)

-.06***
L]

12.4 (1.8)
L17*

7.7 (4.7}
=°04

12.4 (2.4
.13*

-10.4 i3.1
-.09**

6.6 (2.8}
.mtii

-8.5 (6.1}
=,04:

9.6 (2.7)
.09*

- e

13.5 (2.5)
.14*

-18.4 (2.7)

-1

12.6 (1.9}
L1

-15.1 (4.2)
;0095

.08
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TABLE 13

Regression Coefficients for All Trait Categories
in Equations Designed to Test Hypothesis 3 -- 1979

Predictors

Positive
Campetenoe

“Négaxiﬁe Q‘

Competence =

Positive
Integrity

Negative
Integrity

Positive
I ,,

C

Negative

- i i
Posative
Respo?sibility

Negative
Responsibility
Positive
Empathy
Negative
Empathv

Positive
Personal Style

Negative
Personal Style

Positive
Polaitical Style

Negative
Political Style

B (SE)
Beta

B (SE)
Beta

B (SEY

Beta

B (SE!
Beta

2
B iSE!
Beta

B (SEJ
Beta

B (SE)
Beta

B (SE}
Beta

B (SE)
Beta

B (SE)
Beta

B (8B
Beta

B (SE;
B (BE)
Beta

B (SE!
Beta

Trudeau
(N=13223)

13.1 (1.4
.20*

-16.4 i 4.0)
-.08*

16.0 (1.8}
.18*

-12.2 (2.6
-.09*

8.6 11.81
.10

-10.9 6.0
-0

9.4 13,4}
.08

-9.0 (2.8}

~.06**

10.9 t3.0)
O

-11.3 (3.

éﬁosiii

10.8 1.9
.11*

-11.3 11.4}

=17

10.4 1.3}
.16°

-8.0 t4.1)
-0

Clark
(N=1204 )

7.8 (2.5)
‘mtt

-7.9 (1.9)
-.09*

9.2 (1.7)
.13

-11.5 13.5)
NG o

11.1 (3.5
10

-18.4 11.4) .

-. 17

4.8 11.91
°[BJ!&*

-8.9 (2.7}
-.0v**

10.3 (2.7
.08

6.1 (2.1}
O%tt

7.7 11.8}
-.10*

¥ K ¥ P

Broadbent
(N=1216)

13.5 (1.8)
.18

20.8 (11.2)
-.04*

13.1 (1.5}
Q0%

-7.6 (6.9)

-.03 -

12.5 (1.8
.16*

-1.2 ()
-.01

L 4.4 12.1)
005xi$

-1.7 t4.3)
-:01

9.0 (2.3}
. 10*

12.1 12.3)
.13*

-8.0 (3.9)
-5

7.1 (1.5
.11t

6.7 (4.5)
-.04
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TABLE 14

Regression Coefficients for All Trait Categories
in Equations Designed to Test Hypothesis 3 -- 1984

Predictors

Pogitive
co_mpe benco

Negative
Canpetence

Positive
Integrity

Negative
Integrity

Positive
Dynamism

Negative
Dynamism

Positive

Responsibility

Negative

Responsibility

Positive
Empathyv

Negative
Empathy

Positive

Parsonal Style

Negative

Personal Style

Positive

Political Style

Negative

Political Style

B (SE)
Beta

B (SE)
Beta

B (SE)
Beta

B (SE)
Beta

B (SE)
Beta

B (SE)

. Beta

B (SE)
Beta

B (SE)
Beta .

B (SE)
Beta

B (SE)
Beta

B (SE)
Beta

B (SE)
B (SE)
Beta

B (SE)
‘Beta

Turner
(N=2616)

8. ?itl 4)

5.7 (1.3)
.07

11.7 (1.0)
.20*

-11.1 (1.2}
-.15*

5.9 (4

.o

6.8 (1.0)
- 11¢

9.5 1.9
.08*

~1.6 (2.6)
-.01

9.7 (2.3)
.gv*

-8.6 (2.3)
EO(B*

9.5 (1.4)
11*

1.5 (1.2)

- 16#

9.0 (1.5)
.10+

-1.4 (1.0)
- O

Mulroney
(N=2711)

5.9 (1.2)
.08*

-3.9 (2.3)
-.03

10.1 (.89)
L17*

-13.0 (.97) -

-.19*

9.8 (.83)
.18*

6.2 (1.6)

4+9.1 (5.6)
r;vm

7.0 (.95}
11* o

-8.8 (2.9)
-.05%*

6.8 (1.1)
.09

-7.8 (1.2
-.10*

5.7 (1.0)
08¢

4.4 (2.3)

Broadbent
(N=2608)

—

10.7 (1.3) .

.14*

-2.9 (3.1)
-.02

111.2 (.82)

.25*

-10.0 (1.9)
=.09t

10.5 (1.4)
- 12*

-1.6 (2.5)
-.0

8.1(1.2)
. 13*

-1.9 (2.4
-.01

9.6 (1.3}
.13

6.5 (.98)
11+

&

6.6 (1.6) -
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= -.15, p . .001). Three trait variaﬁles 1nﬁthe Levis
equation have thé same Betas. The positive integrity and
positive political style variables both have Betas of .17 (p
< .001). whilé'the negative personal style Qariane has &
Beta of -.17 (p «_?001).‘ g W‘
Turning now to - Table la.gwchan see that evaluations 6f
Pierre Trudeau in 1979 are  influenced by different
personality traits than are evaluations of Trudeau in 19%7%.
equation is positive competence (Beta - .20, p © .001).
Positive coﬁpetence is closely followed by positive
integraty (Beta « 18. p .001)., negative personal stvle
({Beta =~ -.17, p .001}. and positive political style (Beta -
.16, p - .001).  The trait’variabie vith the greatest impact
on voters’ overall evaluatiohs of Joe Clark is negative
dynamism (Beta « - 17, p - .001J). eclosely followed by
negative personal style (Beta - -.16. p - .001). With
regard to Ed Broadbent in 19v9. attributions of positive
integrity have a greater impact on overall ;valuation than

attributions of other personal characteristics (Beta - .20,

p - .001). . Attributions of positive competence have the

=

second greatest influence on evaluations of Broadbent (Beta

- vlss P ¢ ~301);/'\\ ) ‘
i

With regara to the federal election of 1984 (Table 14).

voters® overall evaluations of Libéeral leader Jobn Turner,

are influenced most by attributions of positive integzity

The trait variable with the highest Beta in the 1979 Trudeau

0o
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(Beta - .20, p - .001). Attributions of negative perscnal
style also have “a substantial impact on evaluations of
Turner (Beta - -.16. p - .001). The trait variable with the
greatest impact on voters’ evaluations of Brian Mulroney is
negative z}ntegrity, folloved by pesitive dynamiém and then
positive 1nteérity (Betas = =19, .18 and .17, respectively.
p - .001,. Finally. /with regard to a;oadbent. the wvariable
with the greatest M;;dependent impact on evaluation is
positive integrity (Beta - .23. p - -001). followed by
positive competence (Beta - .14. p - .001). This closely
approximates the pattern observed {or Broadbent in 1979,
altﬁough positive integrity has a slightly greater impact on
evaluations of Broadbent in 1984 than is the case in 1979.
and positive competence has a slightly weaker impact.

iIf the regression coefficients presented in Tables
12-14 are compared to the perceQ}ages found in Table ¢. we
can see that the trait categorieé which are most tfrequently
mentioned by voters with regard to particﬁlar party leaders
are not necessarily the categories which have the greatest
impact on their overall evaluations of those leaders. 1In
the case of Robert Stanfield. the category with the greatest
percentage of mentions is negative political stvle.
However. the information im Table 12 tells us that thais
categorv has considerably less impact on voters' evaluations
of Stanfield than' p081;1ve integraity. and slightly less-

impact than negative dynamism. With regard to Darid Lewis.

1
1
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negative personal style has as great an“wimpact on overall
evaluatio?“ as positive integrity and Q?sitlve political
style. déspite the fact that the percentage of respondents
mentioning attributions in the negative personal style
category 1s less than half the percentage mentioning
attributions in the other two categories. .

—According to both the percentages in Table < and the
Betas in Table 12. the two most important traits in the cuse
of Trudeau in 1974 are positive dynamism and negative
perFonal style. 1In terms of percentages. political stvle
follows persgnal stvle 1in importance. When one 1lpoks at the
Betas. howeégr. it can be seen that political stvle is not
as important for overall evaluation as the percentage of
people mentioning this category might lead us to asSsume.
Turning to the case of Trudeau in 197Y9. we can see from
Table + tdat the most frequently mentioned categorv 1s
positive political szle, foll&wed by  positive competence
and negative personal stvle Hé#eﬁg;,'looking at Table 13.
we can see that attributions referenciung positive
competence. positive integrity and negative personalhstyle
have a greater impact on evaluations of Trudeau in 197v9 than
factors found in the wpos;tlve political stvle category. In
other words. althougﬁ peorle frequently mention political
stvle as a reason for 1liking Pierre Trudeau. these

attributions do¢ not appear to have as muck 1mpact on

>
evaluations of Trudeau as do attributions of scme other
")

)
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personality characteristics. On the other hand. positive
integrity has a much greater impact on overall evaiuations
of Trudeau relative to other traits than we might assume
from the percentage of people megtioning traits f{found in
this category.

Turning to the case of Joe Clark. we can see from Table
4 that the most frequently mentioned trait categories are
negative dynamism and positive integrity. However., the
statistics presented in Table 13 indicate that comments in
the negative personal style category have a greater impact
on evaluations of Clark than comments referencing positive
integrity. Indeed. the Beta for the negative personal style
category 11s stronger than the Betas ?ér all categories
except negative dynamism -~ " despite the sfact that this
category ranks seventh in terms of the percentages.

We have already noted in the case of Stanfield. Lewis
and Trudeau that the poli%lcal style category appears to
have less impact on overall evaluation than the percentage
of respondents mentioning this category might lead us to
assume. This finding is  also supported in °the case of Ed
Broadbent. The most frequently mentioned category with
regard to Broadbent in 1979 is positive political style.
Hovever. from Table 13 we cen see that tH{s category ranks
fourth in terms of its impact on evaiuations of Broadbent.

-

behaind positive integrity. competence. dynamism and personal

stvle. 1In the case of Broadbent in 1984. positive political
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»

style 1is the second most frequently mentioned category.
after positive integrity. However. the gtatistics found in
Table 14 indicate that positive political style ranks sixth
in terms of its impact on evaluations of Broadbent. behind

positive _integrity. competence. empathy. dynamism and

i

A similar situation occurs in the case of‘John Turner,

responsibility.

In terms of the percentage of respondents mentioning the
positive and negative versions of each trait category.
negative political sfyle ranks second. In terms of impact
on evaluation. however. this’category ranks seventh. The
relative impact of negative dynamism on evaluations of
Turner 1is also 1less than the percentage of respondents
mentlénlng this category might lead us to expect. Although
the percentage of respondents mentioring negative dynamism
in the case of Turmer is double the percentage ménticnlng
either positive competence or positive personal style. all

three of these categories appear to%qual» impact on
evaluation. e

With regard to Brian Mulropney. the regression
cogif%gients presented in Table 14 do¢ aot depart greatly
from what the percentages found in Table 4 might lead us to
expect . However. positive political style ranks seventh
rather than fourth. echoing the finding noted in the case of
other party leaders. Additlonally, negative integrity hac a

greater relative impact on evaluations of Mulroney than ve



might assume from the percentage of people mentioning this
category. While fewer Trespondents mention negative
integrity than mention either positive dynamism or positive
integrity. mnegative integrity has a marginally greater
impact on evaluations of Mulroney than either of these two
trait. categories.
In order to summarize our findings regarding the third
hypothesis. the average Betas for each of the trait
lf/gategories vere calculated. These statistics are presented
in Table-15. The first column in Table 15 is the averageiof
the BetasLYor the positive versions of each trait variable:
the second column 1is the average of the Betas for the
negative versions of each trait variable: the final column
is the average of the Betas for both the positive and
negative versions of each trait variable. Considering only
the positive versions of each trait variable. the seven
__categories can be ranked in order of their average impact on
overLll evaluation as follows: integrity. dynamism.
qpmpeténce. political style, personal style, empathy and
responsibility. Considering only the mnegative versions of
each itrai’c gvariable‘ the seven categories are ranked as
follods} personal style. integrity. dynamism. political
style. competence. empathy and responsibility. Looking at
the combined average Betas for the positive and negative

versions of each trait variable. we can place the categories

in the following order: integrity. personal style.
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TABLE 15

Average Standardized Regression Coefficients (Betas)
for Each Trait Dimension

Combinad
Positive Negative Positive @ Negative
wamnxsﬂ Mentions Mentions
. Competence S BT 056 085 -
glntegrlty . 182 .086 S134
Dynamism L 126 .0v8 -102
Responsibility .080 .0%6 Ei 058
Empath .091 0 .- 65
Personal Stvle . 108 .131 118
Polatical Style -109 .068 088

»

Note: Averages for each trait category are calculated
for all leaders across all three election years.

4

L)
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dynamism, political ~ style, competence, empathy,
responsibility. _ '

Clearly. attributions of empathy aand resPdﬁ%ibility
have the least impact on overall candidate evaluation of the
seven trait categories. ¥hen the categories are ranked
according to their iﬁpact on evaluatiop, empathy
consistently ranks sixth and responsibilityiconsistently
ranﬁs seventh. The relationships among the other five
categories are more complexa> ¥hen only the positive trait
variables are ranked, integrity. dynamism and competence --
in that order -- are fillowed by political style and
personal style. However. negative personal style has a
greater average impact on evaluation than negative integrity
or negative dynamism. and negative political style has a
greater average impact than negative competence. When the
positive and negative versions of each variable are
combined, integrity iain becomes the ,most important trait.
but personal style remains., on average. more important than
dvnamism. and politieél style remains more importagt than
competence. “

A second manner of eiamining'the‘relatlve importance of
the seven trait categories is to examine the R-squared
changes caused by the addition of each trait pair to the
various equations. This information is useful because.
unlike the Betas. the %Sange in R-squared can be interpreted

-
as the percentage of variance imn overall evaluation
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accounted for by each trait category. The R-squared changes
céu§ed by the addition of each trait pair to the various
equations are presented in Table 16. The data presented in
Table 16 indicate that an average of 4.3 percent of the
variance in candidate evaluation is accounted for by
attributions of dintegrity. Attributions in the personal
style category account for an average of 2.9 percent of the
variance in candidate evaluation. while attributions of
dynamism account for an average of 2.4 percent of the
variance. An average of 1.8 percent of the variance in
evaluation is accounted for bv attributiong found in the
political stvle categorvy, and an additiomal 1.8 perceat is
accounted for Dby attributions regarding competence.
Finally.gfattributlons regarding empathv aécount for an
average of 1.3 percenﬁ of the variance im overall candidate
evaluation. and attributions of vresponsibilitw account for
an average of .09 percent.

When the statistices preéented in Tables 1% and 1€ are
compared to the percentages found gin the final column of
Table 3. we can see that political style has a weaker
relative impact on overallu evaluation than the average
percentage of people mentioning this category would lead us
to expect. While political style ranks second 1in terms of
average percentage of mentions. this categery ramnks fourth
in terms of its impact on evaluation The only other major

difference between the percentages and the regression
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of Each Trait Pair to the Regression Equatioans

1974
I N=1201 )

Trudeau
Stanfield
Lewis
1979

i N=1353 )
Trudeau
Clark
Broadbent
1984

( N=3380 1
Turner
Mulroney
Broadbent

Averages

13%

TABLE 16

R-squared Change Caused b;sﬂz the Addition

Compet-
ence

.018*
.010*
.0064*

s
006+

.018*

.018

Integ- Dyna-
rity mism
024+ .036*
.051+ .gave
039+ .0R3
039t qio
.020* .06
040" .0z4
063+ .015-
065+  .034¢
.058* .015*
.043 024

4

Responsi-

bility

.019*
006+ +

(005" 4+

.010*

.008*

*
i
“

.013*

.01

Emp- Personal Political

athy

.021¢
.010*
.008+

014+

.015*

013

Style

.038*
031+

017~

.03
.018*

013

.029

Style

018+
.019*
.06

L0137

L0143

S
.008*

.015*

.018



138

statistics is the fact that. on average. more people mention
fagtérs on the responsibility dimension than factors on the
empathy dimension. However. the statistics presented in
Tables 15 and 16 indicate empathy has a greater impact on
evaluation than responsibility.

The evidence presented in Tables 012<16 indicate that
our third hypothesis. like our second one. is only partly
supported. Attributions regarding integrity generally have
a greater impact on overall evaluation than attributions of
other personality characteristics.. However, attributions
regarding competence do not seem to be particularly
important. The competence daimension ranks fifth when the
combined positive and negative trait categories are ordéred—
according to the strength of their average Betas. and ties
~for fourth when thev are ordered according to the pérégntage
of explained variance. The mosE important category after
i1ntegrity appears to be pe;éonﬁi// style rather than
competence. and the personal ‘gtyle dimension is followed
closelv by the dynamism dim@ﬁSiOﬁu This finding 1§ contrary
ﬁ@ American” findings which indicate that judgements
regarding eoméetence have the greatest impact on overall
candidate evaluation of all categories of persconality trait

attributions.

L

Qverview

“

We began this chapter with an examination of the
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parameters of the independent and dépendent variables to be
used in these analyses. This section of'' the chapter was
supplemented with a discussion of the extent’ to which our
findings regarding the traits that Canadian voters attribute
to their political leaders are in line with the findings
noted by other researchers. The remainder of this chapter
was devoted to the examination of evidence regarding the
three hypotheses developed im previous chapters.

The first hypothesis  states that there is a
relationship bet&éen trait attributions and voters’® overall
evaluations of Canadian  political leaders that is
independent of other factors identified as politically
relevant. This hypothesis has been supported with evidence
from tﬁe 1974, 19v9 and 1984 Canadian National Election
Studies.

The second hypothesis is that trait attributions will
have an imp;ct on voters’ overall evaluations of Liberal and
PC leaders second in imp?rtance to party identification. and
that trait attributions will be second in importance to
issue positions HAen regard to evaluations of NDP leaders.
This hypothesis is strongly supported only with regard‘ta
evaluations of Trudeau in 1974 and Clark in 19v9. For all
other Liberal and PC leaders. ‘Tthe impact of partwy
identification on evaluation is surpassed by the impact of
positive trait attributiomns. As it pertains to evaluations

of NDP leaders. the hypothesis is not suppo%ted at all.

N
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Issue positions ‘pave generally less %mpaot on overall
evaluation than  party identification, positive trait
attributions and negative trait attributions.

The third hypothesis states that attgibutions of
competence and integrity will have a greater impact on
candidate evaluation than attributions of other personality
traits. This hypothesis has also been only partially
supported. The impact of integrity was found to be as great
as expected. but the impact of compéteﬁée wvas found to be
considerably less than has been found to be the case in the

United States.

i



CHAPTER V

Sunmary and Conclusions

The broad objective of this thesis has been to improve
our understanding of Canadiaﬁ voters’' evaluations of their
political 1eadersi§qpittle research has been conducted in
Canada on candidafé evaluation. Indeed, the topic has only
recently received | much  systematic attention im the
comparative literature. Although voters’ overall
evaluations of political leaders have long been considered
tbo be an important component of the vote decision. the
factars “which have the potential +to 'influence overall
candidaté evaluation have only rarely been examined.
Particularly neglected has been the study of how voters’
Judgements about the personality traits of candidates affect
their overall evaluations of those candidates.

Most researchers who have examined the faapprs which
are thought to dinfluence voters® overall evaluations of
political leaders have focused on the impact of either party
identification or issue positions. However, it has been
found that a substantial portion of the variance in overall
candidate evaluation remains unexplained after the effects
of party identification and issue positions have been taken

into consideration. The primary source of this unexplained
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variance has generally been held to h%iboteraéiiidgenents
t :,711 kw‘ -

about the pa!iggality traits of the candidates.

Despite recognition of the potent. al importance of

. trait attri;;fions for overall candidate evaluation. only &

few studies ﬁave actually tested this relationship. These
studies indicate that trait attributions c¢an have a
substantial ’1mpaot on overall candidate evaluation. The
existing 1literature on the relationship between trait
attributions and candidate evaluations thus presents us with
an intriguing- situatlonv: On the one hand. the evidencé
indicates that trait attributions are a major detersinant of
candidate evaluation. On the other hand., wve know ver<w
little about the impact of trait attributions zéla;xye 144
gther factors and. in particular. we know very little about
which personalitylnrait attributio.s impact on evaluation.
The specific aim of this thesisihas been the testisng of
three hypotheses regarding the impact of trait attributions
on Gana&ian voters® evaluations of their political leaders
The three hypotheses correspond to the three basic questiens
outlined above. The  first hypothesis. which vas based on

past research findings. vas that there would be a

'relaxianship between trait attributions and voters' coverall

'evaluations of Canadian politicel  lsaders that was

independent of other factors identified as politically
relevant. . The second hypothesis was also based on past

findings. This hypothesis was that trait attributions woueld

L
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haye an impact on voters' overall evaluations of Liberal and
PC leaders that was second in importance -tc party
1dentification. and that trait attributions would be second
in importance to issue positions with regard to evaluations
of NDP leaders. The third hypothesis was the most ?ifficult
to formulate because of the inconclusiveness of past
research. This hypothesis stated ﬁﬁat attributions of
competence and 1integrity would bhave a greater impact on
candidace evaluations than attributions of other persomnality-

¥

traits. ) - g

- ~
Ordinary Least Squares multiple regression analysis was
.
~used to test these three hypotheses. The data for our

analyses were drawn from the 1974. 1979 and 1984 Canadian
National Election Studies. Tvojsezé of regression equations
were specified. The first set -- deslgped to test the first
twe Lypotheses -- included eleven 1ndepéhdent variables:
party 1den%1fication. positive party position. mnegative
purty position. positives leader position. negative, leader
position. positive party image. negative party image.
positive leader image. negative leader image. positive
traits. negative traits. The second set of equations --
designed to test the third hypothesis -- employed the first
nine variables 1listéd above. but replaced +the positive and
negative trait variables with fourteen variables

representing the positive and negative versions of seven

trait categories. The seven trait categories developed for
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these analyses were labelled as follows: competence.
integrity. dynamism,. responsiﬁillty. empathy. personal styvle
and political style.

As mentioned above. the first hypothqﬁis vas that there
would be a relationship between trait attributionsﬁand
voters’ ~overall evaluations of Canadian political leaders

that was independent of other politically relevant factors.

This hypothesis was supportsd. The inclusion of the

positive and negative trait variables as predictors of
overall candidate evaluation significantly enhanced our
ability to explain and predict Canadian voters  overall
evaluations of their political leaders.

The secomtl hypothesis was that trait attributions would

nave an impact on voters’  overall evaluations of Liberal and

- @

PC leaders that was second in importance to party
identification. and that trait attributions*ould be second
in importance to 1S8sue positioné*w1th regard to evaluations
of NDP leaders. This hypothesis was stronglw supported onlw
wvith regard to evaluations of Trudeau in 197¢ and Clark 1in
1999. PFor all other Liberal and PC leaders.-the impact of
party identification on evaluation was surpassed by the
impact of positive trait attributions. As it pertained to
evaluations of KDP leaders. the second hypothesis wes not
supported at all. Issue positions had genefﬁlly less impact
3

on overall evaluation than party i1dentification. positive

traits. or negative traits The test of the seccnd
\s\
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hypothesis also revealed the unexpected finding that
positive tagit attributions had a greater impact on Canadian
voters’ evéiuations of their polltiéal leaders than negative
trait attributions. Past research indicates that the
opposite is true in the United States.

The third hypothesis -- that attributions of competence

and integrity would have a greater impact on candidate

evaluation than attributions of other personality traits --

-

was also only partially supported. The impact of integrity
was found to be as great as expected. but the impact of
competence was found to be considerably 1less than has been
found to be the case .in the United States. On average.
attributions foﬁn&ﬁ in the personal style and dynamism
categorieéA had more impact on overall evaluation than
attributions regarding the competence of the candidate.

The most sigﬁificant finding of this thesis has been
the strength -- relative to other factors -- of the
relationship between trait attributions and voters® overall
evaluations of political leaders. While we hypothesized
that there would Vbe a relationship between trait
attributions and overall evaluation that was independent of
the other factors identified as politically relevant. we did
not anticipate that positive trait attributions ;ould
surpass even party identification in terms of impact on
overall evaluation. Clearly.udhr understand;ng of candidate

evaluation is not complete unless the "personality factor”
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tas it was labelled Dby early electoral behaviour
researchers) is taken into consideration.

Aside from our | findings regarding the relative
importance of trait attributions for overall candidate
evaluation. one of ouriqmost interesting findings deals with
the relative importance for evaluation of positive and
negative trait attributions. American researchers have
found that negative information 1is more important with
regard t{\overall evaluagion than positive information. Our
findingL indicate that the opposite appears to be the case
in Canada. Positiv@ trait attributions ﬁad generally much
more impact than negative trait attributions on voters
overall evaluations of the-Canadian party leaders in the
1974, 1979 and 1984 federal *elections. How can we account-
for this finding®

Two hypotheses have been suggested to account for the
"negativity effect.” According to the figure-ground
hypothesis. negative information is assigned more importance
than positive information because it stands cut against the
generally positive background of our "lives  Our evideneéﬁ
indicates that Cahadlan voters generally evaluate political
leaders imn as positive a light as do American voters
Therefore. the figure-ground hypothesis cannot account for
our findings regarding the importance of positive

information relative to negative information.

The second hypothesis that has been suggested to

wl,
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account for the negativity effect 1is thevcos¢=ori¢ntation’
hypothesis. According to this hypothesis. people are more
inclined to avoid costs than to approach gains. Therefore,
the greater a leader's perceived potential to impact on
one‘'s life, the more important negative information about
that leader becomes. This hypothesis can help us account
for our findings. Perhaps Canadian voters are less inclined
than American voters to feel that their political leaders
are likely to have a major impagt on their 1lives. This
could Vbe true for a variety of reasons. including: the
indirect election of the Prime Minister: the lesser relative
importance of Canada in global affairs: the restriction of
the Prime Minister's role to that of head of government: the
perception of the Prime Minister as merely the "first amohg
equals;” «the power of provincial premiers. If Canadian
voters do not feel that their political leaders are likely
to have a substantial impact on their lives. then they would
nét consider the "costs” of negative factors to be as high
as would their American - counterparts. In such a situation,
Canadian voters would be more likely than American voters to
risk the “costs of the negative" for the potential “gains of
the positive." Thus. ﬁositive information would be assigned
more importance than negative information.

One of the most useful and important tasks undertaken
for this thesis was the de;;lopment and testing of a common

trait typology created from voters' responses to open-ended
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questions which asked them what they liked and disliked
about the federal party leaders. The purpose of this
typology was to determine specifically which personality
traits have the greaﬁést impact on overall candidate
evaluation. Our findings indicate +that attributions of
integrity., personal styl&,,and dynamism - had the greatest
impacé én Canadian voters®' evaluations of their political
leaders. While other traits occasionally emerged as
important with regard to evaluations of particular leaders.
the above-mentioned trait categories tended to have the
greatest impact on voters® overall evaluat;?ns of most of
the party leaders in our study. Two particularly
interestipg findings emergéd from the tests of the trait
typology.

We compared afhe percentage of people who mentioned
factors in each of the trait categories with the results of
the multiple regression analyses designed to estimate the
1mgéct of the wvaricus categories on overall evaluation.
This comparison revealed that the impact of political style
on evaluation was much weaker than the percentage of people
mentioning this category might lead us to expect. In other
words. although people freguently mentioned political style
as a reason for liking or d%sliking poclitical leaders. these
attributions did not have an impact on ovérall evaluati%n
that was commensurate with their frequencw There are two

possible explanations for this finding. First. comments
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regarding political style could be particularly superficial
attributions which are easily made by even. the most
politically unaware respondents. If this is the case. then
we could hafdly expect such comments to'have a great deal of
impact om overall evaluation. ‘The second explanation is
related to the first. 4berhaps attributions regarding
political style are, more than other attributions, the
effect rather than the gause of overall evaluation. Vague,
superficial attributions would certainly be the most likely
candidates for such a rationalization process.

Tﬁe second interesting f{finding regarding the trait
typology was the weak impact of attributions referring to
competencé. American research has shown that competence is
usually the trait witg the greatest impact on American
voters' evaluations of presidential candidates. Apparently.
Canadian voters put much 1less emphasis on competence in
evaluating their political 1leaders than do their American
counterparts.

Elsewhere. we discussed +twc possible methodologiegg
explanations for the <finding that Canadian voters mentioned
competence less frequently than American voters when aske&
what they 1liked and disliked about their political
leaders.(l)‘ Our conclusion was that coding differences
could not account for the finding. but that differences in

question wording perhaps could. Specifically, it was noted

tl) See footnote 1. p. 93.

PR
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that = the American question wording might encourage
respondentstto mention traits such as competence. which are
clearly recognized as politically vrelevant. while the
Canadian question lmight encourage responses that are not
necessarily political in connotation.

This explanation cannot.‘Jiéaever. account for the
fiﬁding that attributions of cohpetence have less impact on
Canadian voters’ candid#te evaluations than they have on the
candidate evaluations of American voters. For an
explanation of this finding we must look bevond methodology.
We have already .alluded to one possible, explanation.
Perhaps Canadian voters are less 1likely to emphasize
competence in evaluating their political leaders than are
American voters because Canadian voters believe that their
leaders do not have the potential to have a great deal of
impact upon their 1lives. If this is the case., then a
particularly competent leader could not dimprove one’'s
situation very mq?h and. converselvy. a particularly
incompetent leadef could not do a great deal of harm. Under
such circumstances. attribitions pf competence would not be
expected <to play a major role 1im detegmiﬂing overallﬂ
candidate evaluation. '

This thesis has not begun to address many of the
crucial issues with regard to evaluations of political
leaders. 1Its most serious limitation is that the research

methods employe& are unable to untangle the causal
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relationships  between trait attributions and overall
evaluation. While we can estimate the impact of trait
attributions on overall evaluation, we cannot estimate the
impact . of overall evaluation on trait attributions. This
limitation is particularly imporjant given our findings with
regard to attributions of political style.

A second limitation of this research is the extent to
which we can generalize from the findiangs reported here.
For example, c¢can we general}ze to the period prior to 1974
or to the period since 1984%? Can our findings, which are
based on analyses of voters® evaluations of federal
political leadersﬂwbe extended +to the provincial level? To
what extent do our findings apply to other countries.
particularly to western European countries that share
Canada’s parliamentary form of government? The answers to
these questions await further research.

Other areas for future research include a more directed
examination of the relative impact of positive and negative
trait attributions on ovérall evaluation, and further study
of the role of judgeﬁénts regarding competence in Canadian
voters® overall candidatéi'gvaluations. The explanations
suggested here need to be tested and. if they are found to
be 1inadequate, replaced with better explanations. An
additional question for future research ig the question of
hoﬁ ?@ople make inferences about personality traits. Are

such inferences perceiver-determined. or are they stimulus
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determined? Or., are inferences made on the basis of

schemas. as current lines of research suggest?

One final question. of particular interest to political

scientists. involves the extent to which the relationship

between overall candidate evaluation and vote varies with

the basis for the evaluation. That is. do candidate‘
evaluatzgﬁs based on trait attributions have more or less

impact on the vote decision £han evaluations based on partiy

identification or issue positions® Do evaluations based on

attributions of integrity. for example. héve more or less

impact on the vote decision than evaluations based on

dynamism or personal style. for example? In this thesis we

have not dealt with the relationship between overall

candidate evaluation and vote. #preferring instead to

60ncentrate on the prior and long-neglected question of the

criteria for evaluation. Nevertheless. as we- acknowledged
in Chapter I. candidate evaluations are politically relevant

because of their potemtial to influence the vote decision.

Therefore. the obvious extension ¢f the research reported
here is to add vote to the analysis.

It 1is hogé& that ocher researchers will address
themselves to this question. as well as to the other
questions mentioned above.. in order that we may further
improve our understandi%g of this important aspect of

Canadian voting behaviour.

J

N
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. APPENDIX A

Codes for Leader Like. Dislike Questions -- 1974

iSource: H.D. Clarke.-J. Jenson, L. LeDuc and J.H. Pammett
(1982). 192&:1929:19é9 Capadian National Elections and Quebec
Referendum Papnel Study Codebook. 2nd Release. Windsor. Ontario. ]

Pierre Trudeau -- Positive Mepilons

1. Trudeau Competence

0l. intelligent. smart. capable. bright. clever. knows
what he is talking about. brilliant. shrewd

16. intellectual. scholar. well-educated

55. like the way he is running the country

2. Trudeau Dynamiswm

07. good leader. leadership qualities. his leadership. best
leader. ideal leader. strong leader, good man for the job

14. dynamic. energetic, forceful. vigorous -

26. his courage. guts. spunk. bravery

2%7. decisive, able to make decisions. doesn’'t evade the issue

29. aggressive. stands behind his convictions

42. has a way with péople. has charisma. his popularitw.
magnetism '

7. confident. very positive

50. he acts quickly .

523. his ambition

1. he is strong

o}

Irudeau Integrity

0&. honest. sincere. straightforward, frank. direct. has
integrity

0S. good man. fine man

7. outspoken. says what he thinks. blunt. mind of his own

Z8. he 1s just. fair

53. he keeps his promises or most of his promises. made a
lot of good promises )

V8. his independence .,

4. TIrudeau Empathy

o4. he is concermned about Canada. interested in Canada. he
has done a lot “for Canada. anxious to lead Canada well
and to do what it best for Canada

35. he 1is concermned about people. interested in people.
understands people. interested in Canadians
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39.
44.
76.

06.
08.

<l.
10.
S4.
63.
66 .
86.
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he has-helped the people

he is for all walks of life. everyone
not patronizing

sympathetic, understanding (unspecified)

Trudeau Responsibility ‘

works hard., doing a good job., tries hard,
gets things done

calm, cool, easy manner, unruffled
broad-minded, open-minded, tolerant
serious, mature. careful. controls himself
willing to admit mistakes, make compromises
he is realistic

doesn’'t make too many promises

I have coanfidence in him

Trudeau Bersonal Style

personality. nice personality. nice person., I like
him. likeable

sense of humour

charming, a ladies’ man

. modern. up to date. progressive. moves onward.

trying to change things

colourful, flamboyvant. flair. his stryle, classy
interesting

swinger. skier, athlete

cheerful. pleasant, always smiling N
a gentleman, dignified, distinguished, I respect him
refreshing. different. 'nicest eggpaniac around.

his approach. manner. the waw he acts. general like
tunspecified )

he travels

his outlook on life

Trudeay Political Style

good speaker, speaking abilitv or manner
bilingual !

a good politieian

good internationally. good im foreign affairs
handles problems or crises well

. he is a diplomat. statesman

handles press well
good image
the way he handles meetings. knows how t%‘direct

questlonb
comes over on TV verw well

Irudeau lmage
the wav he handled FLY. La Porte affair

B ) ((

Pt
I

-
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65.
68.

75.
09.

15.
45.

51.

11.
48 .
49.

33.

33.
37 .
38 .

56 .
57 .

58.
89.

60 .

69.
70.
8l.

8z.
83.
84.
85.
8%.

89.
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he has a good team

ran & good campalgn

he did a good job in minority government or

when bha had a lot of opposition

he keeps people or the country informed of what is
going on

good -family man, his family, his wife, has settled down

. French Canadian
he is young, youthful, looks young for his age

good upbringing, comes from a good background, a
good lawyer

he has his own m¢ney, is a rich man, not in it for
the money

good-looking, handsome, his appearance

not a bad chap, he is 0. K.

he is outstanding, perfeet, the ideal man, like
everything about him

Trudeau Issue Poslitions

the way he is handling Quebec. against separatism,
kepping Quebec in Confederation, anxious for Quebec
and the rest of Canada to get along

stands up for French language of French people. he
represents them magnificently

he cares about old peeple. has done a lot for old people.
for the pensioners, increased old age pensioans 3
he is for young people, doue 2 lot for younger
generation, helps students. lowered drinking age
trying to keep peace

work he did as Minister of Justice, overhaﬁliﬁg of
Criminal Code, his views on homosexuality or abortlon
reople free to do what they want |
becoming more socialistic ’

he is concerned about inflation, high prices, post

of living and is trying to do something about it
raised family allowerance, widows' allowance. al owance
for disabled

like his ideas. most ef;ﬁts-idéas good ideas. r

young ideas

the way he handled emplovment., jobs

like his policies (unspecified)

done a few things for the farmers (any mention

of farmers or agriculture)

his attitude towards business

meédicare, other welfare

economic policies (including taxes!

the way he is handling the oil crisis

he gives help to the municipalities

he wants to build a sea port
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Pierre Trudeau -- Negative Mentions

41.

[
&

to

36.
44 .
52.

82.
84.
91.

23.
24.

S+

~y
4

as.

08.

10.
33.

N
-~ .

03.
0.

09.
i2.
42 .

3.
4.

~

Irudeau Competence

the way he runs country or government

. too intellectual, smart

Iznde;m Dyoapisn

he is Just & figurehead. a front man

not a good leader

relies too much ‘'on some of his ministers or career
civil servants ’

not aggressive enough. too conservative

changes his mind tos often

really not a man )

Trudeayu Inieérliy

he doesn’'t keep his promises. too mahy promises
he 1s dishonest. not sincere

P

. doesn’t answer questions directly. avoids taking a

stand on issues. slov on decisions. generalistes too
much, dodges the issues

he s unfair :

I don’t trust ham

Irudeay Empaihy

not concerned about people not iaterested in people.
doesn 't understand psop.e (the needs or problems o?

the people}. doesn’i do anough for people .

lack of concern for the country or Canada. onivw
interested in country at election time

lack of concern. interest. ~r understand;ng Wﬁ‘“;e fed
‘shrug of shoulder attitude’. 'so what attitude

Trudeayu Besponsibility

travels too much. takes too many holidays

playboy playboy image or antics

doesn 't get much done. hasn’'t done -ueh deesn -
attend to business

lack of concern about what is going on in governsent.
not concerned about his job

spends too much of our nqpe; Ktazpa"ers money ) On
himself .
could de a lot better. could do more

he is impatient

his temper

. his emotions show through

Ve
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31.
34.

38.
29.
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15%

Trudesu Personal Style

too arrogant. arrogant at times. overbearing

his language, uses bad words. swears. is rude
sarcastic

conceited. inflated ego. snob

personality., not a likeable man. just don't like him
manner. attitude, the way he acts. geaneral approsch
(unspecified). outlook om life

his informality. not dignified. too flamboyant

too dictatorial, too independent. doesn’'t consult

his ministers enough
too ambitious. power-hungry. do anything for wotes

cool. aloof. not frieundly

not a typical wholesome Canadian

vTrudeay Political Style

*

. he talks too much
. image he presents as leader of Canada. not an

admirable leader

. not a politician
. too outspoken
. poor speaker

Trudeau lmage

. Trudeaumania style. the way he won votes with women
- his cabinet shuffle

. his behaviour with the press. belittles the press

. his speeches during the election. the train

- he uses' his wife to gain popularity. worried his

wvife into the hospital. too much publicitv about
his private life

. spends too much time with his family

. he criticizes others tcoc often

. he is French

. he id too rich, never had to suffer or work

. his marrying such a young girl

. he& 1s a non-veteran

. his party. he is a Liberal. his politics

. everything

. his appearance. 1o0ks. specific mannerigms. voice
. his majority , :
. hé has changed

. he doesn’'t use his wife to gain popularity

Trudeau Issue Positiops -

"6

. not concerned abeut. not interested In or doesn t

understand the working people or working class
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07 . not concerned about. a0t interested im or doesn't
understand the poor

13. gives or loans to much money to other countries.
foreign aid .

14. too much money is spent on grants (O.F. X L.I.P..
Canada Council)

15. spends too much money (other specific mentions)

16. spends, wastes too much money (unspecified)

17. gives too much to Quebec or French Canada.
favours French Canada or Quebec

18. French language issue. catering to bilingualism.
shoving French down our throats

15. too much for Ontario or Ottawa

20. too much for the east, forgets the west

21. not enough done for Quebec. thinks of other
provinces before us in Quebec

.43. not do anything or much about inflation. cost of living.
high prices. Mrs. Plumtre. his polacies on inflation

7. too extreme in his thinking. too socialist.

S&. o0il policy. fuel crisis. pipeline

56. handling of unemployment. unemployment insurance

57 . handling of old age security. not enough for aged

58. handling of welfare. abuse of welfare

59. handling of foreign affairs

€0. handling of immigration

61. handling of Quebec questrén. separatism

62. handling of large corporations. too much for large
corporations

63. handling of American gcontrol

64 . handling of taxes. taxes toc high

65 . handling of agriculture or farm problems. not encugh
for farmers

66 . handiing of legislation on moral issues. views of
homosexuality or abortion

67 . handling of L.I P.. O.F.%¥. programmes-

68 dislike his policies (unspecified)

T6. lack of policies. no set policies. don 't hear about his
policies

7% . too much for east and prairies fignores BE. C

81. his economic pelicies

85. his ideas (unspecified) .

B€. doesn‘'t do anything about unions. deesn 't prevent strikes

Bebert Stapfield -- Positive Mentions

1. Stapfield Competence

Cl. intelligent. capable. clever. brilliant
5&. he 1s experienced. has the poteamtial ‘
$7. would make a good administrator. 18 & good administrator
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Stanfield Dynapisp

good leader, would make a good prime minister. has

leadership qualities
his courage - - ‘
he is a go-getter. stands behind his convictions. a

fighter
Stanfield Integrity

honest, sincere. has integrity. straightforward,
conscientious

good man

trustworthy

high moral standards. doesn‘'t swear. decent

has good intentions. means well. willing to try
he is respected. admired. I respect or admire him
he is outspoken. speaks his mind y

wants to be fair., fair man

Stanfield Empatby.

he is kind. generous. sympathetic. understanding

he is concerned about Canada

he is concerned about people. Canadian people. in touch
with people

he has helped people. done a lot for people. would

help people

Stanfleld Responsibilaty

works hard. tries hard. does his best

caln

steady. reliable

earnest. serious

determination. keeps trying. has stamina. tenacity.
persistent

has a lot of stamina

plans carefully

Stanfield Personal Style

nice person. like him. good personality

sense of humour

he is a gentleman. dignified

he is humble. home style. modest. not a show-off. naive
nice friendly fellow. pleasant person. varm

more human. down to earth

he is different

his manner. his way (unspecified!
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stanfield Political Style

good speaker. improved speaker

he tries very hard to *earn French. his French

isn’'t bad i

e good politician. old-time politician. has political style
he is a statesman. like a statesman. diplomat

liked him on TV, good impression on TV

has a good image

avare of ¥is bad image. knovws his faults

Stanfield Image ’ ;

he did a good job im Nova Scotia

he performed well in campaign. wanted to deal with issues
good job in opposition

he is a family man. has a nice family

Nova Scotian. typical of eastern proviaces. from the
maritimes

any mention of ‘o0ld man’ in a favourable context. also
coded for other attributes. feor example. ‘sincere

old man‘. ‘pleasant old fellow"

he 15 a good or smart businessman

loyal to party. represents the party

nice-looking. looks honest or sincere. his appearance
he 1s°0. K.. not bad. just a man

better than Trudeau. as good as Trudeau ‘an% mention!
his qualities. some things tunspecified:

too bad he lost. I feel sorry for him

his long underwear

proud to be a Canadian

he likes to garden

if he was a French Canadian he would do better

Stanfield Issue Eositions

too much for Nova Scotia ’
is' concerned about inflation. high prices. cost of
living and trying to do something about 1t

like his policies on wage and price <ontrols. any
mention of controls

he cares about old people. would raise pensions

I like his i1deas. gocd ideas

like nis policies. good policies

helps industry S

for the working man

would save us money

interested in the west

he is trying hard in Quebec. with French people
his economic policies
raised family allowance

he cares about unemployment
he helps Indians
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Bobert Stanfield -- Negative Mentions

33.
68 .

01l.
02.

07 .

.08.
09.
15.
31.

36 .

[«

“»

& .

48 .

54 .

6.

03.
25.
28.
9.

30.
10.

S8 .
64 .

Stanfield Competence’

not intelligent enough, not capable. not a good thinker,

ineffectual
unorganized

Stapfield Dynamiswm

not dynamic enough. too slow. lacks drive

not decisive enough. too hesitant. not sure of
himself. not confident

not a good leader. doesn’'t have or lacks leadership
qualities. just isn't the man for the job., would not
make a good prime minister. not right man for the
party

not aggressive enough. not enough fight in him

lack of fire. not forceful

too weak. not strong enough. we need aﬁ%tronger man
undecided on issues. couldn’'t seem to Stick to one point
doesn‘t inspire confidence. lacks confidence of people
or party. doesn’'t impress people. seems lost

not much charisma. no appeal. leaves you flat

./

A

5

Stanfield Integrity

he is dishonest. not sincere. too superficial

Stanfield Empathy

his apathy. indifference. very cool
not interested in people

Stanfield Responsibality

he is npt a realist -

Stanfield Personal Style ) f

personality.  poor persomality. lacks personality

he is rude

too arrogant. boastful

too petty. too narrov-minded. too much of a granny.
too provincial

attitude. manner. just his way. his approach. general
dislike (unspecified)

t00 quiet. doesn’t say much

too ambitious. too anxious. obsessed with majority
too honest. too good a person



04.
05.

06.
. he talks too much
34.
35.
38.
44 .
62.

18.
27.
32.

39.
41.

]

43.
45.

Lod

59.
10.
Taz.
S6.
55 .
11.

e

f -

61.
63.

12.
13.
14.
16.

19.
20.
2l.

16 .

49.
50.
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Stanfield Political Style

poor speaker. can't get message across. any mention
of lack of speaking ability or manner of speaking
spéaks French poorly, doesn‘'t speak enough French.

don

‘t understand his French

boring. mnot colourful enough, dull

not

a politician

poor image, no public appeal

his

appearance on TV, doesn’'t come across on TV

no appeal to young. just for the old
doesn’'t have international respect. not good
in foreign affairs

Stapnfield lpage

didn't do a good job as Premier of Nova Secoutiy

too”’
too

many promises
critical. not constructive in his criticism.

personal attacks
poor campaigner, smutty campaign

too

sneering. derisive

didn’'t like what he did in Moncton. what he did
to Leonard Jones

forcing the election

doesn’'t knov when to give up

biased

he hasn 't done much. done a poor Jjob

carries a grudge

too

old. his age. we need a younger man

he is English. looks Englaish

he is too rich

he is a Comnservative. his party. his politics
everything

his

appearance. looks

Diefenbaker (any mention:

got

credit for new flag

Stanfield Issue Positions

his
his
his
not
not
too

wage and price controls or freeze. price freeze
policies. platform

ideas. most of his ideas

modern enough. old fashioned ideas.

up with the times

much for Nova Scotia

more for the east

can’

t represent French Canada. not popular in

Quebec and he hates French pecple
backed off from conservative principles

not
not

interested in working pecple |
interested in the poor



ot 1o
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51.
52.
53.
57.
65.
66 .
67.
69.
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too much for the rich

too much for industry or big business

not doing much about inflation. cost of living.
high prices

not for tig old, Liberals give more to aged, policy
on pensions

lowered unemployment insurance, welfare policy

no policies :

socialist approach
he 1eft Nova Scotia. not concerned with Nova Scotia

David Levis -- Positive Mentlops

01.
P

o

(@]
=7

53

61.
Vs,

L]

[

0z2.
0s.

[ed

y
.~

[

20.
3.
35.

36 .
43.

Lewis Competence ° 3

intelligent. knows what he is talking about.
bright. capable. smart
experienced

Lewis Dynanism

good leader. has leadership gqualities. would make
a good prime minister

5. his courage. guts
. decisive, 'able to make decisions

aggressive, fights for what he believes. stands
behind his convictions

determined. he keeps trying .

he is strong

his energy

can convince me

Lewis Integrity

honest. sincere, straightforward
good man -
outspoken. speaks his mind

. he is just. fair. reasonable
4.

admits when he does not know answer
not in polities just for the monay

Lewis Empathy

he is humane. sympathetic. understanding .

he is concerned about Canada. done a lot for Canada
he is coancerned about common and ordinary people.
interested in people’

he helps people

genuinely concerned about problems. he

understands. he cares



06.
08.
24.

12

[T
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Lewis Responsibility

good worker. works hard. he tries hard, gets things done
calm. comes on quietly

down to earth type of man. practlcal realistic.
common-sense, more ordinary

serious

Lewis Persopal Style “

nice person. personality. nice man. I like him, likeable
sense of humour

charming

interesting., fascinating

friendly. easy to talk to. warm. charisma. pleasant

: his style

2

Lewis Political Style

good speaker. a very fime speaker. articulate.
manner of speaxking. enjor listening to him
speaks good French. he is bilingual

. he 1s dedicated to his party., works hard for the NDP

a good politician -

he is a good statesman

good at compromise

ability to clarify issues and the way he puts them
across

. his TV appearances. steals the show in panel discussions

4
Levis Inage

. did a good job in opposition. kept other parties

on their toes or in line. did good Job in Ottawa,
good opposition leader

. his campaign. went door to door

would be a good candidate

. did a lot for his constituency

. his wife. his somn. good family man
. he 1s scottish

. because he is a foreigner

self-educated man. self-made man
good business man

. he is retired
. nice-looking. his smile. friendly face
. he is 0. E.. has good podints

true Canadian K
sorrv ‘he lost election. treated badlvy in election
third party is necessary to split votes

Lewis Issue Positicos

I 11§§ his i1deas. good ddeas
‘ i
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21.
32.

33.
37.

38.
40.
41.
42.
45.
46.

47.
51.
55.
56.
58.
59.
60.
62.
64.
68.
70.
T2,
73.
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his policies, programmes, platform

he is concerned about inflation or high prices or

cost of living and trying to do something about it,
like his policies on how to handle inflation or prices
his efforts for French Canadians

he cares about old people, has done a lot for old
people or pensioners

he is for working man or working people

he is for labour

he is for the working class

he is for farmers, does more for agriculture

works for poor., under-privileged

like his ideas on corporate taxes, big corporations
(any mention)

really believes in socialism, lives up to hls ideals
iike his idea about getting pensions at sixty

policy on housing

trying to get more industry

not controlled by big business

his policy on exposure of where campaign funds come from
better immigration policy
policy on guaranteed wage
policy on taxes

other specific welfare policies
tried to help west or west coast
attitude toward bureaucracy
his promises sgund good

David Lewis -- Negative Mentions

33.

o

ov.

08.
09.

=y

[
18.
66 .

24.
25.
31.

46.

Lewis Competence
not capable. doesn't know what he is talking about

Lewis Dynanism

not a good leader. wouldn't want him as leader of
government

not aggressive enough

too weak, not strong enough

didn‘t stick to what he said, changes his mind. erratic
mysterious. hedges., doesn’t give decisions

too easily led by radical members of his party

Lewis lntegrity

insincere
makes statements without fact. or twists facts

his attitude toward Canadian people. manipulation of
people
don’t trust him, don ¢ believe him



54 .

35.

19.

k3.
28.
30.

36.
44 .
19
55.
61.
65 .

=7

23.

26.

27.
34.

43.
47 .
58 .
64 .

Od .
14.
15.

16.
21.

32.

43 .
48 .

“57.

62.
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too influential. his manipulating ways
Lewis Empathy

No mentions.

Levis Responsibility

not realistic., too visionary, solutions sound so easy
Lewis Persomal Style

he is too pushy or aggressive. always fighting
or arguing

over-confident '

too arrogant

attitude, manner. his way, general dislike
tnot specified)

lack of personality

he is a clown

too #mbitious

domineering, bit of a dlctdtuI

his single-mindedness

no# a constructive person

Lewis Political Style

not a good image for the partw. doesn’t benefit
the NDP, they should have a man like Trudeau
poor speaker, too repetitive

sensationalistic
not a politician
speaks French poorly -

he is boring .
didn‘t like him on TV T
changed his images

Lewis Image

he brought the government down., forced the election
supported the Liberals or Trudeau too much

didn‘t support the Liberals enough. found too much
fault with the Liberals

lost in his own riding. ran a bad campaign

verbal attacks. name-calling. never gives other
party credit

too political., worked too hard for his cause.

not enough support from own members

too meddlesome

overdoes his opposition. doesn 't know how to

utilize power

too much control in the last house
wouldn't help workers when thev were on strike
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68. his quitting the party

10. too old

59. his sons -

67. his Jewishness that comes out

01. his party, his politics, he is in the wrong pa.rt;

11. everything

29. easy for him to make ‘promises when he knows
he won't get in

37. his appearance. looks

44. he is a clown

63. wouldn't vote for him

9.3 Lbwis Issue Positions ¢

02‘ his policies, platform. some of his policies,
his program

03~ his ideas. NDP philosophy

OS corporate rip-off, against corporatiocns
ties with unions, don‘t like unions
too socialistic, socialism

{% elfare program. welfare state

0 more for the east

38. do away with free enterprise. control of
industry. natiomnalization

39. people think of socialism as communism

41. old age pension at sixty

45. ¢an’'t represent French Canadians or guebec

50 too close to communism

51. more for west

52. seems against anyone with money

53. afraid of FLQ

56. policies involve spending of too much money

60. other specific policies t‘women’'s issues, medicare,

education, unemploygent, inflation!

[
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APPENDIX B .

« Codes for Leader Like Dislike Questiops -- 1972
~- {Scurce: H.D. Clarke, J. Jenson. L. LeDuc and J.H. Pammett
£1983. 1974-1979-1980 Canadian Natignal Elections and Quebec
Referepdun Panel Stuiy Codebook. 2nd Release. Windsor. Ontaric. |
7Y

_ Pierie Trudean -- Positive Mentions

1. Trudegu Competence

intelligent. smart. capable. bright. clever. knows what

0l
he is talking about. brilliant. shrewd. perceptive
1¢. intellectual. scholar. well-educated
4¢ . handles problems crises well
¢ . like the wav he ran the country Oor government
8% . more experienced .
9. good administrator
2. Trudeau Dynamism R
g
0v. good leader. leadership qualities. his leadership. QJﬁ
best leader. i1deal leader. strong lea%?r gocd man
for the Jjob W
14. dwnamic. energetis. forceful. vigorous. man of acti1on
36. his courage. guts. spunk, bravery
2V . decisive. able to make decisions. doesn't evade
the issue
2¢. @ggressive. sStands behind his convictions
43. has a way with people. has charisma. his p@nulalltv
magnetism
4% . confident. very positaive -
50. he acts guicklzy
& has ambiticho '
1. he is strong g‘?
&. Trudeau lutegrity
0%. honest. sincere. straightforward, frank. direct,
integrity
0%. good man. fine man
17. ocutspoken. says what he thinks. blunt. mind of his own
28. he is just. faar
53. he keeps his promises or most of his promises. made
a lot of good promises “
7¢. his independence



4.

34.

35.

36.
39.
44 .
76.

5.

06.
08.
21.
40.

54 .

169

-

Irudeau Empathy ._

he is concerned about Canade, interested in Canada he
has done a lot for Canada, anxious to lead Canada well
and to do what is best for Canada

he is concerned about paople interested in people,
understands people, intérested in Canadians

he has helped the people

he is for 1 walks of life., everyone

not patronizing ]

sympathetie, understanding. sensitive, (unspecified)

Trudeauy Besponslibility

works hard., doing-a good job, tries hard: gets
things done

calm, cool easy. manner, unruffled
broad-minded. open-minded., tolerant

serious. mature, careful, controls himself
willing to admit mistakes. make compromises

6%—he is realistic

66 .

86.

6.

03.

10.
19.

20.
23.
24.
5.
41.
43.

&
[

~
]

[
[

04

12.
22.
30.
62.
. handles press vell
T3,

[
]

[ d
&

doesn‘t make too many promises
I have confidence in hinm

Irudeauy Personal Style

personality. nice personality. nice person. I like
him, likeable % -
sense of humour

modern. up to date. progress onward. trying to
change v
colourful. flamboyant. flair. his stvle. c¢lassy
interesting

svinger. skier., athlete

cheerful. pleasant. always smiling. friendly

a gentleman. dignified. distinguished. I respect kim
refreshing. different. 'nicest égomaniac around’

his arrogance

he travels

. his outlook on life

Trudeau Political Style

good speaker. speaking ability or manner
bilingual

a good politician

good internationally. good in foreign affairs
he i5 a diplomat statesman

good image

. his approach. manner. the wav he acts. >

general like (unspecified?



7.
80.

31.
64.
. ran a good camspaign’
68.

75.
09.
13.

15.
5.

51

89.
92.
1.

48

49.

32

33.

a8

56.
57,
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the vay he handles ueetings knows how to
direct questions
comes over on TV very well

Trudeay Iaage : 5

the vay he handled FLQ.La Porte affair
he has a good team. picks best people for jobs

he did & good job in ainority governmeat vhen he
had a lot of opposition. he 1s good in opposition
he keeps people or the country informed of vhat is
going on

good family- san. his family. has Settled dovn.
good father to his ¢children

French Canadian ( ) .
he 1s young. ysuthful. looks young for his age
good upbringing. comes fros a good background. u
good lawyer

he has his ovr money. is & rich man. noct ia 1t for
the wmoney

handles family problems with class

he is Catholie .

good-looking. handsome. his appearance

not a bad chap. he is ok

he i1s outstanding. perfect. the ideal man.

like everything about him °

Trudeau Issue Positiops

the way he is handling Quebec. against separatiss.
keeping Quebec in Confederation. anxious for Quobec
and the rest of Canada to get along

stands up for French language or French psople. GLe
represents them magnificently

. he cares about old people. has done a iot for oid

people. for the peasioners. increased old age pensions
he is for young paeopie. done a lot for younger
generation. helps students

trying to keep peace

work he did as Hinister of Justice. overhauling of
Criminal Code. his vievws op homosexuality o> arortion
people free tc do what thev wvans

. becoming more sccialistic
. he 15 concerned about inflaticp. bigh prices. cos

cf living and is trying to do sanething about‘«t

. raised family allouance vzdous allovance.

aliovance for disabled

. 1ike his ideas. most of his ideas. good ideas

voung ideas

. the vay he handled emplovment. jors

like his policies (unspecified:
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8:. done & few things for the farmers (any mention

of farmers or agriculture)
82. his attitude towards business

83. medicare. other welfare
84. "economic policies (including taxes)
85. thse way he 1s handling the oil crisis, energy crisis

@l he i3 8 federalis{} i

M

Pierre Trudeay -- Nagative Mentlons -

1. Trudeauy Competence

41. the way he ran the country or government
70 too intellectual. smart. talks down to people
93 wmade a mess of things. left a mess for Clark to clean up

te

Trudeay Dysapiso

L4
36 ke 18 just a figurehead. a front man
44. not a good leader
84 changes his mind too often

3 Trudeay Integrity

& he doesn’t keep his promises. too many promises

G4 he 1s dishonest. not sincere

G . doesn t ansver questions directly. avoids taking a
stand on issues. slcv on decisions. ‘feneralizes tou
much. dodges the issues

¥8 I don't trust him

|

4 Trudeau Espathy

3% ot concerced about people. not interested in people.
Jdoesn’< care about pecple. doesn t understand people
their needs prohless of the people . doesn‘'t do enough
for the people

U8 lack of concern for the country or Canada. only
“interested in countey at election time

i -lack of congern. 4interest. or understanding (upspecified)

32 shrug of shoulder attitude . ‘'so what attitude

. 91 he his panty lost touch with the people

5 . Trudeay Responsibilisy

“b‘ °
J2. travels toc auch. takes Tco sany holidavs
© 03 playboy. rlayboy image antics .
0% «doesn t get suck done. hasn ¢ dome much. doesn toattend
~ Y ! J

L0 businfss ” s . !
G9 Lack of conder: about what L& going o8 Lin government.
2ot cohcerze sut his sob
r‘{: - v 4
o * {

ce : :
Ll (L‘hﬂb"‘)(" ﬁ:& Voges, D "-:"’ = Q;" ’ : . -



12.
12.

4.
89.

ol.
© 25

L d

i .
28
29.

~30.

Lay

38,
39.

Gl b -2

~1 -2
63

erv.

36

ii.
e

‘personality. not a likeable man. just don’'t like him -

o
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—

’
J

spends too much of our money (taxpayers' money)
or himself

could do a lot better could do more

he is impatient .

his temper

.his emotions show through

Trudeau Personal =2iyle

t00 arrogant. arrogant at times. uverbearing
his language. uses bad words. swears. rude
sarcastic. ridicules

conceited. inflated ego. snob ‘
mahner. attitude. the way he acts. general

approach tunspecifiedi., outlook on life

his informality. not dignified. too flamboyant

toc ambitious. power-hungry. do anythirg for votes

cool. aloof, not friendly

too stubboren. not flexible

Trudeau Political Style

he talks too muck

image he presents as leader of Capnada. not an
admirable leader

too cutspoken -
poor speaker

Trudeau Image .
too dictatorial, too independent. doesn’t consult
his minister encugh. ¢cne wan shov

Trudeaumania style. the way he won votes with vomen
pocr cabinet. unable to keep good members. poor
choice of men

"relies ton puch orp someé of his ministers orv

career civil servants

his behawiour with the press. belittles the press

he uses his wife to gain populerity. worried his wife
into the hospital. too much publicity about H;s prlvatw
life. don°t like his private family life

spends too much time with his familwv. his persén&l

life ' P
he was in too long. shouldn t have run agaln“‘ ' -
helis French

he 15 too rich. never had to sufler or work

sis parrving such a young girl.. Margaret. his s&p&ratlon .
he is a non-veteran hY

his party. he 1S & Liperal. his polrtics

everytning -

his appearance. 109Kks. specific mannerisws. volce
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9. Trudeau Issue Positions

06. not concerned about. not interested in working
people. working c.ass

07. not concerned about. not interested in the poor

13. gives or loans too much money to other countries.
foreign aid -

14. too much money is spent on grants (O.F.Y.. L.I.P..
Canada Council)

15. spends too such money (other spe¢ific mentions)

16. spends. wastes too much money (unspecified)

17. gives tooc much to Quebec or Fremch Canada.
favours French Canada or Quebec

18. French language issue. catering to bilingualism. shoving
French dovn our throats

19. too much for Ontario or Ottawa

20. too much for the east. forgets the West

21. not enough done for Quebec. thinks of other
provinces before us in Quebec

43. not do anything or much about inflation. cost of living. -
high prices. his policies )

45. his attitude towards atlantic and the prairie provinces

7. too extreme in his thiaking. too soclalistic. communistic

54. his stand on capital punishment

55. o0il policy. fuel crisis

56. handling of unesployment. unemployment insurance

7. handling of old age security. not enough for aged

8. handling of welfare. abuse of welfare

50  handling of foreign affairs ¥

60. handling of immigration

61 handling of Quebec question., separatism. Canpadian unity

62. handling of large corporations. too much for large
corporations

63. handling of American control

64. handling of taxes. taxes too high _

65. handling of agriculture or farm problems. not enough
for farmers X . “

66. handling of legislation on moral issues. vievs of
homosexuality or aboriion )

7. bandling of other specific issues

68. dislike his policies (unspecified!

81. his economic policies

85. his ideas (unspecified)

86. doesn‘t do anything about unions. doesn't
prevent strikes ‘

<o
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doe Clark -- Positive Mentions

1. Clark Competence P o

01. intelligent. capable. clever. brilliapt. smurt.
knovs what he is doing '

33. will clean up the mess. put Canada on feet aguain.
everything will change for the better

56. he is experienced. has the potential

57. would make a good administrator. organizer

2. Clark Dypapism

7. good leader. has leadership qualities

14. energetic, has vitality. enthusiastic

16. ne is confident. assertive

26 his courage

43. he is a go-getter. stands behind his convictions. a
fighter. aggressive

$2. his ambit¥ion ’

3. Clark Integraty ‘

.02. honest., sincere. has integrity. straightforwvard.
conscientious

05. good man

24. high moral standards doesn t swear. decent

40. has good iptentions. means well. willing to try !

42. he is respected. admired. I respect or admire him.
proud of him

63. wants tc be fair. fais man. democratic. doegs act
favour one part of country. neutral

4. Clark Eopathy

22. he 1s-kind. genmerous. sympathetic. understanding

34. he 1s concerned about Canada

3%2. he 1s concerned about people. Canadian people. in touch
with peogle

36. he has helped people. done a lot for people. would
help people

Cclark Responsibility

(6]

06. works hard, %ries hard. does-his best

08. calm. cool J :

27. steady. reliable

28. earnest. serious

29. determination. keeps trying. has stamina. tenacity.
persistent, keen. willingness to learn ' ‘

51. plans carefully. takes his time



6.

03.
16.
17.
25.
30.
45.

47.
64 .
74

(o]
[

04 .

12.
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o

Clark Parsonal Sﬁxlg

nice person, like him, good personality

sense of humour

he is humble. home-style. modest. not a show-off
friendly. pleasant person. warm

more human, down to earth, can make mistakes

a nice change., fresh approach. new blood. it was time
to give him & chance, ve need a change

he is different

his manner. his way’ style {unspecified)

his laugh. belly laugh

Clark Political Style

good speaker., improved speaker
bilingual -

Z3. a good politician. has political style

31.

38.
59.

69.

19.

$6.
09.

1

19.
20.
33.

37.
41.
44

48.

vell thought of internationally. did well on his
trip to Africa Japan. foreign policy
liked him on TV, good impression on TV
not a one map show. a team man. consults with ministers.
accepts other opinions
his disregard of the media
- ,

Clark Ipage

he performed well in his campaign. wanted to deal with
issues. campaigned hard :
he has a good team. selected good people

he is a family man

"like his wife. good looking wife. she supports him

. he is young

. he 1is a Westerner. Albertan
66.
54 .
11.
18.
21.
36.
65 .
vE.

he is a Catholic

loyal to party. represents the party

nice good-looking. looks honest or sincere. his appearance
he is ok. not bad. just a man

better than Trudeau. as good as Trudeau (any mention)

his quatrities. some things (unspecified)

reminds me of Diefenbaker

everything ; )
Clark Issue Positicps ) e
conservative. moderate & /

he is a good man. more favourable to_bysiness :
is concerned about inflation. high prices. cost of
living and trying to do something about it

he ‘cares about old people

his promises. good promises

I like his ideas. good ideas. nev ideas

like his policies: good platform =

]
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50. understands young people -

53. his mortgage deductability plan

60. would save us money. restraint on spending

62. interested in the West. knows problems of the West.
vill do more for West . )

67 . handling Quebec problem well

68. handles provinces better. ready to discuss with them

70. his view on capital punishment

71 his viev on Petro-Can

72. he cares about unemployment

73. his viev on embassy in Jerusalem

11

Jdoe Clark -- Negative Mentions

1. Clark Competence

11. not experienced enough
33. not intelligent enough.-not bapable not a
good thinker. ineffectual

2. Clark Dyoapism

U1. not dynamic enough., too slow

0Z. not decisive enough. toc hesitant. not sure. of
himself. not confident N

v. not a good leader. lacks leadership

08 not aggressive enough. not enough fight in ham

U9. too weak. not strong enough. we need a stronger man

18. undecided on issues ' . '

21. doesn’'t inspire confidence in him his ability.
doesn’t impress people

26 . not much charisma. leaves you flat. wish" wavhv

3. Qlatk lntegrity

24 not sincere. don‘t trust him. dishonest
$0. he is out for himself. in polities for edsy income

4. Clar¥® Empathy .

No Mentions L=

o

Clark Responsibility

12. hasty decisions. speaks and thinks later.
changes his mind too often ; =
18. his impatience. not conservative enough
49. travels too much
©4. he 'is not a realist

o

]
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6. Clark Persopal Style .

023. personality. poor personality. lacks personality

25. he is rude

28. too arrogant., boastful. pompous. conceited

29. too stubborn

° 30. attitude, manner. style. general dislike (unspecified)
40. too quiet. doesn’'t say much

$8. too ambitious .

v. Clark Political Style

04. poor speaker. lack of speaking ability. manner of
speaking

05. doesn’'t speak enough French -

06. boring. not colourful enough. dull

16. lacks 'savoir-faire,’' lacks finishing touches. clumsy

26. he talks too much

34. not a politician

35. poor image. no public appeal. not well-known

38. his appearance on TV, doesn‘t come across on TV

62 doesn’'t have international respect. not good in
foreign affairs .

8. Clark Ipage

¥ bungles. makes mistakes
23. too many promises. unrealistic promises. won't
be able to keep his promises /
27. too critical. not constructive in his criticisn.
personal attacks N
32. poor campaigner. .
%. he hasn‘t. done much. hasn't taken over
48. he doesn’ t consult his ministers. to¢ independent
61. should have opened parliament sooner
63. selection of cabinet - Flora s
10. too young. not mature enough
22. he 1is English., Irish
41 his wife. his wife not, using his name. his wix r
~ is too domineering
55. he 1s a Conservative. his party. his politics
37. his appearance. looks. walk
39. his nervous laugh
2. not a Canadiah
51. no better than Trudeau

©. Clark Issue “Positions )

13. his policies. platfcrm (un5p901fledﬂ

14. his '1deas. most of his .ideas

19. ;helping Quebec. to separate

20. anti-Frengh “

*"21. his attitudes towverds handling ‘of Quebec (gener&l»

, '

3
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43. embassy move to Jerusalem (any mention)

44. seiling of Petro-Can. any mention of Petro-Can

45. cutting down on civil service. lay-offs

46. too many refugees

52. too much for industry or big business

53. not doing much about inflation. cost of living.
high prices

56. hasn’'t done anything. much about employment

57. views on medicare. welfare. old age pension

59. oil. 'gas policies, prices

Ed Broadbent -- Positive Mentions

1. Broadbent Competence

01. intellaigent. knows what he 1is ‘talking about.
capable. smart
v6. experienced. matuvre. a professicnal

¢  Broadbent Dypamisp

7 good leader. has leadership qualities

26. has courage., guts

27. decisive, able to make decisions

29. aggressive. fights for what he believes.

stands behind his convictions

5. determined‘ he keeps trying. ambitiocus )
61. he is strong. impressive -
7S. dynami¢. energetic :
7?v~conf1dent

3' Broadbent Integrity g

0Z. honest. sincere. straightforwvard. integrity
05. good man _ .

7. outspoken. speaks his mind

28. he is just. fair. reasonable. demccratic

+. Broadbent Empathy

20. he is humane. sympathetic. understanding

34. he is concerned about Canada. done a lot for Canada

35. he is concerned about common .and ordlnarj people
interested in people .

43. genuinely concerned about problems. he undeTSTandu,
he cares

5. Broadbemt Responsibility

06. good worker. works hard. he tries hatd. gdets
i things done :

{\

I8



12.

13.

an

30
50.
. his TV appearances. steals the show

[2d

15.

e

Voo~
09.
36.
67.
11.
Q3.
48.
51.
§5.
58.

9.

19.
- his polhicies. programmes. platform-

s )
~

02

33.

re

36
40.
41,

1799

calm, cool
the way he conducts himself. c¢ontrols himself
down to earth type. practical, realistic, common sense

steady. constant. stable

. not too radical
. would keep his promises

Broadbent Persomasl Style

. nice person, personality. nice man, I like him
. sense of humour

. a loner

. charming. gentleman

friendly. easy to talk to. warm. *pleasant

. his style

Broadbent Political Style .

. good speaker. artgculate, manner of spéaking.

enjoy listening to him

efforts made to improve his *French speaking French
attitudes towards problems. handles problems well

a good politician - \
did a good job in opposition. talks to both parties }
ability to clarify issues. keeps people informed

Broadbent Image

he I's dedicated to his party. works hard for the NDP
good campaign ‘
his wvife, good family man )
he is young

his party. it is a good party

his appearance. any mention

everything

he is ok, has good points

he wants Clark out

I would like him to run for other party
like Trudeau |

Broadbent Issue Positions
I like his ideas. good ideas. fresh ideas

he is concerned about inflation or high prices or

cost of living and tryimg to do something about it.
like his policies on how to handle inflation or prices
medicare. health care issues T

he cares about old people. policies for aged:

he is for working people

he is for labour .

he is for the working ciass

I



42.
44 .
45.
46.

47.
56 .
. attitude toward Petro-Can
' 60.
64.

24 .

41

08.
18.
25.
29.

0.

. changes his mind. erratic
Se.
. too easily led by radical members of his party. n/ ;

\, 180

N 1

opinion on unions

trying to do something about our natural resources
works for poor. under-privileged

like his ideas on corporate taxes. big corporations
(any mention)

really believes in socialism, lives up to his ideals
would create more Jjobs, do more about unemployment

better immigration policy
policy on taxes

other specific welfare policies
tried to help West, helped the West

Broadbent -- Negative Mentlons

Broadbent Competence

. ‘not capable. lack of political understandi%g

Broadbent Dynamism

. not a good leader. wouldn’'t want him as leader of

government

. lacks poise

too weak. not strong enough

fears his own party

misguided :
ihuﬁ
Broadbent Integrity

insincere. don't trust him
doesn‘t act on unpopular issues

Broadbent Empathy

No Mentions

Broagpent Responsibility

he hasn't dome-doesn’t do much

his temper. impatience

not informed enough. irresponsible statements
easy for him to make prOmlses when he knows )
he won't get im

. not realistic., too visionarwv. solidtions sound

too easy



6.-

15.
16.
22.
28.
30.

61.

7.

6.
_7.
43.
47.
58.

8.

14.
19.
21
34 .
39.
42

[nd

& <
50 .
20.
01.
10.
11.
31.

~

f -

63 .
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Broadbent Personmal Style

not flexible enough

his personality

too serious

too arrogant, egotistical '
attitude, manner. his style way. general dislike
(unspecified)

his single-mindedness

Broadbent Political Style

poor speaker., his voice
sensationalistic. exciteable

speaks French poorly

he is boring

didn"t like him on TV, in TV debate

 Broadbent Image

supports the Liberals too much. more Liberal than NDP
aggressive. always arguing fighting

name-calling. never gives other party any credit
over-estimates the importance of his party

hasn’t enough good people vorking for him

interferes too much. give Clark a chance

he lost the election .

don't like way he campaigned

-t00 English

his party. his politics. he is in the wrong party
unable to carry out policies because party too weak
everything .

his attitude toward Canadian people

his appearance. looks

wouldn't vote for him, don't agree with him

Brozdbent Issue Positions

his policies. platform. some of his policies. his
program

. his ideas. NDP philosophy

radical changes ideas

< ties with unions. don‘'t like unions

too socialistic, socialism .
doesn ‘'t support industry

. his economic policies

against legalizing marijuana -
he supports the separation of Quebec

. poor relations with Quebec

more for West. nothing for east
p01401es involve spending of too much money

J



APPENDIX C

Codes for Leader Like Dislike Questions -- 1984

lSource: R.D. Lambert. S.D. Brown., J.E. Curtis. B.J. Kay
and J.M. Wilson (1986). 1984 Canadian HNaticpal Election
Study Codebook. Waterloo. Ontarioc.)

Jobo Turper -- Positive Heotions

1 Turmer Competence

01 1intelligent. smart. capable. competent. clever
1€6. intellectual. well-educated

S¢. well-informed

87V . more experiernced. experienced. past experience
90 . good administrator. business-like. organiced

2 Turper Dypamisp

0v. good leader. leadership qualities. good man for the job
14. forceful. coavincing. dynamic
26. his courage. guts. bravery. his determination. dedication
29. aggressive. stand behind his convictions. arrogant
42. has a way with people. charismatic
4% . confident. sure of himself. can admit ignorance.
can admit mistakes
S2. his ambition
61. he i1s strong. firm

3

Turoer Iptegrity

Bl

to

honest. sincere. straightforward. frank. integraty.
decent

good man. I respect him. I pelieve him

cutspoken. says what he thinks. mind of his own.
forthright

doesn’'t evade the 1issue

he s fair

would havejkept his promises
specified bis polacies -

)

= (T
<1

()

e (VA6
: RO

Turner Empathy—

he 1s concermed about Canada. anxious to lead

Canada well, to do what 1s best for Canuda

he 1s concerped abcut pecple. interested about
people. compassionate .

svmpathetic. uanderstanding. more human. down to earth

4 Ca
X

=2
e G\\



“r 7
o/

0%,
1&.
. & good politician. gaﬁd political background
20.
13.
33 .
"‘*~
. good leader for opposition

L]
a2

183 "

Turnar Besponsibilisy

. works hard. tries hard. would have done well

. calm, cool, aloof

. ~harming. a ladies’ wman

. «8rious. earnest. thinks before he speaks
. he is realistic

miatie of the road

. he is reserved. conservative

Iurner Persopal Style

. personality. nice personality. nice person. I like him
. bis style. classy. scphisticated
. open-minded. tolerant. easy to get alcng with,.

not arrogant ® ;
friendly. Imiling. husourous

. & gentlem®8. distinguished
. & new face

. gooed image. impressive

ﬂg.

pat wvomen on the backside
his approach. manner. attitude. geperal like

Turper Political Style

good spagier speaker ability or manper
bilingual. po;icias on =

wvould have been good!internatiocnally. a good diplomat
the way he handles the media
puts his points over om TV. handles himself of TV

good wvith his inner party circle

Turper Isage

food family man. nhis wifea‘his familw
he is from the West. will help the ¥est

. he 25 voung
- he 1s a Liberal. his party
. he 1S a good business man. successful. good business

background

. 0old enough to make mature decisions
. want$ to rebuild the Liberal party. do his b@&u

for the party

. good apbringing comes from a good background,.

a good lawyer

- has a better team. getting a teau together
. his English. English Canadian. not Fjench
. attempts to create a more unified party. brought

nev outlook to the party. dedicated to the party

2. he s a Catholic. religicus

v



10. good athlete

11. good looking. handsome. his appearance

19. a good Canadian .
46. better than!/Trudeau. succeeded Trudesu. not Trudeau
48.. not a bad chap. He 15 ok. give him a chance

49. like everything about him

50. same as Mulroney

51. similar to Trudeau. as good as Trudean

$8. he lost the election ,

$9. makes more sense than Mulronew -

78. stood up to Trudeau

98. miscellasecus y

Turder Issue Positicns

would represent Canada as a whole. unify Candda

nhe is for the young people

able t6 do something for vorking pecple, c¢an relate

to working people .

57 Jdid4 not i.ke patronage appoiatments "

62 . restrains unions .

65. greater understanding of issues

T 1lire his ideas. good ideas. new 1deas

68. stand on vomen s rights. abortion, Social issued-

69. his promises -about unesployment. job crestion =

T0. like his policies (wunspecified!. some promisesn

71. housing policy | . _

82 his astitude toward dusiness, sore froe enterprase

84 weconomic policies. ideas iaciudes taxes:

93. ne is gocd for certain areas of Canada., msore for Yege

,94. bhe ras in B.C.. represeats the Vest. underctaads
the West :

G G G O
oG ‘

1

JoRo Jurpes - Hegative Hesiiong

v

Turner Coppesence

IS

13 ainexperienced. away frosm polities tco long.
out of touch. mot qualified

33 ocan t work under presgsure. hé rungles sakey

© mistakes -

42. incapable of running the governsent. 1nCO3petant.
poor track record.

57. not well-informed| doesn ¢ &now the fa6ss

60. lacks organization. disorganized o HiG politicel
movement -

Q



=[]

1

1
=%

g
m
m
m

Az

Jd wuu/u,.r:vw

——

I

l

'y

e B e v e

125

I

_
-



06.
14.

44 .
50.

§1.

5a.
84 .

~

23
24
32
38
30,

41.

Lud
]

Turper Dynanism

no charisma, can’'t relate to general public

not dynamic. forceful enough. wishy washy. weak. -
not impressive

not a good leader, not in control of party

not confident., unsure of himself, insecure.

not decisive enough

relies too much on others. lets'other people
manipulate him

listens to0o much to some of his ministers. advisors
changes his mind too often

Turner lntegrity
N .
too slick. a showman. glib. too smooth shallow
he didn-t keep his promises. too many promises
he is dishonest. not sincere. not trustworthy. ph#fev
avoids taking a stand on issues, dodges the issues
pover-hungry. ruthless. too ambitious
he is an opportunist, there for the prestige.
self-centered
he's a politician
I don't trust him .
b,

Turner Empathy

. not concerned about people. ncot interested in

people. the needs. doesn t do enough for people
lack of concern for Canada

lack of concern. interest tunspecified

he his party lost touch with the people

4

Turner Responsibility i
he is impatient - i
impulsive. makes decisions too quickly. speaks before
he thinKs contradicts himself. inconsistent

his temper. loses control. sulks

Turner Personal Style

too arrogant, patronizing. dogmatic

his language. rude

sarcastie T
conceited. inflated ego. snob. pretentious
personality. don’'t like himg, his character

manner. attitude. the wav h& acts. general approach
tunspecified)

too dactatorial. not a team flaver
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- 39.
55.

67.

)
i

'
7.

15.

26.
44 .
45 .
49.
54 .

58 .
62.

[nd ]

[

73.
86.
90.

8.

0z,

e 4

[
56
59.

186
=

cool. not friendlyﬁ aloof. pompous
over-confident. too sure of himself, didn’'t admit
mistakes ;

patronizing to women., chauvinist

Turper Political Style

his laugh. phoney. nervous laugh, his smile, his
nervous cough
he talks too much
not a good leader, not inm control of the party
not a politician ‘
does not express himself well. inarticulate N
he gets nervous. tense, nervous when he talks.
not a ease with public
his TV appearance, not prepared for debates. poor debater
lack of ability to react, answer questions
speech mannerisms. stutters. stammers. mumbles, abrupt
poor speaker
his French is bad., poor - - ) .
does not present himself well. not impressive.
lacks charisma. not polished

Turner Image

his family attitude. wife

left the party. did not get along with Trudeau

not prepared. ready for campaign, election

did not all the issues. not properly briefed on all

. ues
64 *n"t have positive attitude. nothing constructive.

65.

L]
[}

[
¥

~
]
o g
t

83.
92.
22.
48 .

oy

L

46.

=~

LN

09.

11.
35.
43

[nd

.

=~
L

98 .

tructionist :
he ran in the West, should have run in own riding
the way he re-entered politics, a chosen leader
called election too soon
the way he ran his campaign. poor campaign assistants
campaign criticizing other party. partv leaders.,

. out for a fight

should not have changed party
the bum patting episode. no respect for women
he is English
he is rich
he’'s a lawyer
his pary—he—is—a Liberal. he is in wrong party -
people who supported him. same cabinet as Trudeau .-
He is like Trudeau. agrees with Trudeau. a puppet
of Trudeau
everything
image he presents as a leader of Canada
blames Trudeau for failure of partw
his appearance. looks. mannerisms. eyes
similar to Mulroney
miscellaneous
{

3
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16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
36 .
31.

63.
66 .

- 68.
69.

[y 4
]

ISP
85.
93.

94 .

80.
81.

e

Ty

Turner Issue Positions

cancelled the Queen's visit

his attitude tovards women's rights issues
French language issue

favoured the West over the east, Quebec

too much for the east, forgets the West

too arrogant toward Quebec

he is for the middle class upper class, elitist
not concerned about, doesn't reliﬁf to working

class, poor people

following old policies. no ngg’;&éas. not much of
a change

his stand on abortion issue. women S 1ssues
dislike his policies (unspecif )

not concerned about farmers §f§

has socialist tendencies _

he is really cutting Reagan

his economic policies (including taxes and
interest rates)

the patronage issue, gave in to Trudeau

his ideas (unspecified)

miscellaneous specific policies or lack ¢f policies
he represents big business, his association

with big business '

Brian Mulroney -- Pogltive Mentlons

[

Mulroney Competence

intelligent. capable. clever. smart. well-prepared.
knovledgeable. knows 'his job

well-educated. well-schooled y

he is experienced. has the potentlal qualaifications

. he is a good administrator. manager. organiczer.

ran a major corporation

Mulroney Dynamism

good leader. has leadership qualities. strong leader.

good image for leader. good Prime Minister
energetic, enthusiastic. vigor. dvnamic.
aggressive, forceful

- he is confident. sure of himself. level-headed
. his courage. guts. he is strong
. determination. decision. definite stand on issues.

out to settle problems

. his ambition

charisma. has a way with people. good with public

!
N B rﬂ



02.

05.
17.
24.
40.

fo )

03.
05.
10.
35.
45.

188

Mulroney lntegrity

honest., sincere, integrity. stralghtforward.
open, direct. trust him

gives confidence

good man, good person

he is simple, honest

he is decent. high moral character

has good intentions, willing to try, will try

to do a good job, doing a good job, will try

to keep his promises. keeping his promises °
stands behind his convictions 4
wants to be fair. does not favour one part of
country, neutrality

outspoken, not afraid to 8peak his mind

Mulroney Eppathy

he is sympathetic

more human, down to earth

concerned about Canada, can draw Canada together,
good for Canada, believes in Canada

concerned about people. in touch with people

he would help-people, cares for people,
understanding of people

Mulroney Responsibility

works hard. tries hard, tries hard, does his best,

dedicated. will work hard, will try

calm, cool. relaxed, easy going. ddesn’'t lose
his temper

steady. reliable

serious. firm#

open-minded, listens to people

practical ”

plans carefully. takes,hls time, thinks things
through. cautious .
concerned about issues

Mulroney Persomal Style

nice person, like him, good personality
good man, good person

sense of humour

friendly, pleasant person. warm, outgoing
a nice change. fresh approach. new blood.
we need a change

he is a positive person

e
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13.
22.
31.

8.
49.
61.
71.
73.
80.

83.
93.
94.

8.

53.

58.
859.
09.
13.
15.
19.

- 20.

o
84.
7.

91.
11.
18

=~
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81.
98.

33.
<1.
42.
44,
46.

~
.

48.

189
' i m ~
Mulropey Political Style
bilingual

.a good politician. his political style

well thought of internationally, communicates well
with foreign countries

good -impression on TV, debates, did well in debates
he performed well in his campaign, ran a good campaign
he is a conciliator., mediator

performs well in the house, knovledge of issues

speaks good French .

the way he handles himself. aftitude. manner.
comes across well

like the way he handles things., his approach
handles media well

convineingly projects his views to others

&

Mulroney lmage

he wants to rebuild his party. pulling, pulled the
party together. good for the party. has support of the
party

selected good people £oo0d organization behind him
consults with ministries. listems to advisors, issues
he is like a family man, includes wife

like his wife. good-looking wife., she supports him
he is young .

working class background, will understand help thé
working man, small town boy

he is & good business man, has business background,
experience

he is Quebecer, French-Canadian

business approach to government

he is a good Irishman

worked his way up. made it on his own

he is Catholic

good-looking, looks homest, his appearance. his smile
he is not bad. ordinary Joe. as good as anvbody

like his voice

everything

well-groomed, dresses well .

better one of the three, better than Trudeau.
Broadbent. Turmner

Mulroney Issue Positions

will put Canada on feet again

his promises., good promises -

for middle class. average person

I like his ideas

for the farmer

women's issues (abortion equality?

like his policies, good platform >
"

/’/
4
o
l/%
4

7 .



- Briap Mulroney -- Negative Mentions

11.

31.

[

.

67.

01.
02.

o7.
09.
13.
36.

20.
24.

33.
81.

68.

° 190 ”

understands young people, views on youth

. would save us money, cut spending, wages
. interested in the V¥West knows problems of the

WVest, will do more for the VWest

- knows a lot about economy. concerned about i,

approach t8 the economy oo

. unite French and English

. he knows the problems of Quebec

. handles provinces better. ready to discuss with them
. for business, respects small business,

free-enterprise attitude
trying to reduce the deficit, views on deficit

. he cares -about unemployment, promises more jobs

stand on social issues, has welfare conditions at

heart. concern for poor
appointed Stephen Lewis, did not fire-all Liberals

. like his tax policies
. Canada U.S. relations good

Mulroney Competence

not experignced enough in politics, came into

politics at the top. green .
doesn’t inspire confidence in him, his- ability. nervous
he hasn’'t done much. going to ruin country

doesn‘t do his homework, no brains

Mulroney Dynamism

not .dynamic enough

not decisive enough. vague, evasive, not sure
of himself, dodging questions, not definite
not a good leader, lacks 1eadership

500 weak .

hasty decisions, changes his mind too often
not much charisma, leaves you flat, wishy washy

Mulroney Integrity
..
opportunist
not sincere. don't trust him, dishonest.
phoney, two-faced, slvy
uses catch-phrases that have no meaning. stock answers
out for the vote. nothing for Nova Scotia only
during election

. too ambitious. too prepared., too good to be true,

too well-organized. too agreeable. ves man, too nice
too smooth. glib. too much polish. slick. smug. plastic



- 80.
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05.

10.
23.
28.
03.
30.

44,

o
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80.

18.
41.
62.
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Mulroney Empathy ,
he.is out for himself. to0 much for himself -

lack of concern for the average human being., not
help people

Mulromey Responsibility

to0 emotional, too sensﬁ%ive

Mulroney Personal Style

patronizing

agressive, too agressive

too arrogant, pompous, gonceited, cocky., showman
personality.

attitude, manner., style, general dislike. everything

shifty eyes

too much laughing. smiling, joking. too flip

over confident, too pcsitlve about himself, too sure
of himself. too deep

Mul:aney Poddtical Siyle T

. poor speaker
. poor speaker. the way he speaks. repeats himself

lacks savoir-faire. lacks finishing touch. clumsy

. he talks too much, always seems to be preaching
. poor campaigner

. not a politician

. poor image

. debating style

¥ulroney Image ‘ V.

=
. he was involved in unseating responsible for the

fall of Joe Clark in Winnipeg

. too many promises. unrealistic promises. won‘t be

able to keep his promises. not keeping his promises

7. too critical. puts down leaders parties. name calling.

sarcastic., demerits others rather merits own

. too much power, scares me. too many drastic changes
. doesn‘t consult his ministers. agree with

other ministers
secretive, not running open government

. hls osing of the iron ore mines (Schefferville!,

leaving people unemployed in northern Quebec city.
conduct a iron ore mige

uses his wife as a p/ef§g picture. wife follows him
as a shadow /

business background. free-enterprise attitude

his wife. she spends a lot of money

his background. company he keeps

tryf****

!

L



~13. his policies, platform (unspecified) .

192

v74. he’'s French, stresses fact that has French power

91. limited business experience, not as good at
looking after business as Turner

55. he is a Conservative., his party.

08. dislike everything

19. too much like Turner 7

37. his appearance, looks, looks slick. looks dishomest, .
smile -

39. his chin, jaw, mouth

46. smokes two packs a day

76. his voice, not clear. too quiet, tome of his voice,
not loud enough .

7%. no different from the rest. stereotype politician

90. only there as anti-Liberal vote

98. miscellaneous

i

9. #ulropey Issue Pogitions”

.

14. his ideas

15, undecided on issues. no clear cut policy. evasive on
specific issues

21. should have taken action. stand on death penalty.
capital punishment

25. But down social programme. social policy, family
allowance -

29. caters to foreign countries. lack of foreign policy

40. put gas prices up . *

42. his stand on specific issues, federal corporations
tmetric) 4

43. his stand on women's issues, abortion rights.
sexual equality., wife beating .

45, increased cabinet 32-40 ministers, promised to
decrease civil servants

49. collects ideas from others. no change from Liberals

52. too much for industry. big business, Bay Street image

54. not tuned into working geople, labour

56. too right-ving economic&lly and militarily

57. views on vld age pensions ~
59. cutting instead of creating jobs. not helping
employees

63. spends too much
64. budget, sales tax --
66. avold budget issues, pgetends to have solutions -
to economic problems. economic programme
69. too close connection with U.S.. tried to sound
like Reagan
sell Canada to U.S., new style American politician
?0. too much of an easterner. everything for the east.
nothing for the West. chose ministers from the east
72. pushing French language. force people to speak Y
French. too strong on his French language bit. more
languages than French

P

7



73.
75.
79.
81.
83.
83.
84.
85.

87.
93.

A
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too much of a Quebecer. all for Quebec, cater io
Quebec from Quebec

favours wealthy. upper crust. cannot deal with
poverty, too wealthy

doesnat deal with face women’'s issues

cutting arts budget b

fiscal policy, interest rates deficit

energy policy

environment policy, acidarain

defense policy. cruise missile policy, warmonger
for middle class

nothing farmers, rural

Ed Broadbent -- Positive Mentions

01.

59.
TO.
76.
80.
81.

I

7.
26.
27.
44 .
6le

£

Free

3.

05.
17.
28.
9.

47 .
54.
63.
85.

. Broadbent Competence

intelligent. knows what he is talking abouty
capable. smart

business knowledge

well-educated ;

experienced., a professional
well-versed in international politins:
well-informed

&

Broadbent Dynamism ‘

good leader. has leadership qualities

his courage., guts

decisive. able to make decisions

relates well to people., good image. charisma
he is strong. impressive

. dynamic. energetic
., confident

Broadbent Integrity

honest, singgwe. straightforward. integrity. open.

conveys trust

good man

outspoken, speaks his mind

he is fair. open-minded. willing to listen
agressive. fights for what he believes. Stands
behind his convictions -
really believes in socialism

would keep his promises

has good intentions. means well

sees government as being equitable to all segments of

society

“&{b
M-
3
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Broadbent Empathy

he is humane, sympathetic, understanding, compassionate
he is concerned about Canada. would do a lot if elected

. he is concerned about common, ordinary people

interested in pedhnle

., he understands, cares

knovs problems of Canadians, what Canadians want ;

. he is simple

Broadbent Responsibility _

. good worker, works hard, he tries hard, gets things done

. calm, cool

. down to earth type, practical., realistic, common sense
. steady, stable. dependable, consistent

. determined, he keeps trying 2

Broadbent Personal S:t:’zle

. his style. attitude, manner., presents himself well

nice person. personalitj. nice man., I like him

. good man

sense of humour
attitude is progressing. positive attitude

charming, gentleman
friendly. easy to talk to, warm, pleasant

Broadbent Political S&yle

good speaker, articulate. manner of speaking.
enjoy listening to him

. efforts made to improve his French speak French,

bilingual

attitude towards problems, handles problems well,
handles questions well

the way he conducts himself, controls himself

. efforts made to improve his French. speak French.

bilingual
a good politicaian

. does well in debates, good debater

. ability to clarify issues, keeps people informed
. knows parliamentary procedure

. his TV appearance, steals the show

. g00d campaign

Broadbent Image

. he 1is dedicated to his party. works hard for the NDP

too critical. put down leaders, parties, name
calling. sarcastic. demerits others rather than
merits of his own “

- does a good job in opposition. strong name in opposition



79.
93.
09.
55.

i1.
48.
49.
69.

9.

19.
32.
33.
36.
37.
38 .
40.
41.
42.
16.
45.
51.
56.

60.
62.
64. :
. has good economic policy. tries t. keep expenses down
68 .
3.
78.
82.
83.

86.
. his position on nucleay disarmament
90.
91.
O4.

[ d

Ed

05.
15.

5.

195
72
¥

he keeps in touch with his constituency
does not mud sling P
his wife, good family man
I would like him to run for other panty he is
in wrong party a
his appearance, any mention
he is ok. has good points “ b
everything
better than the other two.

Broadbent Is?ne Positions -

I like his ideas, good ideas - :
concerned about inflation, high prices i
Medicare. health care issues

speaks for, appeal to minorities

he cares about old people

he is for the working peoplé

‘he is for labour p

he is for the working class

opinion on unions

like his ideas on big corporations

works for poor., under-privileged. concera zbout poor
his stand on issues, firm stand on 1ssues

would create more jobs. do more about upemployment.

his stand on unemployment

his ideas about external affairs

women's rights, social issues

policy on taxes

has good people working for him

his armed forces policy

understands the needs of the middle class
concerned about farmers e
concerned about the West

concerned about language rights

position on Auto Pac

his views on capital nishment

he can help the provinces
not as business-oriented as the others

Broadbent -- Negative Mentions

Broadbent Competence

he doesn’'t do much work
doesn't seem too intelligent. bright., a bit naive . o
not informed encugh. makes irresponsible statements



196

.- 33. not capable
"38. unorganized, not prepared w©
- 79. he has no ansvers :

2. Broadbent Dynamisn

.. 09. too weak, not stroang enough

13. tov easily persuaded

17. changes his mind

31. too'neutral

73. lacks confidfce. not confident enough

3. Broadbent Integrlity ?ﬁ
‘&

" 08. he is an Opportunist. out for himself
24. insincere. don't trust hinm
29. easy for him to make promises whem he knows he
won' twget in o
_41. doesn’t act on unpopular issues
52. he is a politician
60. fence jumper, butters up to whichever side
he needs to get what he wants
70. he's desperate for votes
82. he avoids direct questions

5. Broadbent Responsibility

18. his temper. impatience

2. excitable

35. not realistic, too visionary. solutions sound tooc easy
= L]

6.“BrQadben§ Personal Style

16. his perscnality
.28, too arrogant. over-confident
30. attitudg. manner. style. general dislike
46. too outspoken too forward -
47. he 1s boring. dull. no flair
61. his single-mindedness
71. he reminded me of Trudeau
83. he's full of hot air

N

v. [Broadbent Political Style e

22. . not good with people. lacks public imagé
- charisma. not a good image
23. talks too much
26. poor speaker
43. speaks French poorly
5. didat like him on TV in TV debates
$9. df8n't like the way he campaigned .
78. he's a very opinionated speaker S
94. not as articulate smooth as Mulroney |

* &

ta
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]

8.
ov.

14,
19.

21.

. the nuclear arms issue. policies. NATO .
. too many handouts

. his stand on capital punishment

. too anti-American ﬂ

¢ - ¥ q9v

Broadbent Image B

npt a good leader. wouldh't want him as leader

of government ‘

supports the Liberals too much, more Liberal than NDP
aggressive always arguing, fighting

name calling, never gives other party any credit,”
oeiticizes other candidates. party leaders

. over-estimates the importance of his® party
. difficult, a mud-slinger, obstructionist:

. tno critical

. too party oriented

. been in too long. overrun his time limit as leader

for NDP

. very negative in his remarks he's negative

. he tends to put his foot in his mouth

. nitpicks over insignificant things "

. doesn’t concentrate enough on unity of his party ) >
. attracts bad publicity to the NDP ‘

. too English

. his party. his pOlithS; he is in the wrong “party

. doesn't have enough good people working for him

. his appearance. Qooks

. has no hope of forming government

he 18 no different from the rest

. find it hard to take haim seriously

Broadbent Issue Positions

. his pclicies. platform. some of his policies

. his ideas. NDP philosophy

. radical ideas .
. ties with unions, don’'t like unions, labour movement

. too socialist, socialism .

. mild form of communism. communistic look on life.

pe

too far left

. his econumic policies #

. no respect for taxpayers money

. poor relations with Quebec

. too involved with women's issues. pushes women's

rights too much

. stand on abortion
. too nationalistic

o3

policies involve spending of too much money.
higher unemployment benefits -

. leans toward French language issues
. his attitude towards business. anything big. powerful
. his attitude tcvards foreign investment «

PR

g
. .
<. :
F



72.
4.
75 .
7T
8l.
84.
86.
a7.
90.
91.

93 .
96 .

g

198

his policy regarding interest rates

for bringing in the vearing of helmets and seatbelts
too much for the east

he tends to stereotype the workers

concentrates too much on one class

he's very sincerely wrong

g‘s old-fashioned in his ethic

sdcial issues (unspecified). programmes (unspecified)
wants too much government “control

doesn‘t put enough effort into~getting provincial
support . general support ‘

supports metric systém, conversion into metric
nothing at all disliked
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