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" ABSTRACT
In the ertant ‘literature, " students’' of voting
. R v : \

. behaviour have freguently'_géentified.\the',leader. or
vcandidate ~£actor, as af potent/ source of short;tern'
vvar{;tion in uotingt ln'_this 'thesls; we attempt to
mexamlne vsome of.rthe' dynamics‘“pf'vthis' impact. We -

conceive of'candidate image formation as an instance of
impression formatlon, and apply the Jones and Davis

model ~of naive attributlon processes to the context of
political. perceptlon. Thus we suggest that the

, behav iour ‘of 'the leader or candldate will permit the’;

perceiver to make useful character inferences only when

the behaviour is notvconsistent with. the perceiver's

5
/
efﬁbctatlons. .

To examine the usefulness of thls appllcatlon, we
report a’ ser1es ﬁof .experiments in' wh1oh subgects
'expectatlons ‘were‘ manipulated and their gmpressions
of the polltlcal actor. were measured The data prov1des
~.some tentatlve support for the appllcatlon. Subjects
Htended to make stronger 1nferences from the behav1ourp
of a, nonp011t1cal actor than they d1d from the
.behaviour of a polltlcal actor. The latter s behav1our,
_hOWever, was not ent1rely dlscounted as a source'of
"character information. Slmllarly, subjects tended/ to

make stronger 1nferences from the out of role behaviour

of a polltlcal .leader than they did from hls 1n-role

iv



behaviour,
\'o_f‘ a leader's

v

Contrary to expectations, the

, failed to’yield  systematic differenCes'

L4

impressions.

é

. .
" .
v Y
: e

o

manipulation

‘Political or ndnpol;tical aéhievements

%n‘ subjects'
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CHAPTER I

Introductian

[

”~
0

In election situations, most observers would

agree that political leadership candidates constitute
relevant, if not focal stimuli fof the\voter {(1). 1In
particular, leadefship personaIity conpérns seem to

represent in most campaigns a common conversational

currency, an apparenﬁﬁ‘distillateg of the myriad of

~campaign factoré imping%ng on the.Joter.

Even so,xour ugéerstanding of the role.of this
personality_ factor in eledtions is rather poorly
developed. In many instances, personqi ‘image content
seems  to ,represent‘llittle more than fa cogniﬁive
justification for paﬁtisan‘positions held ‘long before
the candidate first méde an éppearance on the backpages
of the newspaper. Cerﬁainly, there‘isﬁ;UCh evidence to
support this view. |

On . the other hand, there are‘enougﬁ apparent

exceptions to this pattern to persuade us that the

situation is somewhat more complex. The successes of an’

&
Eisenhower in U. S. politics, of a De Gaulle in France,
and of a Diefenbaker and pethapé'even a Trudeau in

Canadian political affairs represent only ‘the most

visible testimonials to the potential of -a leader's

°



2
suggest that much of the leader's personal impact u?on
the individual vbter has been masked in our analyses of
the aggregate event.
Students of voting behaviour seem to‘anW'
little about the hature or the dynamfbs'of this appeal.
In general, tﬁey‘ have treated the factor as

'
idiosyncratic or episodic in nature. Typically,

.researchers have attributed to the  factor that

proportion of variance 'in behaviour that remains when

all ,knan ‘variables have entered the equation.

: Occisionally, they have identified a personal quality,

such as the arrogance, sincerity or "father image" of

the . céndidate . as pivotal in accounting for £he

anomalous impact of a particular leader. . |
- In this thesis, we propose to address . the

issve of-candidate image directly. That is, we propose

to re-examine the theoretical perspective that informs’

' our:study of candidate image formation, and to suggest

an alternate‘gpprpach that aprears more:appropriate‘fpr
understanding the phenomenom. We propose as well to
présent an empiricél argumept/bearinglon Ehe,tenability
and usefulness of our élgernételtheOretical .fré 2work .

aIn'brief,'we qontend that prevailin;¢;g:zls of
political ‘information' -processing are ill-eéuipped to
account for much of the-lpersonal :contént coﬁprising

-
~



3
voters"' images of the leadership ‘candidates. 1In
partlcular, we cannot account adequately for ‘voter
attributions of dispositional qualities that are
apparently unrelated to the candidates' established
socio;political or demographic properties. Because
these perceptions appear on occasion to have
considerable motivational - significance, this
theoretical blindspot is a shortcoming worthy of our
attention. - |
We suggest as an alternative approach thét
. researchers conceive of candidate image forﬁation as a
prbblem'in_person‘perceptién. That is, it may be useful
to examine how people generally form impressions of the
underlying dispositional qualities of others, and to
apply these berceptual principles to our hhderstanding

4

of political phenomena. Several theoretical traditions
Gwifhin the person perception iziegature appear relevant
in thig respect.

Drawing on these theoretical contributions, we
will propose a rudimentary account of candidate ‘image
formation. Our account : conceives of the voter as a
rational political aétor who seeks sufficient
infdrmation to understand the causal -structure of his

environment. As an object with recognized causal

“significance in the political system, the character of

~



4
the 1eadershig.éandidate is of particular interest to
the voter., However, we conLend that the pqlitical areng
is a particularly difficult context within which to
make useful inferences about the character of the
leadership candidate. It is diffiqult primarily because
the ba;ic datum for such an inference - the behaviour
of'the leeder - is 6rdinarily quite explicable jin terms
of causal forces that are external to the 1leader, or
_that ére at least not unique to him% In short, the
normative pressure to succeed in electivg politics. is
seen to be sufficiently strong to ‘constitute a
plausible explanation for moét leader actions. 'As a

-

éonSequence, voters\must dis%ount-as a useful basis for
charac:;r'inference; most of the voluminous behavioural
data that are - associated with =~ leaders. .‘Not
surprisingly, character inferences tend to pe based on
the indisputable ’political characteristics that our
traditional voting models have identified. |
The value of this theoretical approach is not
simply that it shggests an explanation fo;”the often

-observed perceiver-basis Of some image content. More

importantly, - perhaps, it suggests by implication an
explanation for the content that is not so based. That
is, by specifying the conditions whichk ordinarily act

to confound the wvoter's analysis of candidate



behav1our,‘ it suggests as Gk%} the c1rgg;§tanges under
which behavrour mlght prove "to be more informative.

: we will attempt here to provide ev1dence
bearing 'on‘ some of- the more cr1t1ca1 implications of
this. proposar. G1ven the exploratory level of the
'1nwestrgat10n,~eand glven the 1ature of the 1ndependent
varlables, ‘we have chosen to . s1mu1ate varxous pol1t1cal'

cond}txons in the controlled atmosphere J"of»“ the

laboratory,“rather than to rely on the ex post facto

examination of natural-phenomépa.

.-.We are concerned’ with the dprocesses ¢« of
candldate image : formation in®  the interests . of

'developlng an adequate explanatlon of wvoting behav1our.

e

_Nevertheless, we will limit the scope of .our treatnent
n‘ﬂthis the51s to ‘the 1mage formatlon step alone. The

secondo'step‘ llnklng tra1t attrlbutlon . to voting
. v . T .

. behaviour ‘i's itself a major and contentlous research

drquestion : inv01V1ng quite different theoretical.

-

perspectives than those which 1nform our " efforts here.
CPﬁ?marlly fot thlS reason, 'we' choose to leav%

con51derat10n of thls problemuto “another - tlme. - b

Lo
.

-

«\\ : Thel format* of this thesis proceeds:from a
theoretlcal dlscuss1on in the earller .chapters to an L

empirical _argument that consumes the later ones. In

@
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Chapter 11, we w111 rev1ew and exam1ne the treatment of
the cand1date factor in the voting 11terature. As noted
_kabove, we Wlll attempt to show that certa1n features of.
the 1mage are well understood but that there still
- remains much personal | image content that is.'
infdequately explalned “ ‘ .
| Chapter IIL prov1des a br1ef ;introduetion'mto

Athe‘ person perceptron area., In this’ ohapter, we
d1scuss theorles of stereotypmng, trait implicatibn[andv
Qttrlbutlon as poss1bly relevant to the resolution of'
~our problem. ) |

In -Chapter ‘fv;: we proposeHQan_.accountmbof
canéidate image :ormation “that drams - upon  basic
principles jof’”attribntionv'and person perception. We
attempt to -demonstrate that~'this accohnt is‘ not.
1ncon51stent with some of the more recent theorles andj”
f1ndxngs in the political 11terature. '_, ’ ,

Chapters v, .VI, and Vi report the results /of
a fresearch»“programme comprlsed of f1ve experrmentalv
s%mulations. These ekperlments were/de51gne' to test a.
number of predictlons implied in our partlcular
‘ appl1cat1on of attrrputlon pr1n01ples _to” the ‘voterfs'

analy51s of . candldate behaviour. S

| | Elnally,,:chapter VIII provides a summary and

!

draws some conclusions based on the empirical analysis.

o

F'»iﬁl N {. 1:Q§%’
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thes

'Through most of thlS thesis, the term "candidate"
_4w111 refer to a candidate for a leadershlp office
(President, Prime Minister). This does not mean that
the principles of candidate formation dlscussed in this
‘work have no application at the local level. Rather,
the ptactlse has been adopted here in deférence ‘to "the

prevalllng orientation in the political literature, and

1s adopted primarily to avoid unnecessary confusion.’



Chapter II ;, _;n‘

A Review of the Literature .

. . '
estigation in this the51s concerns the role of the

»

in

po itical candldate in the voter's dec1s1qn calculus.

U t1mate1y, - we wish to 'understand better -the

c1rcumstances under which candrdate factors 'assume a

5? : ,posrtion of 1mportance in_. determlnlng VOtxng behavrour.

.Some ‘of the issues pertinent to thrs questlon

are ‘"well-thumbed" in'; the '>l1ter.ature._ Vot:mg

researchers haVe traditio ally concerned? themselves

- with the determlnants of vo 1ng behav1our and with the;'

causal pr ior 1t1es among

1 'strmulus 1n electron c paigns, the leader or-candrdate

factor has not been glected. Indeed we will argue  and
¥
attempt to demonstrate in this chapter that much useful

1nformat10n bearrng on our concerns. 1s avallable 1n the

extantfllterature.

il

,’ ‘

lrterature, however, would serve to indicate that the
candldate, as such, is not the conceptual element W1th

(AR N _ s g ) uy :
which most-researchers work. The theoretical framework

adopted almost unlversally by voting analysts focuses.

on the subjectlve perspectlve of the voter. Wlthln the

®

8 .

The céntral question underlying our -

‘ ose determlnants. As a focal

Even ~the most cursgry glance 'wat ‘the

L}

4

4
I



context ofu?ﬁblitical research, development of this

approach can be traced most dlrectly to the work of

5
. . 4\
Angus Campbell_ and his -assoc1ates at the Michigan

Survey Research Center. Thelr ~emphasis on - the
subjectlve persgectlve is evidentalin Ssome of their
e1r11est publlcatlons- |

Addltlonal 1nformat10n regarding the
dynamics . of votzng behavior can be
obtained by an apprcach at the level
of attltudes,; expectatlons, and
group tloyaltles, the psychological
variables that 1nteLvene between the
v external events of the voter's world
. .., and his ultimate behavior (Campbell
et al., 1952, p. 86) :

S~
s

In The Amerlcan Votet (1960), these same

researchers argue that an adequate account of the

voting act. must include as a centra] feature the

‘ relatibnships améng ‘ psycholqgical constructs - ~
cdntructs° that '“enjoy & subjective feaiity for the
’ind1v1dual at a given p01nt in time" (Campbell et al.,

1960, p.27). The concéptual status of these personal

conditions jis clsarly dlfferent1ated in .thelr /model

fréh . those COndltlons that are. "external" to- the
N 4 ' : . .

1nd1v1dual’s awareness. et

¥



g | 10 |
o ‘ By and large we shall consider
' - external conditions as e€xogenous to
our theoretical system. We want to
understand the individual's response

to politics by exploring the way in

which he /perceives the abjects and-

events _of the political world. Our

approach is in the main dependent on

‘the point of view of the “actor. We

agssume  -that . most ' events or ,
. conditions that ‘bear directly upon
!-‘ behavior are perceived in some form

or other by the individual prior to
the determined behavior, -and that

" much of behavior - consists of 7

reactions- to these percept1ons
(Campbell et al., 1960 p 27)

. Thus voting analysts‘tend—to regard as theit
raw data theivoters'”inages of the candidate or their
measurement of those 1mages rather than the :candfdateJ
stlmulus 1tself. The 1nf1uence of the S R. C. teéearch"
'tegm is again obvious in, the conceptual_development of .
_'the imege ‘conSttuCt; ‘The candidate,image*variable'isp
- conventlonally treated as an attitude‘ construct 'As
.8uch, it 15 thought to 1nclude both the voter's set of
beliefs about the cand;date and hxs affectlve{:QEactlon
_to the cand;date. o - S

IR substantxal ‘body of lxte:ature focuses on
the bellef aspect or the cognltxve> content of the
'image. Although content class;f;cat;ons are not uniform
\'withxn this literature, most researqhers have used some

'variatlon of the typology suggested in The American

Voter (1960) - This typology is based on responseé to



1l /

pen—ended questions about ithe American presidentTal
,candldates (1) . It involves the grouping of image
content under four headlngs-~partisan attrxbutes, issue
attributes, group L;terest attr1butes, and persdnal
attributes. Some researchers have collapsedﬁylthis_
ty?ology into personal and pol1t1oal content (Slgel,
1964; Butler and,Stokes, 1969; Anderson and Bass, 1969-
Williams et al ;,' 1976). Others havg expanded the
classification - to dlstlngulsh :personality attributes
fromk references to candrdate qualificationsi and
ahilities (Stokes, Campbell and Miller, 1959; Converse

' and Dupeux, 1966)k | ,-
wtth few exceptlons, researchers ;report that

. personal content tends to domlnate the cognitive 1mages

of leadershlp candldates. The authors of The Amerlcan

!gggr (1960), for- example, report that Elsenhower S“
public ’image shifts between the electlons of 1952 and
1956 from an emphasis on hls leadership record and
experlence.'to more’ personal Vattributes such as his
1ntegr1ty, his 51ncer1ty, and h1s general likeability.
In both,years, however, these vague 1eadersh1p v1rtues
__and personal qUa11t1es outnumbeq all other references
jby a w1de*margln “(Campbell et g;., 1960, p.24).

The tendency is.eVen»ﬁore clearly reflected in

_ the public image of Charles de Gaulle held by the

-4
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‘French *electorate in 1958, Converse and Dupeux (1966r

y
report that less than 7% of the references to de Gaulle

_ concern his policy positions or his group affrlrations.

Almost 45% of those references "1dentrfy‘ positive or’

negatlye personal attributes of the leader, an

. ad?1t1ona1 16% of the content refers to - the General s

leadershlp‘ capab111t1es. Comparing the Eisenhoyer and
de Gaulle images, Converse and Dupeux note:

.The‘Egeneral color of the French
reactions to de Gaulle were, at an
‘intuitive level, so similar to those
‘gathered in the United States
% concerning Eisenhower that it was
:rather simple to establish coding
- which  would lend itself to
- cross-national comparisons. . . . In
both countries- evaluatlons turn much
more frequently on the ~“personal
image created by the two generals
than on  more political themes.

w wAlthough policy positions.taken by
.4the leader bulk larger in- negative -
f‘references than in  positive

‘v responses on both sides, it is true
1+ that these stands on issues were
rarely evoked in. either country
(Converse and Dupeux, 1966, p 298)
(2). -

C T .r*‘ )
’ S1m11arly Butler and Stokes (1969) 'report in

théir analy51s of Brltlsh leader 1mages that references

to personal ,characterlstlcs comprise between 79% and

- 87% of all positive and negative comments about the
. Van . N

Labour ‘or Conservative leaders (Butler and Stokes,

‘1969, p.222), cher" reéearch, reports dealing’ with'f
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images of Kennedy, ‘Nixon, Johnson, 'Goldwater, and

‘McGovern in the United States (Campbell, 1966b; Wright,

19f4; Pomper, 1975) and with images of Trudeau - and
: . . 7

~

‘anafyses of voting behaviour than measurement of the

Stanfie;d in. Canada (Winham and Cunningham, 1969)
recotd a simiiar»pattern of descriptive contenf.-*,
" For the most. part, political investigators

have presented these cognitive content analyses to

round out our picture of the voter's world, and perhaps
to reveal clues about the motivation for his behaviour.

For predictive' and explanatory . purposes, however,
: 4 ..

researchers have _focuéed on the affective content of

the image. Consistent with conventional attitude

-

theery, the strength of the voter's positive or

negative affect regarding the: candidate object is

thought to bear the ‘closest relationship to his

behavioural intention. Thus assessment . ‘of this
' i . . . . .
-

attitpdinal property *»is usually more central “to

w

voter's beliefs about the candidate.

‘ Measurement ~ of candidate orientation or
attitude has -typica1 ' | involved rather ‘simple
techniques. In gener ; fhe atﬁi}dde has been measured
either by subtracting negative freﬁvpositive references

about a candidate (Campbell, Gurin and Miller, 1954;

Stokes, Campbell ahd Miller, 1959 Campbeli, Converse, -

Co s 7

&‘;U.,
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Miller and Stokes, 1960;; Buﬁler and Stokes;' 1969;
Winham and " Cunninghs@, 1970} or by eliciting the
voter s diredt reaction to the 1eadersh1p candidate on
a 'feellng thermometer."” The usage of more formal
models of attitude assessment , Such as ihe Semantic
Qifferential’l‘r Fishbein's AB model, are as yet quite

-

restricted, (OSgood . Suci and Tannenbaum, 1957;

Stricker, 1963; Warr and Knapper', 1968; Fishbein and
- Coombs , 1974} Reynoids,‘1974; Williams et al., 1976).

The importance of the candidate factor to the

voting decision_has‘beenj defined and assessed in a

’numbér of ‘ﬁuite different ways. On the one hand,

candidate importance has béen defined in.terms of the

]significance\9explicit1y aésigned} the factor by the

“voter. Voters may be asked to identify the most and

perhaps *the least 1mportant of a number of factors to

thelr vote. Alternatlvely, they may be asked whetﬁér }‘\\; A

. changes in thEII evaluations of partlcular o Jects

1

would alter their overall decision.

In studies of voters in the U.S. political

 system, the 1mportance attrlbuted to the candidate in’

electlons appears to be con51derable.._G1ven that the
presidential candidate is comparatively ihdependént of
his party in thaf system, and that the voter casts »his
ballot diréctly for the céndidéte;in most states, the

Ty
B

o

-
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salience of the candidate is pethaps understandable.
Thus Campbell and his associates (1954) report from [
their gxaminati§n of the31952 election that 'a large
- majority of their tespondents woﬁld nbt vote for a
candidate ©of their.own pérty if,‘they Adidn't like of
-agree with him. EVen among "strong"'identifie;s, over.
60% indicated that their ‘éecisiOn‘ wéﬁlé alter under
such circumgtanges (Cdinpbell et al., 1954, pp. 94—95).

v' For more recent Amer ican eiectigns, Okeefe,
‘Mendélsohn and Liu (1976) also found that_."the
candidéfe was an important concern to voters. These
:reéearchers asked fespondents "to " indicate whichlof
party, personal céndidate attributes or issue concerns
wasb most importaht to their vote in thé 1972
Presidential election and later in . the 1974
guberqatoriél or senatorial elections. In this somewhat

stricter test of candidéte importance, they found that

. 28% listed candidate . personality attributes as'
important in the 1972 election. This proportion
increased to 40% %o: the  lower = level electio two

}ears later (bkeefe, Mendelsohn and Liu, 1976,/p.324) .

this focus of publié attention on. the 1ldadership
candidates is -not simply an artifact -of rican

institutions and politics. Data collected by Pammett
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and his associates (1975) from véters‘ in the 1974
Canadian General Election indicate that the saiié@te of
leaaers to votérs is apparent within a parli;mgntary
system as well. When given a choice gmpng party; éafty
leaders and local-éandidateé, fully'onej third of - the.
sample sélectéd the party .leaders, despite the fact
that leader names did not appear on tLe Bailot;'JThe
investigators Oobserve that this pfopqr;iOn indicating.
leader iﬁportéhce ;s 9% lower tpan én earlier estimate
based on data collected after ghe 1968 General Election
(Pammett et al., 1975, p.34).
" While ¢these findings ‘suggest that leqdeiship
figures are highly significant to many vqters;-\and to
the electoral outcSE%, there would seen to bé sound
.methcdological and theoretical reasons for seekiﬂg ‘
,othér" means of assessment. Meﬁhodolqgically, if
findings gegarding voting tuinout reports are felevant
here, it is 1likely that sélf—reporteé‘estimates'of
importance are cohtaminated by social desirability
responsé dispositions of the voter and by problems of
teCall (Clausen, 1968); The precise  nature and
magnitude of these prb§leﬂ$} however, remain uhknown.'
Pefhaps more:.impoftantly, the theoretical

context within which most .researchers approach the

voting ~ act conceives of explanation in terms of

-~
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identifying the causal roots of proximal psychological

elements that bear directly on the behaviour. From this
- perspective, the basic ‘datum of analysis is the
éirection and intensity of affect aséoCiated with the
candidate object. This affective component is thought
to have potential ,causal significangé to the extent
that it éannot be traced to more ggneral response
dispositions . of the voter. Ngt "Sﬁrprisingly, the
research process of identify%ng'the causal antecedents
of canaidate evaluation hasﬂbeen shaped by preVéilng
theories of attigude formation and information
processing.

“ Ih political science, much of the theoretical
foundation for Subsequent investigation of these
matters ’can be‘traced to the work of Berelson and his
associates, and to ° the publishEd research }of
ihvestigators at the S.R.C. ‘

~In_ The Peoplé'é Choice (1944), Lézarsfeld,

&
Berelson and Gaudet attempt to develop an explanation

for the observed stabiljty of electoral choices in the
American pres}dential elections of tbe early 1940's. I%
their account of these éhenémena, ‘the individual's
social milieu is seen as the‘central,aéent of political
stability. Specifically, their anglysis_of panel daté

- for the 1940 U.S. election reveals ' that social
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demographic grodp cﬁaracteristics serve to distinghish
supporters of one party from those of the other.
ConseqLently, they advance the argument that "a person

thinks, politically, as he is, socially. Social

characteristics determine political_  preference"
(Lazarsfeld et al., 1944, p.27). .
The processes linking these social

chagacteristics to political preference are only
roughly described in this initial wérk. Two such:
processes seem to be important here. The first is
social in nature and involves ehvigonmental pressures
or forces that are said to shape 6; mould the content
of one's attitudes touafd political objects. Thése
so-calléd ;molecular pressures” of social groups caé
take a number of different forms, but all 'héve the
effect qf enhancing the political homogeneity of gro&p
members' attifudes. The two-step flow of cbmmunication
is suggested as one effective element of social
influence (Lazarsfeld et al., 1944, pp 151-152).

| In - addition to these. eiternal social
influences on the individual, Lazarsfelé and his
associates suééest that tire psycholoqicals process of

"selective attention" substantially affects the intake

of political information or propaganda.
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: . ;‘.theremis also an effect caused
. by  the = still-unconscious
psyohologlcal pred159051tlons of the

—= . rvoter himself. From ~his 'many past

. o experiences ,shared with others in
.+ his : economic, ., religious, and
communlty grbups, he has a readiness _
‘to.,attend . to. some. things more than:
~ others. . . . Voters somehow decide
o - to select 'out of the passing stream
~of stimuli those by which ‘they are
"more  inclined to be persuaded._'
(Lazarsfeld et al., 1944, p 82)

a o

A subsequent report by Berelson, Lazarsfeld4i“
", nd McPhee develops further the main 1deas 1ntroduced‘

in TheHPeople;S Ch01ce.~ Vot1ng (1954) reports the

'r"resultsf'of ;a sﬁndy of the 1948 American presidential

"fé1éétiiji ‘Elmira, New York._, In ’its theoret1cal

vtreatmeht, the study retalns an emphasis on the social
‘and psychologlcal i forces contr1but1ng ; to.f” the -

maintenance: of stab111ty in the "standlng decisiop"vof

”‘the electorate. Thus the researchers glve considerable

_1attent1on to the voter 8 1nterpersona1 environment.’

80c1a1 processes operatlng at ‘the prlmary group level
are thouoht to be largely pesponsxble for the'high
level of group consensus on campaign matters.

The process of selectlve attent1on is more

fully examlned in thls volume. In 1948 as in 1940, the:

investxgators observed a systematlc tendency on the
part of voters to distort thelr perceptlons of campalgn

stimuli = (Berelson et al., 1954, -p.230ff). The
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1mp11cat1on of this f1nd1ng for the develcpmentj of a

causal theory of votlng _is scarcely veiled: the

[

-processes of political perception seriously,‘attenuate
‘the 1mpact of the "real” campaign‘,on 'the:vcteg's

‘dec151on calculus. vAs'the authors conClude,"

H

. « . the woters manage to;, use the
materials of pOllthS, even of a
pre51dent1al campaign, for their own
_ psychological protect1on - -for the
- -avoidance of some inconsistencies in
their .beliefs ' that otherwise would:
be manlfest (Berelson et ‘al., 1954,
P. 230) , RN

Extendiné their treatment of this process, the

researcherskv-suggest_ a principle that relates the
henomenon to more established psychological theory.

Thus they 1nfer from the1r analysxs that 1nformat10n is

processed :in ,such a manner as. to reduce or av01d ‘

inconsistency and tension.

. .. . perceptual selection must .
serve . a definite = psychological .
function Yor the 1individual -voter.
As in other spheres of activity, so
in the political: one functioan must
be to avoid potential stress. . .
The voter tends to oversee oOr 1nvent
what is favorable to himself and to
distort or to deny much of what is
. 'unfavorable. This - must leave him -
~ fewer internal conflicts to resolve
- with, €o to speak, a favorable
" balance of perception (Berelson et~
al., 1954, p.230). S -

In The American Voter (1960), Campbell,

~

N
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"Converse, Miller and Stokes adopt a sxm11ar theoret1ca1

4

vstrategy in that they advance dual psychologlcal and

“social models of att1€ude formatlon. Flrst, they assume‘

‘that - an 1nd1v1dual seeks to 1mpose an_ ‘order or

coherence‘on the constellat1on of related polltlcal_

obgects that he déems to be pertlnent to ‘his vote. As a

K~

means to thls end, the 1nd1v1dua1 transfers or o

generalizes the coghitiVe or affectlve propertles .of
. one 'object to other objects manlfestly related to it.

~"A candidate is the nominee of his Eartx, party and

candldate are oriented to the same issues or groups,

and so forth" (Campbellvet'ai.;,1960 pP.59, emphasis‘in

o

orlglnal).~ The dlrectlon of the transfer is held to be

‘a, fnnotion .rof relatlve percept longev1ty' and
attitudinal‘intensity.\

The most endurlng objects of the

vpolrtlcal environment are of course

the 'Republican - and  Democratic

Partles,‘and ‘the relative permanence:

. of our major parties has two main.

S consequences . for the’ dynamics"of

popular “attitude. First,-the novel

objects of presidential politics may

. receive a marked coloration by

L - reason of their association with one

: or the other. of the parties. . .

~ Second, perceptions and feellngs

. that were initially a55001ated with

other objects may  survive in the

‘image  of the parties after the

-elements  from which they arose have

- left - the political environment
~ (Campbell et ﬁl*! 1960, p.60).



A second method of“ iinkage pertains to _the
influence of.-referencel groups_’on lthe .formation of
partisan attltudes Reference groups ‘are secondary
groupings in soc1ety toward wh1ch 1nd1v1duals may - feel
a psychologlcal_ association or‘ membershxp - 'Voter

identifications; with such - groups are regarded as

-

psychological constructs withg potential -
signiﬁicance,‘
These groups are thought to exert‘lnfluence o

over oplnlon formation "primarily- rough  the

;transmlssron of group standards to members = standards
that serve as cues in the proce551ng of 1nformat10n‘
1nc0m1ng 'from theA"distant and complex' politicai
env1ronment. The 1mpact of the group on the member _is
thought tof‘vary &wrth _the strength ~of the member s -
identification,’ With the clarity of the. group' s
’ political standards, and w1th the percerved legltlmacy -
oé{ihe ‘group's 1nvolvement in polltlcs.'
' Although thls reference group theory ©is
general in the sense that it is 1ntended to account for

. the 1mpact‘ of any secondary grouplng on partlsan

'preference; the authors of‘ThelAmerlcan Voter clearly

confer exceptlonal status on the. reference group 1mpact

. of the p011t1cal party From thelr emp1r1ca1 analy51s,
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for example, they conclude that .

. '« . no single datum - can tell us
more about the attitude and behavior
of the individual as presidential
elector_ than his DIecation on’' a -
dimension of psychologlcal’
identification extending betweén the
two great parties (Campbell et al.,
1960, pp. l42- 143).

while the precise ‘role of party 1dentrf1cat10n_"
is not very carefully expllcated in thls account the

factor appears to represent a potent affectlve force

providing 51mp1e. unequ1voca1 and unchanglng standards

_or cues for the evaluation of partlsan polltlcal

“objects. The pervasive effect of this factor is

reflected'in.the “partisann coherence" and ‘Jinternal'
consistency" ~ that ‘seems ' to characterize the
individual's attitudinal field (Campbell et al., 1960,
pp. 132-133). | |

in; large part, efforts to isOlate the sources

of candldate affect ‘have been guided by these models of

‘informatlon proceSSLng Almost certalnly in response‘to

The AmerLcan Voter flndlngs, 1nvestlgators have focused

on the nature and strength of the relationship between

Ca. respondentas prrig party dlsPOSItIQQf and the images

he has formed of the parties"' candidates.

ﬁEvidence presented in, The AmeriCan Voter.
suggests " that “prior party dispositions‘;constitute

«

Tae
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consistently important determinants of candldate

/ .
evaluation.- The data prOV1ded in this volume reveal a
Bh1gh level of affect1ve cons1stency between the two
attitudes, “and -a ’frequent cognltlve association as

well The 1nvestlgators conclude on this point:
In the electlons descrlbed by our -
~ data party identification could not .
account for all aspects of the image
formed by- the public of the elements
of natlonal politics; but it gives
to this 1mage "a central partisan
v coherence. The dimensions - of
attitude we have -considered were
bound. together by the common

£

e influence ' of identification with
" party (Campbell et  al., 1960,

p.132).

Thus ‘the 'prfnciple'kof,perceptual balence or
, consistency' in attitude 1formation:>is applied to
poiitical. phenomena expllc1t1y in the Berelson et al.

research and 1mp11c1tly in The Amerlcan Voter.

' Howeverb the usefulness of thls, prlncipleu as.
~én~ explanatlon of candldate 1mage content is tested
-dlrectly in akstudy reported by McGrath and‘_McGrath
(1962). These ,1nvestlgators proposed to ktestl‘the
'tenablllty of the "balance" as opposed to /the" 1magef3
the51s of candldate perceptlon. Thus, if the former 1s
tenable, »voters should form- the1r- ~images of’ the’
~candidates in such a manner that balance or con51stency

is ma1nta1ned w1th pre-ex1st1ng partlsan attrtudes.
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The perceptual balance principle . .
« » holds that people prefer one
candidate over the other because of
. his party affiliation, his stand on
Lo issues, or ' any of- a variety of
-essentially personal reasons. Having
made a preference . judgement, they
then perceive the deeds and words of = ’
both 'candidates in selective and o
‘ ~distortive - manner, so that their
. chosen candidate has highly
- desirable -attributes and the
opponent has undesirable - attributes
{McGrath ~and McGrath, 1962, pp.
237-238) . : "

‘?\' N

‘In contrast to this theory, the researchers
proposé a second theory phat ‘locates thé'locus of
causality in the éppearanée, actions and‘deeds’*of' the

stimulus itself.

S

The logic of the image¢ thesis is as
follows: Candidates and their, agents

, create a certain publjic image of the
‘man, either by natural expression or
by deliberate intent. The electorate
responds differentially to  the
images of the opposing candidates, -
selecting’ one ‘and rejecting  the
other. The candidate who casts the
most popular image gets the most
votes and wins the . election, . .
(McGrath and McGrath, 1962,  p.237).

.
N

,fo» cbmpare. these_théories, the‘investigators>

asked groups bf.Young'DemOcrats and :Young' Reéubliéans
to describe theit.~images of Nixon ané‘Kennédy. The

 :eseé;¢he£s‘usedias‘a rating iéstrgment,a SQt of fiftyﬂ
non-evaluative ’scaies.- The poieé‘-of each scale .

.reflected onosite ttaits.AThey hypothesized that the
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partisan groups should agree on their descrlptlons of | \
each candidate if the 1mage theory is.: operatlve here.
:However, the groups shou'ld systematlcally disagree in
their percept}ons of the‘candidates if' the %mage is

%

perceivet—determined._ | ' -
- The“researchers found that»twenty~nihe of the
traits satisfied the cohéition - of 'stimu%qs
‘determinati;h while the vremaihiuév twentyrone traits
‘7appeared téjbe percelver detexmlned Although they did
not- perform' a ﬁactor analysxs of these ratings, they ~\\
hoted“that the' former. group’ ofA;traits‘.seemed‘ to |
correspond 'to Osgood's "activity" di%ehsiOn of heaning"
while the latter group of_traits apbeareé to.‘reﬁlect
the "potency"~dimension (3). | |

| In a subsequent study, Sigel (1964) questloned
:the approprlateness of the test used by McGrath and
McGrath. She suggested. khat balance._conslderatlohs‘
”should not. he» expected t6 affect all aspects of the
candidate's image. Rsther,o balance or consistency
factors should affect only'those aspects of the image
that are regardéd by voters as essentlal attributes of
‘a president. Such aspects uould be ‘polltlcal, not
personal, in natute. Thusushe argued that the important
" vote-related Dart of the .-image - would  be

perceiver-determined.
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In support of this argument, S1gel Presented
several. d1fferent findinys from a survey under taken in
Detroit “in 1960, First, she_  reported ‘that both

Democrats ang Republicans rateq .~their urespective‘
preferred _candidates h1gh on "job cruc1al attrlbutes"'
while the ‘respective opponent suffered by ‘comparison.
On personal (nonpol1t1ca1) attrlbutes, however, the
fstraln toward partlsan congruence was not “nearly as
_ apparent . Thus - Sigel. concluded that. candldate
perception was at least partially a function of’ party,
and that the d1stortlon pertained particularly to
"political" attributes.

Secondly, Sigel noted - a marked similarity
between the percelved assets of the candldates and
those attrlbutes generally ascrlbed to their respectlve
parties,

" The candfdates' ‘images (in their

Political -aspects) were almost

identical to the images  the public

‘customarily ‘has  of the candidate's

‘own party . .. . Our data ‘suggest

that the different images of the two

-parties are deeply engraved on the

Perception of voters and ‘influence
their candidate berception more than

Thlrdly, | Slgel reported that respondents
tended to possess evaluatlvely con51stent 1mages of the

candldates Democrats tended to cite only positive
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traits ofn Kennedy and only negative traits of Nixon,
-while‘ Republicans exhibited the 'opposite ° pattern..
Moreover the voter's ' propensity for assymmetric

/

evaluation varled in' the expected direction  when
v identifiers " were compared w1th nonxdentlflers- voters
who were not identified .with elther party displayed a
greater capacity 10 attribute. both positive ‘and
“negative traits to either -candidate.

| Sigel fails'to.provide an adequate’ conceptual
distinction' between "personal" ‘and "political" tralts.,
Nevertheless the major thrust of her argument regardlng
the roots of evalnatlveAcandlaate judgements and their

importance . for behaviour is ‘consistent with: that

ad#anced;in The American Voter, and finds ample support-

'elsewhere as well. Stokes (1966) , for example, provides
ev1dence from national survey data for pthe same 1960
election that indicates a substantial partisan imﬁact
.on the 1mages formed of Kennedy despite the salience of

g

- the rellglous factor in that election. Other studles
document Jislmxlar relatlonshlps -in = other .AmeriCan,
elections.(Campbell and Miller, 1958; Shapiro, 1969;
Snerrqd, 71971; @Shulman and 'Eomper, 1975; Declerq EE_
al., 1976). |

Thevreport_cited preViously by Converse and

Dupeux (1966) reveals a marked partisan effect in voter
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perceptions of Eisenhower” and de Gaulle. | These

investigafbrs note that Eisenhower's puBlic imadge prior

to his adoption of the Republican party “was - highly

favourable and unfettered by partisan®or social group
associations (4). Thus the sharply partisan’eyaluatiOn
- of the man observed after his Republican nomination

suggests "to them the potency of the partisan variable

in affecting perception.

- + < it seems indisputable that

H with ' very few exceptions, |

! partisanship *" antedated ° and

- profoundly modified the reactions to
Eisenhower. In other words, had .
Eisenhower chosen instead . the
Democratic 7Party, we may assume the
relationship would_have rotated .jn
the opposing direction: strong
Republicans would have decided they
disliked Eisenhower (Converse - and. -
Dupeux, 1966, p.325).

‘Perhaps fhe.most persuasive evidence on this
"point hgs beenx'brovided by Weisberg and Rusk‘(l970,
1972).” These researchers analyséa 1968; and 1970
hational surveyvdéta concerning evaluations of possibie
U.S. pfesi?enﬁ%al nominees. Using multi~dimensiqna1
scaling, thé§ found that in each election year, thf
respondents' candidate spage involved,,a prominent
partisan.dimension/thatiysefully distinguished clusters

of candidates. & secondary, analysis using multiple

regression - techniques permitted the researchers to

s
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compate the relative effects on/ candidate ratings of
party identification, attitgde toward urhan unrest and
attitude toward Vietnam. For both electioh years, the?
coneiuded that "party is the major edeterminant‘of
candidate ratings for .a large majority of the
candidates" (Rusk and Weisberg, 1972, p.103).

Each of the studies discussed to this point
hae involved a data base drawn from the U.S: .system.
Although most of the research on thlS quest1on has been
conducted in the American context avallable findings
from other. western vpolitical 'systems would seem to
indicate that the relationship - between  party -

identification and candidate image exists elsewhere as

‘well. Specifically,"'suppgrtive evidence for the

hypothesis has been documented for canada in studies 6f

the 1968 General Election (Winham and'Cunnihgham, 1970;
vIrV1ne 1975), for Great Br1ta1n in studies of electoral
change in the early 1960 s (Butler and Stokes,_ 1969),

‘and for France in a _study of de-Gaulle's political

. ~N :
image during the mid-1950's (Converse and DupeuX,
1966).' In each of these studies, thefresearchers have
explicitly acknowledged the theoretical and empirical

parallels between ' their fefforts and. the published

-research of their colleagues in the United’ States. Thus

1t would appear that the processes llnklng these two

[
’
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variables ‘are not unique to the American political

A r

system, but daintain their efficacy or salience ‘und?r
widely Qarying institutional, historical and political
conditions. - - ) -
While most of the candidate—related research
has4focqsed on this partiSén éspect.pf.candidate image,
a . -second lreéeérch eﬁphasis in recent years‘ has

attempted to identify salient nonpartisan _sources of

image content and affect. The primary stimulation for
L 4 s . . . :

-

this research has derived from the inadequacy of the
party djsbosition‘ factor as -an éxplanation of
short-term changes in voting prefe?enéé, and frOm the
apparént s;gnificqnce of candidate-related Tac%ors as
sources of these changes. That 1is, researchers have
" found that perceived attributes of‘the candidate tend
oftgn to account fqr deviation from "normal" partisan
behaviour.

.étokest '(1966) proQides perhaps »the' most
élegant acco&nt of thése processes. He suggésts thai
candidate imageidevelop# from the interplay of .stimulus
properties, comﬁhnicatioﬁ?processes»and the perceiver's
-response d(i_s'positi.ons. ‘(Stokes, 1966, p56). While
communications factors may-ODViougiy\affect the voter's

awareness of stimulus properties, the explanatory focus

of this model 1is upon the relationshi between

I 5 o
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candidate attributes and perceiverrdispésitions toward
those atEributes.‘v of course, the candidate's
poiiticél party affiliation is his most consisténtly

visible po}it&cal.attribute. As wé have seen, tfhis
attribute tends to elicit étrong dispositional
responses.. | | “

| However Stokes suggests that deviant voting
behaviouf' may be the result of even strbﬁger
dispés%tional reac;ions to other properties of thé
‘stimulugp Unlike party affiliation and = party
identification, these properties and "~ their
coriesponding perceiver dispositions will vary across
glections with theqemérgence of new candidates and new
-éircumsténpes. ’ Thus the impact of thes;fnonpartisap

dispositions varies in magnitude from election to:
. <

h ~7

eléétion, and constitutes tﬂe short-term component of
the Qote; -

Stokes' vdiscussion | of thesé - short-term
‘eiemehts is not limited to candidate-related
, attributes. He fefers only'to a "turnover of objgcts"
as the major source of vdting change. Neverthelessc
Stokes and other'resgarcheré appear to grant- empirical

o o |
pre-eminence to the tufnover of leadership candidate

objects in their discussion of ' recent American

elections. As Stékes» concludes, "it is . . . evident
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"thaﬁ'the dynamism of popular, attitude is pécu;iatly"‘

v"tied"té ‘fhe"emergencev of newl c;pdidates' for th
“'_lPréSidenéy" {Stokes, 1966,1p.27).» '

>' J 3 3vKi§kbatfi¢k’:and associaﬁes- ({975)‘ adopt a
\simiiér composiégMZQféw o£fthe'candidate factor.'TheSe
in?ést;gaﬁors aicﬁottmize voter tespon;eg tgﬁthe‘S;R.C.

’openéehded questions into ‘two variables cofresponding
to  longer-term party-related concerns and shorter-term -
‘references associated . more with the candidate.” In

their "éﬁalYSis of - the ., comparative impact of'these

voting over six presidential

‘-

~elections, [they found considerable variation in the -
importance/- of . candidate-related concerns  across -

o U

elections.

y ¢ohc1uded;_h0wever,‘tha£

~ N
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attitudes grounded  in candidate
images, " 1rrespect1ve ~=0f *  various

| W ' candidate ! differenfes from year to

-year have nearly ddubled in. their
explanatory power as measured by the
standardized regression coefficient
.and that attitudes oriented toward
‘the political parties: have been cut
by. more than one- half over . six
electoral contests. In addition, ghe
greatest - decrease . in predlct ve '
power of ‘party 1mages is  from 1968

“to 1972, which is.also the period
characterlzed by ' the next: highést. -
increase in - the Predictive
capabiiity of candidate images. - .
While this - broad incorporation of
total party and candidate attijitudes
enables us to say 1little . about

policy at this  point, it is

. obviously a striking finding in
support of” what ~others have said’

about the power of candldate images

.. and, 1nc1dently, their - increasing
short —term character (Klrkpatrlck et
al., 1975 pp. 50 -51).

In attemptlng to specify the orlglns ‘of "these
shOrt—term candldate attltudes, researchers " have

1mp11c1t1y partltloned candldate properties into two

'fgeneral classes. On the one hand they have foCused’ on

those propertles for which voter dlsp051t10ns are

dlstlnct and readlly 1dent1f1able. That 1s, they . have

'focused on the’ electoral 1mpact of the candldate s key'v

.soc1a1 group and issue assoc1at10ns. f v

Both Converse (1966) and Stokes '(1966),; or

~:example, document the 1mpact of the relxg1ous varlable

in - “the .1960 Amer1can pres1dent1al electlon. Kennedy s
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Roman Cathollc rel1glous aff1l1at1on is seen to ellcit

strong dlsp051t1onal responses‘from both Catholxc and

~b

Protestant voters, = a reaction. 51m11ar in form to that
,observed ' w1th 'the party 1dent1f1cat10n var1able.

< Indeed, Converse descrlbes the relatlonshlp Be tween the.

party and _rellglous varlables as one of potent;al
competltlon-

If '-the nonparty group becomes
politically = salient -in any
particular: electlon,‘then loyalties
to-  ‘the - nonparty will be in
competition . with - loyaltles to” a
Party, where the two are in
conflict. Given .the noforlous lack
of attention pa1d by group members
“to. public debate, even on the .more
complex issues that d{fectly -affect,
the ‘group, most members most of the
. time will not have a strong sense of = .
. the political ‘relevance of = the
‘nonparty - group. = . +  «  When,
however, c1rcumstances arise that
make this nopparty group polltlcally_
relevant and that . are - so obvious
“that no member can fail to sée . them
or - to- a851gn them - ‘portent, then the
nonparty - ‘loyalties are going  to
-compete with party loyalties- w1th_'
- some visible ' effect. This ks the
'~case‘ln 1960 (Converse, 1966 p.99).

'Similarly, a . number . of_ researchers"haVe

'documented'.tnef impact 'of%kiiSsUes" on  candidate

’perCeption. Studles by Benham (1965, PP. 191;192),vby

Repass (1971), and by Converse,v Clausen and Mlllerv

7(1965) report clear issue dlmen51ons in the 1964 1mage

pof Goldwater. Hls p051tions on the issues of nuclear
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war; social secority' and civil rights appear to be
sal1ent features of the Acandldate s ‘image for 'thoseh
voters who’ held strong olspos1t10ns»on these matters.
In their 3exam1nat1on of candidate images in ‘ the

off—year' 1970 - electxons, "Rusk "and Weisberg (1972)

report that social' group and ~ idsue dimensions help'

significanéby in defining the pature' of evaluative

ran -
N . <

differences - among possible “contenders’ for. the

presidencyfrn;1972; .
o Finally; in a ‘study descrlbed prev1ously,
Klrkpatrlck and hls assocrates (1976) trace the ebb and.-
flow of candidate—relate? :1ssue concerns over ASii
"pre51dent1a1 electionSr”h,Amongi‘theirr\findings,rthey
note in partlcular a ,shift:'in ,the strength' of the.
.forelgn pol1cy vand vdomestic issoej compo egts as
expl'anatory factors ,.'__of the B vote.: v The-se
'candidate?related components appeag to approach the .
N explanatory power of the party 1dent1f1catlon ‘var;able
b'for the 1972 Amerlcan pre51dent1a1 elect1on (5). |
Although research 1ntetest has centred on the
electoral. 1mpact of party, soc1al group_oand issue
assoc1at10ns ;of""'the. candldate,vhresearchers _haye
con31stently recoénised the.vvxnability éfi these
varlables to account adequately for votrng behav1our or

even‘_to.,account adequatelpjforzthe voter's affectlve



y

orientation to ‘the leadership candidate. .~ (Stokes,.
Campbell and tMilier; 1958; Biumier and McQuaiI;~1968}
Shapiro,_1969;.Kirkpat;ick et al., i§76);_That’is,.most
of the attitude . compohent’ studies cited _aboVe
.Q@Cknowledge the explanaﬂbry significahce of"‘an ’
‘:affectlve component traceable only to the candidate;s

personal qualltleé“”Indeed ~w1th1n ; the = S.R.cC.

conceptual framework that has been adopted in most of

AY

these analyses, \tbev candldate factor as such becomes

that\ residue Qf attltudlnal ~content and affect
aeeoeiated' with the candldate that cannot be ttaced to
a theoretically relevant set.of causal roots: Stokee,
Campbell and Miller (1958), for example, note in

describing the electoral swing between 1948 and 1952
) . & - . .

that

the Republican proportion of the
two-party vote increased ° between -
1948  and 1952  among  strong
Republicans, weak Republlcans, e
Independents, weak - Democrats, and
strong Democrats = alike. Clearly
neither social characteristics nor
fixed party loyalties can. account
for the general movement toward the
Republlcan -'standard between these
-~ two years. But the’ movement can be
-explained quite easily if we accord
...genuine mot1vat10na1 significance to
‘attitudes towards the candidates .and
issues, and observe that the popular
response to the Republican candidate .
and to the conf1gurat10n of issues
salient in the campaign was far more
favorable to the Republicans in 1952
than in 1948 (Stokes: et al., 1958,
-empha31s added) . B
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The impact of thlS 1ndependent personal1ty,

‘component on votzng behav1our 15, of course, varlable

in'_magnltude from election to electlon.,Its effects,

however, seldom appear 1n31gn1f1cant Comparlsons ‘over

time in - the U S. context siggest that the candldate
-Personality component was the most ‘ 1mportant
-Qcontrihutor »to# the7'outcome in two electlons (1956

: 1972) ‘and was second‘,~in 1mportance to‘, Party

identification on three. of the other four occaszons

(Kirkpatrick gt al., I976Y (6;. ' Although comparable_

.estimates  are not available - for other .political

systems, it"is suggested by students_,of Canadlan
(Wlnham and Cunnlngham, 1969 Pammett et al., 1975) and

Brltlsh votlng behav1our (Butler and Stokes, 1969) that

the personal qual1t1es of leaders 1n these systems alSO"‘

have- a demonstrable 1ndependent 1mpact on their"

respectlve voters. L v B C e

Desplte the necognltlon by -researchers ~that

‘leader personallty concerns are s1gn1f1cant 1ndependent

s

contr1butors to the vot1ng dec151on, relatlvely llttle;.

'attentlon has been glven to the processes 1ead1ng to

“the formatlon of thls 1ndependent affectlve component

- Clearly the prevalllng polltlcal models of ‘1nformation.

, processxng or - attltude formatlon are 1nadequate here.

"-'i 7 .k ‘ ,/

W
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“hat is, the independence of this--component from the

id@htifiable'_objects. of the politicalvlandscape'would

seem to rule out perceptual balance or -screening

. processes as adequate explanations of the content ¢

Conceptually, ~ Stokes (1966) extends - our

. undbrstanding of. this phenOmenon simply by subsuming it

) and issue afflllatlons-

under the existing S.R.C. theoretical framevwork. Thus

he explains the impact of these "personallty factors"
1n a fashlon identical to hlS treatment of soc1al group

“‘.

. The point . is. - simply that

"attractive" implies - more than :
‘something "about the candidate B

himself;- it also implies something
about the response dispositions of .
o the electorate. Given the dominant
}‘ : values of  contemporary = American
ak - society, . Eisenhower was enormously
' app aling; But we can at . least
- imagine his  having done: very badly _
. befpre an electorate 'less resonant -k
s to/ the  military conqueror and less h
: " 'sugceptible to the’ .charm’ of a
supremely .other-directed personal;ty

= who .nevertheless evoked many of the

traditional v1rtues (Stokes, 1966,
PP. 55- 56). L . )

In effect,: Stokes .1s suggestlng that voters

brlng to each electlon 51tuat10n a set of d1sposxtlons

' pertainlng to ~personal ,attr;butes,"s cxo-polltlcal‘

If electoral:

group attributes and issue ,attributes.f

_st1mul1 actlvate any of these dlspos1tlons, they may

have suffLC1ent ;trength to defle t the voter s normal

~
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partisan‘behaviour. In these Cases, either the personal.
response d1sp051tlon or the corresponding stimu;us'
proberty is con51dered to be a soorce ‘ogk Short-term
variation in voting. | "

By implicationq. a number of‘researchers have
contributed to the expianatory process'by isolating the
personalvoandidate properties about which ‘voters seem

to have strong response dlS 051t10ns. Sigel (1964), for

'example, asked \respondents to 1nd1cate the qualltles.

they considered .-most ential to presidential
-candidates. She reports that honesty, intelligence and
indeoendence in that order were the  three most:
frequently; mentioned attributes. In another study,
Williams gtv al. (1976) found: that - honesty; and
_.leadership capabilities Were'mentioned most frequently
by their American sample while BIumler and“McQuaii“
v(1969) reported that stralghtforwardness, dlllgence and
S1ncer1ty were cited most oftén by/ thelr British
_respondents. Using personalf@y assessment techniques,7
Gordon (1972)v reports that leader benevolence ‘and
hphility in that order appear to be; most stLongly
associated“dwith bytheA“subject's voting nbehaviopr.
,Finally, ?ookinvet al. (1976) argue that c0mpetence and
trust were"r the two major dimensions' of candidate

revaluat1on in. ‘the u.S. pres1dent1a1 election of 1972.
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kiHoweverﬁrevealing_this approach to the,problem
‘may be, its:e#planatory power"is ingerently limifed.
For these pefsonal .qualities, unlike ;ecio-political
attributes _andw pephaps. even -candiaates' .issue.
positions, are inferred properties of ;he stimulus,
Their presence Br the basis for inferring their
Apresenbe cannot be 'taken for granted.-ﬁevertheless
" little attention has been direetedefeward_investigating:

the basis for such inferences.

.

~

- For exgmple, the etudies discussed pPreviously
by McGrath and McGratﬁ (1962) and by Sigel (1964) seek
exp11c1tly to test the relatlve va11d1ty of the "1mage"
- as opposed to’ the "balance" thesis ‘of image content.
While  the "balance" thesis ~is rather adeqdateiy
descrlbed w1th ap;roprlate 'eferences in these works,
the 1mage" the51s 1S presented esl a common sense
theory-br "ihstltutlonal Qisqpm".”Thhs candidate images

may be created by the candldates or the1r 'agents

"'"elther by natural expre551on or by dellberate intent.

J
(McGrath -and McGrath 196 P. 237) The only recent

academlc reference c1ted for thlS "theory" in "either

study is The Amerlcan Voter (1960);

Certainly the authors of The American Voter

subscribe in part to an imagé:>thesis of = candidate

perception. "Perceptions arg
\ ‘ .

)

not . free-floating.
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creations of the indiQidual;‘voter or of the small
social ‘groupings of which they are shared. They are
tied'iq fﬁndémental ways to ’the properties of the

stimylus objects that are perceived." (Campbell et al.,

1960, ’p.43)y However the. S.R.C. researchers, in this

volume,'énd indeed in fhéir subsequent work. as Qéll,/
brovidé' iittle in the way. of explication of these

"fundameﬁtal ways". Stokess (1966)  comments,’ for

example; that

"Certainly ‘it would be grossly wrong
to suppose_that the properties of _
"stimulus  objects” are = somehow W
immediately and directly impressed
on the electorate's response. The
, relation of stimulus and response is
s . ‘remarkably complex, involving ~an
interplay of several quite different
factors (Stokes, 1966, p.23).

|

Elsewhere, he suggests possible stimulus
properfies‘to‘which voters may respond:

Other properties have to do with
appearance, behavior-:and personal
style - the candidate's smile, the-
timbre of his voice, hi§ smoothness -
in dealing with the teleprompter,
. his willingness to suffer fools
- gkadly - knowledge of which can
reach the electorate in numberless
ways (Stokes, 1966, p.23).

Rusk and Weisberg (1972) provide a similar
cursory treatment of these perceptual.processes.

P
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One important qualification must be
added to this discussion of the
impact of public attitudes - on
T candidate perceptions. The combined
impact of party and issues is only
moderate at best. Much of ‘the
variation in candidate ratings is
due " to  individual response
differences among those interviewed
which_havevnot been <c¢ontrolled, to°
unclear public images of some of
these figures, .and to candidate
personality . factors which: go beyond

parties and issues (such = as
charisma) (Rusk and Weisberg, 1972,
p.104). : '

A sgudy by Sellers tlSéS) represents 'one of
the . few exceptions to this.pattern. In his examination:
"of the circumstances'surréunding "deviating"‘ elections
in U.S. history, Sellers found that the victorious .
candidates in each casé shared. a common illustrious
backgrouﬁdA in the military. He noted that they ;werej
-}popular hero‘.candidates_who were widedy. réQered' for
their military = achievements and. ﬁersonal

FR

charécteristics béfore entering politics" (Sellers,
1965, p.22). ! I

->Reseérch repqrted by Pépkin and his associatesr
(1976) is also relevant hefe. In discussing the
attribution of competence . to candidates, thése
investigators ;uggést a nuﬁber'of criterié that might
form the basis for such an infereﬁce. Tﬁﬁs they.suggest

that incumbent presidents can Dbe evaluated"on, their -
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»

pést performance. For newcomers, on the other hand,

¢&l

x

A

public estimates of competence must

be based on _ less substantial

criteria , such as how he talks, how
he 1looks, and how he campaigns. And
these.criteria are susceptible. to
more varied interpretation than the
actual = job per formance of an
incumbent  (Popkin et al., 1976,
p.794) .-~ ' ]

While . these -researc%ers go no further in

|

providing an explication of such processes, they do at

. least recognizé the need to pursue this line of

research.
questions: "whose answers are c¢ritical to the

‘of candidate stratng'and voter behaviour."

o

p.804)? '

" In their conclusion,, they ask a number of

o

‘o what extent is the competence
component: of candidate evaluation

independent of issue position and
what  4is the -nature  of the

interaction? . . . Clearly there:

analysis

will be an interaction between the . -

positions. that a candidate takes on

issues and the voter's evaluations
of - 'his competence, but equally
clearly, this is not all. What else
goes = . into  the evaluations«_ of
competence? The ability to hsgaie

" hecklers? Reporters? _ Looks?

Reputation? Success in business?

Has this changed with television?
How substantial is  the = "halo" .
effect, where competence is ascribed

to ‘the ‘candidate with .acceptable
positions \ and denied to the
candidate with wunacceptable ones?
What is the relation between trust
and competence (Popkin et al., 1976,
¥ \\\

3

A2
et
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Williams and his colleagues (1976) echo these

concerns in concluding their investigation of voter

decision making.- } ’

> . . . it seems that how voters
generate attributions pertaining to
personal quallflcatlons of
.candidates may be ‘a question of
general import.‘-While voters may
agree or disagree with a candidate
on a specific issue or set of
issues, attributions of - personal
qualifications collectively  may
¢ imply a rather basic evaluation of
the candidate's likely position or
performance across a host of
situations. Perhaps voters approach -
candidate selection from an abstract -
perspective, making greatest use of
such general attributions . . . .
s How these attributions are generated
N and how they impact candidate
selection remains poorly understood
(W1111am§\?t al., 1976, p.48).

. In . summarizing this review of the literature,

°

vot\ng researchets --have generallyi conceived of the

voting act as a product of attitudinal forces toward

the

~luster of relevant :political objects. In this

regard, it is clear that leadership ;céndiééke objects
cqﬁstitqte highly relevant gﬁimuli for;vdters in both
pres}dential énd'parliaméhtary politicél syétéms.'

The question of the candidate's importancéu;to.
votihgm_behaviou; has been addressed from a number Of

theoretical ‘perspectives. One approach in the"
" . \ ,
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. literature defines the candidate contribution’relative
to the contributions of . other proximal political
stimuli such as issues, Jparties and perhaps local
candidates. | | ‘*

A more common approach, however’ seeks to

expiain the votlng act by accountlng for the dlrectlon

and 1nten51ty of affect. comprlslng the voter's prox1ma|f/1"\"iF

attltudes. That 1s, researchers - "attempt to 1dent1fy the

general and enduring respo dlspos1t1ons that seem to

’shape the votet‘i affecti Mction to the stimuli of

a particular . electofy

? S

MEituation. © From this

perspective, the candidate is treated as a package of

soc1o-poﬁ§t1cal and personal prOpertles to whlch voters

may respond Be51des the perva81ve partisan aff111at10n

of the candldate, researchers have 1dent1f1&d a number

of soc1al group and 1ssue attrlbutes of candldates that_

have helped to explain .specific electoral dec151ons.

In such cases, however, the candidate is-

treated conceptually - as a "carrier" of sallent
politicalﬁproperties. Theoret1cal 1nterest focuses more

-approprlately on the property and the origins of the
. \

correspondlng response dlsp051tlon than on the

candldate as the agent of - causatlon. In the 1960 U.s..

/ o

pre31dent1al elect1on, for example,v theoretical'

1nterest focuses on the property of Roman .Catholicism
QO \j _
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#nd on, the’ strength of the voter s reaction to this

property as a ‘source of short term varxatlon in €oting.
Kennedy,s candldacy is slmp1y<v the vehlclev for
act1vat1ng these forces.~

Wlthln th1s theoret1ca1 perspectlve, then,!the

t,candldate' factor as such 1s 11m1ted to that res1due of

| affect that cannot be traced to or "explalned" by other

'2d~pollt1ca1 response dlspositlons of the voter. ; o
v,_" //he treatment of thls cand1date factor in .the

k *:literature has been cursory at best There is 1mp11c1t

in. the treatment an assumpt1on vthat theijvoter is

1respond1ng " to .his 'perceptlonb‘of‘-the ‘candidate‘s

:personal qua11tnes. Certa1nly, prevalllng theories' of”

:votlng,rthe dynam1cs Jof whlch remain unexplored | Ek

- . o

.»*attltude .f rmatlon'.can account }fdf the »impact of
‘~{_perce1ved personal qualltles on. the atotal vimagex and

:findeed on votlng behav1our.» . ' _ '”5 -,1k

However these theortes cannot account for the

,]eoriglns of the perceptlons‘ themselves. and _unllke”
‘”partisan ) afflllatibms, or “class and“' religious

';assoc1atlons, the orlglns of beliefs about the abstract

Qv

despos1t10na1 qua11t1es ‘of - a cand1date are. not usually»‘”
’ ,self-ev1dent nor'vare' they usually a matter of pub11c°
7jrecord The candldate-'factor,e then, emergeS' in- -the

-11tera£ure asv’a source of” 'shOrt—term variation in

5

“i- AR S L | g@ﬁ; 2
':Qj ,,./Qb



.. to support this assertion, @ an examination:. of early-,d
. post-war = Gallup. Polls by Hyman and Sheatsley (1953)"
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Notes

Jy . . :
1. The standard quest1ons developed and ~used in - the
major S.R.C.: surveys take the follow1ng form: "Is there
anything 'in particuldr ‘that you llke/don t like about
the Democratlc/Republlcan candidate ‘that might make you
‘want to vote for/agalnst him2™ -

2. Kessel (1972) suggests that the instrument used here
to'elicit" cognitive. image content (see footnote 1)’
would tend to underestimate the 1mportance of issue -
attributes. ' However Williams and ° his colleagues
(1976), using a very different kind of measure, provide
evidence _that strongly supports the conclu51ons drawn

' by Converse and Dupeux.

3 ‘The d1mensxons of meaning dlscussed by Osgood and
hrs°colleagues (1957) are descrlbed below, See p. 110.

'4.» Although Converse and Duneux (1966) present no data

clearly supports such a conc1u51on.p

..'5. These findings are con51stent w1th a grow1ng body of"i

literat ure published in the past decade documentrng the f'

incfea e in 1ssde vot1ng in recent American elections -

-*(cf, Kessel 1972) . Following the conceptual approach';
proposed by Stokes (1966) , however, K;rkpatrlck ‘and his.

ociatés. conceive of the cand1date as: the agent__of
ange'1n -this case..z o T

56;, These estlmates of importance are. based on the

. ‘magnitude of beta weights in°the multxple regre551on of

tr— ’g

vote (repreSente as a dummy variable) on the - various
- ,alleged elector&l components. ‘Although Declerq and his

EﬁsSOc1ates (1976) use-a slightly different ‘analytical

rechnique, their estimates- of candidate s1gn1f1cance
are qulte 51m11ar to those 1ndlcated here.
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CHAPTER III

Introduct1on to the Person Percept1on L1terature

. v ‘4’ R ' N .
From the prev10us chapter, 1t should be clear

/

h that polltlcal sc1entxsts do not” fullz understand hell'

v »

processes by whlch candxdates come*to affect'votlng |

hehavidur; Spec1f1ca11y,. we have ' no .adequate,,

$ﬁ*exp1anatory framework W1th1n whlch to . account for the-

A I

5vary1ng 51gn1f1cance of perSonal" candldate attrlbutesxyky"

’to the votlng dec151on.: .
B It 1s ap arent from ?hg 11terature that strong

.affectave reactzons 'to percelved propertles -of . the

'candldate» may account for the dlrectlon of the’ voter s

preference. Researchers have marshalled con31derab1e
fmev1dence iﬂiQov ‘the effect B that 'a N candldate s:
fsoc1o-p011t1ca1 group.assoc1at10ns, blS 1ssue p081txons
fand hlS personal qual1t1es may 'serve“ to-_actxvatek
iresponse d1$pos1tlons.:These response/dlspoeﬁtlons may'
'1_have a 51gn1f1cant 1mpact on . the’ voter s ’overalltw
] P

partisan attltude.l In thelr 1nvest19at1on of—these.?
' ~

;matters, pol1t1ca1 scienflsts have focused on the,f'«

.g
,development ofw explanatory frameworks des1gned téa

X :‘R%W
poiltxcal sallence of dlsposxt1ons-u

. ., .

' account for o
5a5001ated“ ﬁith partacular propertles, to account for

:3ft 2 1ﬁbact of pr1or dxsp081tzons ,on v;subsequent"'
. . . . K o “ \:, ;," .

» R ‘:"?- S 1‘9 )
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1nformatlon processxng, and to. account for the dynamlcs

of interactlon amondgcompetlng d1sp051t1ons

Wh1le such frameworks are certalnly relevant

to an understand1ng of cand1date 1mage formatlon \andi

it

cand1date xmagep s1gnificance;‘ they leave a number of

questions unanswered Spe01f1cally they. fail to. deal'

adequately w1th ‘:

,.‘ﬁstlmulus propertles.,

‘e

recognition or: percep}

These perceptual processes are not_ of great‘

‘_btheoretical «1nterest when the propertles in quest1on

are’ relatively indisputable: group associatlons or

. matters. of publlc record For example, we are not

R

ordlnarlly concerned as researchers w1th the processes

s

- W
e ,u“

poiitical 31gn1f1cance to these assoC1at10ns, or the

gleadlng to the voter S assoc1at10n of Roman Cathollc1sm

e5 surround!rc the voter s

with' the candldate John Kennedy.“'The more 1ntrlgurng

: questlons “here concern the voter 'S, 'ass1gnment of

voter s propen51ty ‘;to _.1gnore" or dlstort such

: T
'-1nformat1on.' :

In the perceptlo' of dlsp051t10nal propertles,r.

hovever, the s1tuat10n 1d' fectlvely reversed That

: ~-i‘.s, the perceptlon of abstract personal qualltles like'sf

g s1ncer1ty, competence and trustworth1ness would seem to

_leave_:a great ,deal of room for percelver d1stort1on.1

~While there-ls'much»evxdence of partlsanvcoloratlon_ in
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N

the images examlned in the 11terature, not all of the
personal content can be explalned in ‘this way . How is
it, for example, that many 11beral Democrats came to

see George McGovern as an 1ncompetent cand1date for the’

»»fpres1dency in 1972 (Popkln et al. 1976) Desplte the

™

motfkatlonal 31gn1f1cance accorded such perceptxons in

the 11terature, “we appear to have an ‘1nadequate

conceptual grasp of the processes 1nvolved here. o

Our unde?standlng of these matters may beneflt.

7

_from ' the " adoption ; of_ -a '~d1£ferent theoretical
dsperspectlve o ‘bone borrow1ng , from the“ soc1al L
: psychologlcal 11terature and focu51ng~on the processes
of person perceptlon.‘ That* ,” if voter, reactlons.v
appear to orlglnate in Qerceptlons of the candldates'~

»personal qualltles, it may be useful to 1nvestlgate the‘

: bases for such perceptlon§ Some recent theoretxcal

f@and Knapper (1968) refers :

‘t&f‘

vand" emp1r1ca1 ' advances,'in ,the‘ ‘person’ »perceptlon

literaturefwould'seem to'bear directly“on this 1ssue.

A

On the- f0110w1ng pages, therefore, we w111 explore thls:"

A"

body of 11terature to prov1de a basis. for subsequent

: appllcat1on to polltlcal*phenomena.g

‘o

o

s Tl 3
e cres R .
. B .

The term "person perceptlon", as'usedey Warr



52
v to the processes involved in knowing
- the external and 1nterna1 states of
~. other people . o . Person

perception  not only involves ' the °
:judgements we make about people as -
objects (tall, bald, wearing brown -
- shoes, etc.) but is prxmarllyb‘
concerned with the .impression we
- form of people as people (1mpulslve,‘
" religious, tired, happy, anxious and
,go on) (Warr and Knapper, 1968, pp.
-3)- ) ’ - s R B

vt

We might regard the candidate image, then, as

a product of 5uch- peroeptual prooesses.b‘It is a

constellatlon or conflguratlon of judgements concern1ng B
fthe phy51cal Era1ts, socxo-p011t1ca1 aff111at1ons.and“
71nternal states possessed by a candldate object We -are

'concerned prlmarlly 'w1th thef ways 'in._whlch these

Judgements are made.

' Certaxnly ‘no"one__theory ofl systematically

hdeduCed‘Jbrinciples{ exists‘“to inform “usﬁ‘in~-'these

A
-

_>matters. The study of tralt attrlbutlon processes has

T’proceeded over the past half century along a number of

5

Tvdisparate'; 11nes._= Nevertheless .it' is poss1b1e to. ‘
, dist1ngu1sh two general approaches- to thef‘sbbjgcgh‘
f.corrjspondlng utoff two qulte aifferentv aspects  of

fattribution phenomena."/

First,; soc1al psychologlsts have ”devoted

bconsxderable f attent1on “to the processes by which

',;perce1vers, glven only 1solated tra1t informatlon about e o

.7
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.aetarget.person, are able to generate a relatiéely
'complete and coherent impressionsbof that person;
: Interest here has centred largely on the 1dent1ficat10n
of »relevant traxt cues, and on the nature of
correspondlng 1nference structures.b |
. ?hos a s bstantxal body of publlshed research '
) pertains'to the pr cess of 1mpressxon~formatlon‘through
) the use of social tereotypes. Stud1es’ f 1ng ethnlc,lvb
_.'religlous- and raC1al group assoc1at1o’s (Katz and

/
.Braly, 1958; »EfllCh, 1962; Karlins"<

Coffman' ~and
Waltersj'*1969),'.soCidl class associations (Davidson,
ZReSSman and Myers}v 1962);‘=occu;ations‘ (Brown, 1962-v
Ulrichi "Hecklich and Roeber, 1966) , and conventlonal
soc1a1 roles (Sarbln, 1954- Warr and Knapper, 1968)
.have demonstrated con51stent1y that such SQC1al cues
»permlt the percelver to attrlbute entlre complexes of

, tralts- -to target persons 1dent1f1ed

S;milar attrlbutlon" patterns - have ‘been
ohserQed,‘when,,personality’characte isticSiare-usedvas
"fadhﬁi tralts. ‘These :findings- _haee‘ .stimulated  the

‘investlgatlon ,eo% perceptual fﬂferejce 7s£rugtures'
' descrlbed generally as “impllclt<pers?na-ityvtheories;"

‘Br1ef1y,s the notlon“oflﬁ an implfcit theory of

: personallty,d as,deveIOPedvby Bru

:}raglurl (1954)
/among others,' refers to. the :pfideiver's tnaive,

_1th these groups..t
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'gpreconception of what traits tend to occur together in

the personalxtles of others. This “theory"J of. trait:

t

associat1ons is thought to prov1de the percexver w1th a

basis for 1nferrrng the presence of "unobserved“ tralts

1n another persbn from 1nformat1on about tra1ts that he
has "observed"'.1n one form or another. Thus glven the
1nformatxon that an actor is cunning, a percerver mlght

4um his 1mp11c1t theory of personallty to infer that

o Y]
- the actor is 1ntelllgent, resourceful, and devious as

weli Whlle people may vary in terms of the traitk

‘/

W

-1mp11catlons comprlslng their individual personality

theorles, researchers have noted that a person's chosen

inference structure is~'app11ed w1thout .substant;al.

vtalteration to judgements of a w1de varlety of stlmulus
categorles (Koltuv, 1962 'Gesord and Bersheid, 1963-
:'Pa551n1 and Norman,_ 1966 Norman and Goldberg, 1966-
Warr and Knapper, 1968)., .h : : . -

, . It would ‘seem to 1nuolvev only a short step
t'conceptually to treat the notxon of socialjstereotype

-as a const1tuent of one 's 1mp11C1t personallty ‘theory.

J

Along these 11nes, a number of researchers have

demonStrated,tHat stereotype ,inferences exhlblt. the

‘patterns of’inter relationship‘that we would expect if

x
o

:group cues were 31mply another set of charac ..-traits

(Secord, Bevan and Katz, 1956; Secord 1959 rhurlow,

-

P
e o,
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iQSZ: Secord.amd'Bershéid, ‘1963; Tajfel,' Sheikh and
Gardner, 1964). o .Y ' |
' /“ Clearly these.conceptual and empirical threads
.are relevant to our understandlng—of cand1date 1mage
formation. Indeed given ‘the 11m1ted, 1nformat10n
usualiQ‘available about politicallcandidates, and given
'the~ parent organlzatlon of image ‘content around
selected ‘social  and pollticel ~attributes of - the
Jcandldate, thlS‘ model ‘ Qooid seem to6 be ‘biohly
. appropriate to such an understamding. | :

Nevertheless the approach is not &y"itSelf
suffidient for our putpoSes_forﬂ;t fails to address one
of  the> key 1ssues raisedb-in bthls ‘and the preV1ous
chapter. It falls to prov1de a model of the .ptocesses
throughl which cue or stimulus t:eit information'is
ecﬁuired,.lt\deals solely'mith;the processes thet:/are
subseéuent to.tﬁe acéuieition offsuoh infotmation; This
lfa111ng would ~seem to pose little problem when Qe are
’1nvest1gat1ng tralt 1nferences from soc1al categorical
1nformat10n such as the sex, ‘ethnicity, geligion‘or
party aff111at1on of the candidate. | This“information
.isv usually a matter of public record and is rarely in
¢iSP9f¢< | |
As we’haye seenv however, a problem ariees,

because these . social categorical variables -~ do not
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'adequately account for the image of . the candidatesr,\In
some _cases, the voter appears to be responding to his
independent' perception ,of the candidate's .personal
‘qualities. Since these qualities.Kare not apparently
inferred from hnown categoric‘ information, and are.
" rarely d1rectly observable, we are led to ask on what
ba31s is thelr presence 1nferred° '

The attrlbut}on approach'to person perception
may provide a possible. answer to this  question.
Attribdtion‘ theory\ represents the second major
‘theoretical empHasis in the person perCeption
lxterature. In terms ofvour 1nterests here, it concerns

the processes by which a percelver makes 1nferences

about  the 1nternal states of another person through the

jw*analy51s of hlS behaV1our.

= In general, however, attr1but1on theOIIFtS

‘approach the phenomena from a dlfferent direction. The

-~

conceptuai foundatlon of the attribution approach is a
mot1vat1onal assumptlon concernlng man's need or de51re
,to explaln, predlct and control hls env1ronment. In
. effect, +it assumes that‘ man is motivated to seek a
c0mmon sense understandlng ofg*the factors affectlngk
hlmself and hls surroundlnos. The assumptlon can be
traced ‘most dlrectly to He1der s early work - on

y
"phenomenal .causality (1944). 1In that‘work, Heider
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suggested that perceivers are motivated to make causal
a551gnments from events in order to stablllze or render
meanlngful changes in thelr env1ronment
Subsequent theorlsts of attribution phenomena
have made this a central tenet 1n their development of
the  theory. Thus - H. H.' Kelley pornts out that
attribution theory "descrlbes processes that operate as
1f the 1nd1v1dual were motlvated to attaln a cognitive{
mastery of the: causal structure of hlS environment"
(Kelléy, 1967, P.193, 'emphasis in orlglnal), Similarly,
the‘contributors to a recent volume of. readings in
attribution research.state'in their_Introduction:
Attribution theory begins with man's .
motivation to understand the cause
and’ effect relations that underlie
and give stable meaning to the
shifting surface of events. It

assumes the need to have a veridical
understanding of these relations (a

reality orientation to the . world)
and a need to predict and apply them
(a control orlentratlon) (Jones et

al.,IS?l P. x1, emphasrs in
,orlglnal). '

’

'AS‘a major implication of this-assumptlon, the

attrlbutron approach conceives of cogn1t1ve activity 1n

terms of 1nformat10n seeking. It assumes that social

perception is drrected toward the ‘acquisition of
1nformat10n sufflcrent to explain and to predict events

in one' s surroundrngs.»,Understanding 'is the goal of



«
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this activity (Jones et al., 1971, p.xi). Understanding

in this sense entails an appreciation. of the causal

L

inter-relationships  between events or actions and
st:zieafeatd:es of thé environment. As Heider suggeSts;
these stable feétures refe:  to the dispositional
propertiés of the eqvironment; tﬁe relatively inQariant

concepts that serve to explain the occurence of a

0y

specific event.

The causal structure of the
- environment, both as the scientist
describes it, and as ;, the naive
person apprehends it, /is such that
we are usually in contdct only with
what may be called the of £shoots or
manifestations - . of underlying
‘core-processes or core structures..
For example, if I find sand on my
desk, I shall t)yto £ind out the
.underlying regggn for this
circumstance. I make this enquiry,
not begause of idle curiousity,  but
because .only if~ 1 refer this
relatively insignificant of fshoot
" event to  an underlying core event
will I attain a stable environment
and have the possibility of
controlling it. Should I find that
“ the sand comes from-a crack in the
ceiling and that this crack appeared
bemause of the weakness in one of
the\. walls, hen I have reached the
- - laydr of underlying conditions which
is 6f vital importance to me. The
~sand on my desk is merely a symptom,
a manifestation that remains
ambiguous until it becomes .anchored
to dispositional properties — cracks
and stresses in -this case (Heider,

1958, p.80). '
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Person perception phEnomena may be understood

within the context of this global explanatory prguess.
That is, it is generally accepted w1thlq, western
cultures thatv‘an actor's personal characteristics cen
w"and often. do proviae a suff1c1iﬁt reason Ifdr h&s
beheviour. To lay observers,. for ekample; it is

'comptehensible that a person has acted in a particular
-'mannef because he s strong—w111ed or because he is
'kind-hearted. These’ propertles are. recogn}zed as

possible diepositions of: acto:sa,<they één,serve to

explain and predict behaviour in much the éamenkay that _ '

7

Helder s cracks and stresses can serve to ~explain and

predict thehpresence of sand on his desk. )
This approach, then, treats the processes of

person percept;on as functlonally equ1valent to ogr
cognitive analyseé\of the phy51cal world

the analy81s of

expllcatlon

4 In thelr

P f
model to descrlbe how a percelver m1ght use b?havao< a1 T

oL [ v
, >

data to dlSCOVQI an' actor's dlsp051t1ons k
Davis, 1965). They 1ntroduce the term correspogd%n: " ;"; i

to denote: a quality of the percelved relat
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actor. It is simply,thé percelver's leyei of certainty

that the relationship between the two elements is a

‘ caﬁsal one - that is, fhat the inference from act to
disposition is valid.

-When the perceiver . infers d@i&bnal
characteristics as a way of
accounting for action, these
persgonal characteristics may vary in
the ‘degree to which they correspond
with the behavior they are intended
to explain. Correspondende refers to
- the extent "that the act and the
underlying characteristic - or
attribute are similarly described by
the inference (Jones ‘and 'Davis,
1965,”p.22§).

J

‘Jones and Davis suggest that the degrée of
. - ~ .. )
correspondence aassociatedgfiff/gn inference is related

ldgiCally to the kind of att:ibution that is made. In

-effect, they argue that a_Correspondent igferenCe will

. 2 e _ :
necessarily involve perceiver confidence that the -actor
.- . - . >
is distinguished- from his peers on the attribute
dimension in 'question. The - relatioﬁship between

correspondence and ,confidence of attribution is a

relafively - straight forward implication of the

»

“certainty" interpretation offered  above. The
relationship between correspondence ~and actor

distinctiveness, however, is less apparent. Jones and

Davis dc not make explicit the 1logic behind this.

flinkage. Presumably, however, behaviour that can be)

<

&
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accounted for by common attributes—possessed by most
people willcnot yield correspondent 1nferences, for the
perceiver‘can never be certain that the - actor' 1s not

simply conﬁorming to the demand characteristics of the

”7*51tuatron‘ll).

»}f,v_Inj_ga sense,_’-then, ‘ correspondence"'has

‘fiﬁpiications for the"quality of 1nformation about an.

'*jactor that ‘ conveyed through his_ behav1our.'.1tv

7

V‘th;foilows that conditlons that affect th% correspondence

/

7{pf an 1nference wxll affect the 1n£ormat1on:‘value ~of

'?_hthe act.. ST ‘_“;f‘ ‘_1 ffd.j R e

Jones and DaV1s (1965) have,developed a rather

o

complex general theory to describe _the parameters

7f; affectlng hef correspondent -1nferenc€> process. The

basis of their model howeVer, has been captured w1th

parsimony by H. H. Kellby ini his discu351on of ithei“j%

'=fl'the role of a given cause in produc1ng a glven effect

C*vhf’i discounted 1f vother plaUSLble causes are ;also

Present" (Kelley.. »l97_1:;- p.8, emphasxs »iﬁ*'oiiiqi__n'al-
omitted). " We might reState the prinC1ple . in .its‘f

positive form as EOIIOws:"a causal 1nference is

? strengthened 'to the extent that other possible causes

o£ the behavxour can be elxminated as*ﬁmplaus1b1e. Thls'

principle of attribution would seem to describe I‘he:
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general : condition necessargw4to make correspondent'-

‘condition lies: in speCifylng the ng

7 for distzngu15hing plaus1bl€ufrom
F

have ‘made’ their most substantial contribution‘”in"thisx

e X /e

o regard

Follow1ng Heider, ~Jones and Dav1s (1965)‘w

' center their account of vthe_ causal analy51s proceSS '

i&aund the 1ntent10n of the actor. On the-one hand

..........

intentions are: regarded as momentary reflections of the,

f stable underlying character of ”ﬁhé— actor. That ris,

stable dlSpOSltlonS give ‘rise 'to intentions. On the

' reasons'

- inferences. As Kelley ‘notes, the: key tg _;-lying' this-f,

for :an aaction (Kelley,. 1971, p 10) Jones and Dav1s”;"

other hand 1ntent10ns are related to behav1our through_;

- o

the effects of behaV1our. As -Jones- and Davxs p01nt*

out, :our‘ explanation vof an.’act is,phrased first -in

terms of the 1ntended effect of the action and then inv'
s _ JAR
f terms of he underlylng 'causal diSpOSition.» As ‘an

initial screening conditfon, lt follows that only theg7ﬁ

AN

'vfeffects of _an 'action that could reasonably have been

action.

C o

.1ntended would qualify as plavsrble ,reasons~.for the'

Jones and Davis suggest a number of prxncxples_h

'or assumptions that seem to guide the perceiver in this

w0

hi 1nit1al stage of separathg 1n§ended ﬁrom unintendedf,,~’

~ e v

L v A B
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'effects;: First they suggest that {oreknowledge of;*l'

lconseqdences is ca precondition for eﬁe a531gnment of

‘fl‘intention.» Thus effects that the actorr could hétn,‘

LIS

| reasonably foresee would be treated by the perceiver as
unintended’ . s ' Lﬁfa“-"'; o
: N ‘
9.. o
.that the actor is capable of creating' the- effect» in
.ﬂl;question before linking 1t» causally to ‘a S§ecifin}-

vintentLon._For example, my achievement ofj -a ‘perfectff'

SecondIy the perceiver must make a ]udgement."“

narchery score w1thout prior practice would probably‘Potffif~:

“be attributed to my 1ntention to do well 51mply becausei'

| most people would regard this particular effect as.i:ft’

el AR et

being beyond my capabilities.--'f“té |
Thltdlﬁ” Jones and Dav1s suggest that effects

having »negative 1mplications for the actor are also
N @v,

._!’A o

take«an actlon only for '1ts 9051t1ve 'consequencesl;

although he may-beraware of some cont

_“pside-effects."

Finall ;the authors assume that effects common“

to alternative courses&of actrpn have no intentionalp

A

sfgnificance., That -is they assumej that action is'
analysed within a situational context that 1mplies a -
“f number of action alternatives. Presumably, effects that'

»

are common to these alternatives are seen as conStants

v-'regarded as unintended That 1s, an actor 1s assumed to;} f“

T tant negative?;"“_l
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-;plau51b1e reasons for an action are restricted at this:,

'iinitial 'stage_ of the process to 1ntended effects.-f

f;one plausible reason exists for the action.

i**;CIearly ;ffheiﬁ;key' to correspondence lies i'f;theaf

“rperceiver 8. ability to eliminate possxble "causes”\/off.

r;ithat w111 result regardless of his 'inténtionai action

~In- summary. then, Jones and Dav1s argue thatf'

¥

fPerson X acted Ain a particular manner because he wanted;
‘to accomp%bsh Y.-Intentionality '1mp11es 301nt1y that
ffth’ effect S foreseeable,, that itfiis w1thin the‘
;bactor 's capabilrty to achleve, ‘thatv'it has positive
ifimplications for the actor,(and that 1t 1s not a commong}
‘1?feature of other action ch01ces available to the actor{f :
.;In their baslc model therefore, the strengtb of the'f

:e‘inference to an intention and subseqﬁeﬂtlY t° Q:ahi

&

'tfdispOSition is;cqntingent on themnumber of effects thatf.”
”5“fsatisfy these . conditions";'f plaus1b111ty._fﬁAi

37‘corretpondent inference implies a situation where eoniY'

Empirical support for this ,account of the

“frinference process 155 in most réspects persuaswe.s B

_D

;’behaviour f that are inherent in the situation orhj i

e (94. R

. ~1ﬂcontext Much of the research% eri&lning to the theoryif:f§f

'fattempts “to test this prgposition by examining the"iie?ji

‘.aivariations observed in correspondence when the presence-?ﬁ,”gf
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or;‘ efficacy of’ such | situational ’[ceusesf” is l
systematically : manipulated : 'In _/ their initial,
“theoretjca) thpbsai.,Jonesfandfné?fs'(19b5),'cite ot hé:"

findianiofsanearlier stﬁdy‘bYQJcnes, Davis and Gergen'

;éﬁbjgété; to: ai'videotaped JOb_ interv1ew situation L

'd#

subJects heard the 1nterviewer deScribe the personal_;

qualities cftﬁat would best complement ‘fhe7 Job int

a9,

'QUQ§t10n§fEZp3ﬂélf the subJects,,the Job interview 'was
,forﬁ'~a sﬁbmariner and the complementary qualitiesl-i
.;Ppeared to describe an other—directed person For thej?
- remaining subjects, the Job interviewv was for an?
astronaut and the complementary qualities appeared tcf“ir
}t”Qesé#%éefan”inner-directed Person, Half the subJects in;if:

=:;fe;ehf;ptégyigg;gigﬁgtibn;peara_fﬁe. applicant desqribe'gy'

position"or a 1nner~directed for 5theJ~;astronaut

Position) The other hajs °fif5e'subjectéheard~£he4;"
SO wo o o TS FRIeats S
a.; applicant describe himsélfq: #nf§gté;ms .&obviously‘e

subjects ‘were then asked to record their 1mpresszons

Of the applicant,on 16 bi-polar adJeé;ive scales and t01;   L

T

s In that study. the investigators exposed“

S



1 }fThey suggest that the conformi

-_‘ss_'-« |
6 .

lassess their confrdence in making these' judéements"on”“d

'adjacent conf1dence scales.,

The experxmenters found that subJects exposedt

'rthemseIVes"as 1nner—d1reoted when the Job demanded anxf

SN

_’job demanded vprnner-dlrected person o) gave ﬁthef

';appl1cant extreme ratings on the subsequent _character.

S

f~assessment and dld‘so w1th confidence. Subjects exposed"f

‘”Lto the conformlng applicant,_ however, gave h1m on1y5

‘f; to the “nonconformxng 'applrcants - rthose descr1b1ng _v"w

'other—dlrected person, or as_ other-directed when the,]d

: moderate or neutral rat1ngs on the tralt assessment,e L

#

”f'and expressed llttle confxdence in these juagements_r -:p”,

‘ )%Th investrgators offer the interpretation
'vﬁ‘that behavzour that ‘conforms to ~the apparent rolef
[rrequirements of the srtuatlon masks the actor s true‘L

: .'ncharacterist1cs.x”0n the other hand, one who reJects or'

LR

7'iignores pressures to play a defxned role is con81dered"

Q

iflﬁto refleot hlS true diSPOSItIOn and 1s percelved wlthf,

'»fconfidence (Jones et al., 1961, p 309)._;§yi;tfﬂf

-

41f1find1ngs 1n terms of corresponjent inference theory.‘

»'{vpiptoduced a number of culturally deSIrable consequences!l

"33?besides the substant1ve effect %f telling the truth

Jones and Dav1s ‘(1965) reinterpret these%,

g in—rolev behav1our'”
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Most people . want " to avoid |

‘embarra531ng others- by not meeting
. their expectatlons, most people want.
~.to _gaifh the rewards implicit in
. apgns%al-  from authority flgures,,
Ll N'edple wish ‘to manifest their
inte ligence by showxng that they -

» Uhdeqstand what is required of them,h,

and: so each of these effects is a .

"plausible" ~reason  for in-role
. ‘behavior ' in.: - the  experiment just
‘_"described (Jones and Dav1s, 1965
~-p. 236) |

-

They suggest, however that‘theSe factors 'can

»_be ruled out - 1n the analysis of the dev1ant out-of-role

ebéhav1our.; Indeed there are &lmost no other de31rable

w4

'=consequences of thlsj latter; behav1our be51des the_
1_actor 'S satisfaction at tell&ng the truth Thus there_jﬁ
h?i little ,amb1guity nLr determinlng 7t 'eetor s
‘;?fmotivatlonliﬁt thfﬁ case, and the percelver is able to»’"t

'fmake h;ghly correspondent 1nferences 1about 3 the_’

e

Other vresearchers report similar findlngs 1n,:g

',f.replicatxons and variat1ons,{of1‘ this _ experxmental L

"'*ipargﬁlgm‘a Thus Mllls and Jell1son (1967), Chalkln and :

'nCoopez (1973), Trope and Burnstein (1975), and xatz/andgfL o
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“A Messick and 'Reeder (1972 1974)'4varied this
.basic procedure slightly.f They pred1cted as‘a- logical..s
’j implicatxon of the attrlbution 'model that conforming
in-role behav1ourh would be less 1nformat1ve thanf
l‘out—og:;gle behavxohr_gglx when sub]ects belleve that
the; appllcant wants thewjob If subjects belleve that‘
the app11cant wants to avoid the job, correspondent
"inference theory would lead us"terrpect a_reverse-
‘.pattern of results.,That 1s, when applicant 1ntent10n

| is consistent \uth owt-of role behaviour ’(he desires to
.bav01d 't job), 1n-role behav1our should fbe ~more
informative to subiects.f_a' | - 4
,” While a number of desxgn problems'.Confounded.
bthe' interpretatlon of ‘their results (Calder, 1974)}
: TMessick and Reeder regard thelr data as supportlve “of
 the Jones and Dav1s framework They ‘foundn'stronév
support’for the hypothe51s when u31ng a _self—descrlbed
introvétt vthe. ]Ob appllcant, but negatlve results’
,,when the applicant described hlmself as' an~_extrovert —
ﬁ'hThey attrlbuted the negative’ find1ngs in the latter
'lcase' to problems pecullar to the} perceptlon ﬂ'of‘
extroverted behav1our.r' | ‘ |

‘ : Enzle, Hansen and Lowe (1975) have proposed a
ﬁh conceptualizatxon of the internal attrlbutxon ,proceSS"

in terms of the "fa0111tory or,"1nh1bitory nature of
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environmental = forces. - Thus »they imply that "role
'expectations constitute env1ronmental forces that may

be seen as . "facil1tory"'if the actor conforms to those

'”expectations, or as. 1nhib1tory" if the actor does not.' -

‘conform. Con51stent with the Jones and Davis framework,'
they PFEG;Cted ,strong . personal attributaon .whenpj;
environmental forces'*are seen as "inhlbltory fhey
'suggested ‘ however, 'that‘}enVironmental attrlbutxon“

7should exceed personal attrlbutxon when the gormer 1s/

.seen as "faC111tory ; ow this point, they argued that_ :
‘when internal- and external causes are both plausxble,,

o

_the- latter 'will tend to be used because it is

-~

“obServable" ~wh11e internal causes must be 1nferred.'

'Using a mixed-mot1ve game 31tuation‘ th - 1nvestzgators
found strong support for both hypotheses. ) |

In, almost vall of the research dlscussed toh‘
}1th1s po1nt, researchers have manlpulated the congruencei
‘ of' behaV1our w1th pt1or : normative ’ expectat1ons.v
VIIncongruent . or out ~-of-role behav1our is thought to be
more informative for the percelver.-_h",_p_ ‘ |

A second approach to the testing of 'this
‘theory ‘ focuses on the predxcted 1mplicat1on8§ forff
}internal attrxbut1on of vary1ng the strength,} e %acy )
-,;or plaus1bility of evxternal.gcauses. In th? bas:.c
‘correspondent 1nference model, Bthe actor s percexved

&*

>
N



~of three to "dlSCUSS the de51rab111ty o

) S R,

. freedom to choose - “an‘.‘action is an important

A

precond1t1on fot the. aSS1gnment of internal causallty.

‘_Presumably, vact1ons ‘fot wh;ch thete is no apparent
-opt1on may be exp1a1ned elther by " the presence of a

_ coercive external "force :or by the actor s 1nterna1

‘dispos1tion. Because both reasons are plaus1ble in thisu

case, the percexver should be less certain about - the

.presence 'of the internal attribute. Jones and Davis -

present little tdirectv_eufdenoe to  support - this

" ‘implication. fThe 'studyy by Steiner and Field (1960)

J

whlch &hey cite in th;s regard prov1des only a .partial

and 1nd1rect test

In that earl1er study, subjects formed groups B

’public_schools" (Stelner and Fleldﬂ>' 960\ "p.241)-. In.

half of the groups, a confederate of the experlmenter
{;wasﬁ exp11c1t1y a551gned ‘the role of a southern
'bsegregatlonlst 'fot, the 'discu551on | Inethe‘remaining;
vgroups, no roles wete a551gned _but the confederate was
" seen to espouse the _same- segregatlonlst p01nt of vwview.:
.This ch01ce-no .choice manipulation 'was expected tof
| affect the qualxty of subject\1nferences regardlng the
'attltude of the. confederate towardv'the 1ssuet‘of
'§egregat;on§ Aé pred1cted, subjeots in the choice‘

. conditiou‘T.anOIV1ng no “role assignment tended to
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express more confidence in their attribution of

prosegregation be11efs to  the confederate} Jones and

‘Davis suggest that

Since there are SO many objectives

. served when the actor in the role
assignment cond1tion follows his
‘assignment, and since most of these’
objectives are qu1te culturally
desirable, the perceiver learns very -
little from the actor's compliance
(Jones and Davis,. 1965 p.238).

A subseqhent study. by donesiand Harris (1967)

'provideso a more ‘direct test of this hypothe81s. In a

series of experlments, Jones and Harris’ attempt to
explore- the ;relatlonshlp p031ted by correspondent

'inference theory between the actor's percelved freedom .
. ]

~of” ch01ce  and thef social des1rab111tyv or prior

probability aSsociated5 with the chosen action. The

correspondence of an . inferehce is. thought to vary

“directly with the degree of choice available to the

o

.actor and 1nverse1y wlth the rior probabilityaof the

act occurlng.

<

Accordlngly the resea chers exposed subjects

“to  written arguments advocating one side or .the other

of a-high'consenSUS issue (Castro's Cuba, segregation).

‘Subjects were led to believe either that the wr1ter was

assigned the position he adopted ‘or that he was

permitted to choose that position. Jonesfand>Harr45_
. : : , 2

# ) . : ‘ :
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predicted that subjects reading ‘one of the low prior
probebility'.arguments (proeCastro or pto-segregation)

would attrxbute the argument to ‘the under1y1ng att1tude

vof the writer only when the wr1ter(Jwas percelved to

‘ have a choice in the - selectlon of his position. |

| In general, gth flndlngs from vthese
'exper1ments lend additional empirical support to the

'bas1c dlscountlng pr1n01ple of correspondent. 1nference

-

- theory. " The manlpulatlon of ' choice significantly
ﬁaffécted the attrlbutxon of attitude in the low prior
probab111ty condltlons. On  the ‘ othem hand, °~ the

'fexperlments. revealed that 'this~explanation is not by .
o . : : 9 ., ‘
itself sufficient to account for the results.

A striking feature of the results in
each experiment was the powerful
effect on attribution of the content -
-of opinions expressed. While the
subjects do take account ‘of = choice
N - and prior - probab111ty, as
- correspondent “inference - theory ‘
A Proposes, they also give substantial
weight to the ‘ex rinsic or "face
“value" meaning of the itself in
their  attributions of itude,
This is true' -even when the
, » . occurs  in a no choice context. -The
question is whether this tendency
reflects an irrational bias that is
« . inherent in . ‘person perception, or
whether - it is a . function of
specific, removable cues in the
" three procedures (Jones and Harris,
1967, p. }). ) e
A‘ ’

o .o . G"i‘
A study by,Jones,/wO:shel,_Goetﬁals and Grumet

s



(1971) attempts to throw some l1ght on thls questfpn.
In effect, these 1nvestxgators suggest that the ;no
choice" cond1tion in the above experlments does in fact

leave ‘the target person with a range of options ' in

vterms of the strength of the essay that he writes. Thus
“in  a forced compliance sztuatlon, they predict that a

weak argument will be interpreted by subjects. as an

expression of ‘disagreement with the view, while a
strong argument should'irdicate‘the' actor's agreement

with " the  view. In their tesg of this hypothes1s, the

.investigatorS'found prec1se1y this ‘effect. SubJects

°~attr1buted op9051te v1ews to the wrlter of an equivocal
' essay in the "no cholce cond1t1on, and congruent views
to the wflter of an unequ1voca1 essay. cs

Subsequent 1nvestlgatlo S. of this phenomenon\-

by Mlller (1974 1976), by Snyder and Jones (1974) and

(by Worchel, Insko, Andreoli and Drachman (1974) would

seem to 1nd1cate that behav1our ,contlnues to have va

d13proportionate impact on the attribution of internal”

»di!poéitlons ‘even when the  actor is seen to be

ebustrained in hrs choice . of .action. However, this

gnpact'ls seen to diminish .as'“the strength of . the
exflernal force is increased. =

‘While‘~most -of " the attrlbutlon research has

centred onathe issues dlscussed ‘above, ‘there ;s,llmlted

1 w

e

.

LS
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empirlcal support for/some of the, subtler aspeots of
I

the Jones aﬂﬁ Dayis framework Newston (1974) , for

o

-example, notes that while correspondence is held to be

a functlon of the number of plaus1ble behaVlourals

*

~effects. remalnlng after analysis, informatlon theoty
]
“hlght lead’ us to predict that . rt is a functlon of #&he

number of effects eliminated. 1In his experxmentag

investigation of these ' alternate hypotheses, Newston Lo

~

found Supgqrt for the Jones and Dav1s interpretation.
’ "Whlle pe;sops can re3pond to both effects chosen and -
effects foregone, they apparently prefer to respond to:

:effects chosen" (Newston, 1974, p- 495) .

P TY

A ”3' Slmllarly Ajzen and Holmes (1976) observe that

\
almost all of the correspOndenCe fesearch has 1nvolved g

the” ellnrnanom aof external caUSes as Pplausible
', alternate@ tb an internal attrlbutlon fhey attempt;
L therefore to test the}correspondence model when the

alté&hate explanatlons are all rnternal attrrbutlons.5

Ptesumably cprreSpondence for any one attrlbutlon

e o

»;71 shouid vary ‘with’ the nufiber of alternates regardless of

;'whether they are 1nterna1 or’ external Ajzen and Holmesw
reported that the predlctlons from the correspondence_.
model were conflrmed 1n their exper1mental settlng. ”
AN From this review of vtheﬂ’ attrlbutlon
literature, there would seem to be suff1c1ent emplrlcal

e 3
5 o
-~



‘support far the ceFrespondence’ nodel to watrant its

fiﬂ;ﬁrlimitatiohs sbould be acknowledged

h'behaviours.;

e

the major

between

)

énorad’

A"incluszon within an guxmount of person _ petceptIONii:”

:_p:ocesses. Nevertheless several of its nost ser1ous  o
First, tbe cotrespondence model "vast1Y35551:'

A:it dea1§ only vith the analysis of yn 1salatedf’H
‘ ‘,' ”f;most 1mpression formation sxtuat1qnsfﬁ;-”
}hinvolve the observation';of a complex #equence Ofef"“

Thus the perceivet wpuld usually have;e *vw

analyt1ca1 thrustvf¢ |

5 {g‘f‘

efnf fenee of dispeéi_*ons froﬁ i“tentions% 5

;'The res arch indangs dzscbesed‘fi7‘7

the 't. and theli_""'

seéond cruczal Step "thlsl,ff o

"*'oversimplifies the ptoceases of behavioural analysxs in;"eeeg”

L

is1 ading ‘in; this respﬂct. in that’f;'ﬂf*“



they involve only the simplest sorts of attributxonfgﬂf;;fﬁf”
v¥ sxtuationah TYpicaﬁly, the actot in‘ these experimentsﬁjy;fﬁE;‘
fptovxdes | exPlicit infotmation about hxmself (h1stfilx5 ;%
;t_i,charactet traxts or. hxs attitude p031t10n) ,and the,j }':,,\

'17isubject is asked to assess the credxbility of these;{” .

‘ ‘$e1f"att‘ib“ti°"3'x It seems plausibfe, howevet. ,f@fﬁ*

'**]igssume thatfthe 1nference(of a partiCular inten;lon‘ilﬁ; 

»

a Pattlcular situatfonal context may reveal infk: L,

r }’about more than one attribute 'of7 the act‘r._ These

?7inferredo attr1butes, then, would canstltfte multxple

V_ﬂnecessary causes of the action (Kelley, 19J2)

the content of

7 informa“ion‘gleaned from an”act1on may be moze or less//

percewer bdas.és 'raay

i ‘ ,‘."’_/ \ ‘: - S ;:.,.:’ .
=,theorzsts. No: clear conclus;on can be dtawn f??”@:;fs3~fﬁ




| “f suggest*ﬁ

: .;B ng
_ semeth;ng_ which: ,

£ g LR
3 Qn‘ benefxt gus,vtlsklness;;gg'

ggfagwg,tiveness‘and 'nventib,,autenomy.;;;,g»]}h[,.fgﬁ
pWThis_mwouldqseg "be an e‘pressionj‘”%};ﬁ

- ;_-;Bad actions COmeﬂftom badf;“~'~_A.a* o

;people and qood is: achzevtg by the = o

1965, p. 2397



© investigators fy
wa;fsubjects‘f‘ eva;uation of tﬁe* conﬁedetqt“

; };{,fai1ure haJ no effectffon thei'

fmembers. In contrast, ,_hé1

.rewards

iffﬁffate” condxtio, }

SO

Along the samm 1 nes-.*-

thes Regan,:‘Straus andfﬁ
’"Pazio '1974) inveSt1Qated tbe effects :

of likxng and;fi:’ﬂ.ff

§ ;subJects tended

in 1ine w1th ,'

_actor.. Successfulff" :

: 5 o
'o extetnal factors fogﬁgq i

,,task*reversed these#g;ﬁf g3§



WhiLeH these Eindings are suggestxve, they are

certainly not iconclusive n&t?f? they ,'without
qualificatxon. Thus Jones and de Charms (19571 1n the

experiment described above reported that relevance

»i? valuative ttait :assessments even £1-

negative televance’ These tesearchets man1pu1ated ‘%he -

1respondent.

iformly

"egat;;‘ve.‘j_ Coa



teview
-

' "ﬁx confitmation (of thL; elevﬁnce hyQOthesis) depends,;onffj}ff7‘”

nther conditions.



vBehaViour, thgh, may cogstitut 

information aboqy
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- derive from Can’ ent&re1y°ydifferent source), and that

. k

"lf,cettainty and dxstinctimeness, except. s reflections of " -

-.cor:espondence, need hot akﬁays covary

‘ a2 Recenx theoretical contributxons
1971, 1972) : would 'seem 'to- go 'ﬂ ol
gdevelop ent. of ‘a more .general theory" oﬁ
’-and cme that ﬁbulg addreSS these kinds o

‘«‘4179"' ‘,« . d ]




ﬁafegri

*ﬂiﬁfﬁg ” | In \thxs ‘chapter,-»we will argucc'thati the
s mttributxcn appra
account of the ﬁvents. The thrust of this argumegi ,cap7 ) e

P

- previous
: undetstandfT

ﬁtggx spetsonc

3 . Cat -

.

CHAPTER IV

" |
?ﬁmay hayei. relevance
f & .

leadet imaée phenomena. Spe

,ﬁ.«aa_ ) ,
\: ,pgnicpt1on literature may provxdg} a

R R Rl CHNP

‘?

ach provides a plausxble

T e !

.be summaxized 1n a?number of propos;txons.,

J

;?The individual.

- f&info:mation,qlth .thh;,vi
].Q*the Cam §'nw ure . Of

ST | !concepticn of”“‘::
“Wj structute‘- el £

SN

8 pserul

f'ext wlthin which tc 'understand ”hgfdfr
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e conventional @ "political"™ . motives
expected of role incumbents. ' '
, 4'#“ . 5, As a. consequence, personal tmage
content tends: to ‘be.. based  ‘on
’ ferencey from demographlc\ and
*»‘.‘ group &le Vi ‘ ’

- '
6. generél,: voters”’ will glean . ¢
useful informatlon from-the leader '8 o :

" behaviour. when that. behaviour cannot
'%be explaihéd adequately in terms of
:ole expectatlon : :

-

»i7§« When ' voters are given the.
opportunity to wmake - correspondent

el internal . attributions = from
ST \pehaviour,‘ . this . 1nformation
‘contributes to the voter s image of .
o the actor. - . Y
S * , o ) " e [\‘_ .
R On the . fOIIOWing pages, %ill attempt ' o;;v

# ene iy

‘fﬂshoﬁ;: that this- interpretatlon. of \candldate ,lmage
3”f}formatlon 1s not inconsistent w1th avallable emplrical

{deata on the subJect Indeed 1t should be apparent “that
.,fviit complements and parallels some of the‘ more. recent._7"

v;developments in the vot1ng llterature. e ol

LY. Theg attrlbu:lon framework conce1ves ‘of the f

. ~3_;perce1ver as a. reaso able or rational processor' bﬁl“

ainfo;mation.ev;Tne ‘ petcelver ‘gi thoUght to seek o

L =
;“infotmation 1n ord_r to acqulre'a cau&al understandlng

wcig°f ‘his env1ronment As we have seen, this view of the

cithen is not common by, tradltional treatments of mass

,1°31 behavxour. The perceptual balancq{5thesis, ffVV




gs“",, o |
of psychological .predispositions, gas* informed most
‘v@ccounts of polltical perception and voting behavxour.
| ‘ Ip recent years, however, - sOme researchers
have - Challenged th15~ tradltlonal view: Theyf,have
proposed a reconstruct1on of exlst1ng ev1dence that
=S retains an. assumptlon of voter ratxonallty L
[The .opening salvo of this challenge can be | "

found 1n the wr1t1ng of V. O. Key, “In The*.Respon51ble

| Elettorate -(1966),‘@key advaﬁces the "perverse and
o unorthodox argument“ S ' ’ o St
: - that - voters are not fools . . . . In
el T ‘gﬁAmerrcan pre51dent1al campa1gns
o ’ . recent decades the portrait of
.« Mmerican electorate - that ‘develo
"  from the data is one - of a¥
. .- . electorate %traltjack %%d social’ ‘ _ :
- ' Co determinants - . moved . by - LA
‘ : ‘subeonscious urges triggered by R
devilishly skilful propagandists. It f
is rather one of an electorate moved v
- by /. concern’-.about - central = and o
7 relevant. questldns of -public policy,
- of governmental performance, and  of
o -+ . executive - ‘Personality (Key, 1966,

Rt

. The prodxgious volume of subsequent research
../

ﬁon this guestion has not yet produced a consensus.

‘”I,Nevertheless~a grOW1ng body of theorxsts appearf to

, nize.*the 51nadequac1es of prevailxng approache_




f’*_rational processes- that account for :the - observed

o 'into the range of factors affecting perceptions ,of,

86

In other words, sometimes party and
" issues < will be  correlated and - -
. sometimes they will not. . Apparently _ -
«. « .+ when issues correlate ‘with - S
- party, people are following the R ‘
party 1line - as in the "loyalist" -/
. model - and issues do not matter. /
‘But now that issues do not .
correlate, -they dg matter . . . . A~
much stponger and cledarer statement -

- 1s .n¢éeded. If partisan - attachments TN
were . - “"affective" and . (
' "psychologically pred1spos1ng“ as R

N the S. R. C. theory of ' voting ] \ _

/ originally postulated, orthogonality / ot
would not have . developed 1f .
orthogonality has = developéd, ' the -/ !
‘theory is. wrong (Popkin et al., = ' ~

1976, p.793). : o

 The alternate model propoSed | byﬁ{rhese
researchers concelves of thé voter as a rat1ona1 actor.'
‘An 1nstrumenta1 voter appl1es 1nformat10n relevant ‘toh
~ the ch01ce between alternatxves, ie., 1nformat1on which

' bears -up6n~ the expected returns to the voter of ‘the.

N

-

Jelection of partlcular candidates" ,(Popﬁin et al.,
'.1976 p 787). - Similar economic-rational mg%els‘have
‘vbeen proposed by Downs (1957), Shaplro (1969)7 Goldbergv
-l(1969 Reynolds (1974), and Macaluso (1925). v

| If one adopts thls view‘ of .the" voeing,_b

'deCision,_ it becomes necessary to descrlbe thosev

"_patterns of- voter perceptlon and behav1ouny The théory,.,_~'

' ‘proposed.by Jones and Dav1s (1965) may prOV1de 1ns;ghts o
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- Specifically the attrxbution approachhmay help
to explain the dominance of "personal" content in the ﬂ
‘voter's xmages of ;the candidates, = byt personal“ : ti
content that is apparently perceiver-determlned ' On the ,;d-‘l
one. hand, 1t is clear from the ex1sting l1terature that j”’
; _ . ‘voters regard the leader s personal qualrtles as. highly '

relevant cr1ter1a in thelr dec1S1ons. The ratlonale for
th1s relevance .may be 1nstrumental An nature, as Butler o,
and Stokes (1969 p. 221, abrldged) and Popkin et al.

(1976) suggest- or, as Sears (1968) argues,;'itw maj

w related to personall'eXper1ence. Regardiess of‘—the-

R reason, it is not surprzsing that votg;s should striuedi -QD
'tOv»analyse the persona11t1es of leadershlp candldatés, )
ande/that voter: descr1pt1ons of candldates should |

1

reflect these concerns. — B N .
1$‘H ‘691 the other hand our understandlng of na1ve }
; » h attributlon ﬁrooesses mlght lead us to _SUSpect that,
L vdters would encounter difflcult1es in’ completlng thlS o
) personality analys1s. That is, we\\mlght expect - that
'undetfordlnary C1rcumstances, thq prlmary data for such

”anﬂlﬁszs - the behavxo@k ogithe~leader - would y1eld

ﬁ:_t‘,/useful 1nform3tuon,to dlStanUISh him from hiS’

) peeq& For attrlbhtxon theory suggests that a: *leader'

»

KR o . 10w T ; L A R t . . Q. »
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‘behaviour . will have informatﬂ’ﬁ value when such'
behaviour goperates Qbrrespondent inferences. In turn,
the key td' correspondence lies in fthe perceiver 8
ability to isolate. the leader's truev intention - for .

behaving in a particular fashion.

oot
o

o In the political énvironment, voters would }

P

seldom be given an opportunity to infer the leade; -]

true intentions. For the. political context is one in-

o which success, defined in terms of mass suppOrt, Vism

- ‘seen to be highly ‘valued by political actors.‘In this

-

situation, voters would seldoﬁ be in a pOSltlon to -
elimithei'political" motives as plausible.explanations
- for the‘candidate‘s behaviour. It follows that“votérs
would tend to discount the behaViour as a useful - guide,
to \the7 nature of the candidate. Even when a leader s
aptions have negative career implications, the. voter
may be unable to choose between inxernal and external"
causes, reasoning that the leader had Simply erred 'in

&

his calculation of the implications.

,

\ §
18 there eVidence to -suggest thaﬁ.voters do in -

fact“'discount _the behaViour of political actors under

S L. o

A

ordinary circumstances? Certainly there has been ‘no
.direct g test “of " the discounting thesis '2 r
Nevertheless there would appear to be some indirect or

b

circumstantial support for bFis interprgtation.

Lt N - @
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.role as dlsxngenuous.'

'salesmen) on all three drmen51ons.

. ¢
“.re11ab111ty ~go£ promlses

p011t1c1ans., Only about 15% of

» , , .
- ) . \

LN

.

are ub1qu1tous elements 1n the analysxs oﬁ co ventlonal

. leader act1ons, we m7qﬁﬁ 7expect that citizens ‘would

>

, regard the - 1ntent10ns _of pol1t1c1ans with some

'<skept1c1sm That 1s, they should‘ view ’t he p?11t1ca1

Y w

4

While’ comparatlve datak on thls questlon are
largely unava1lable, flqﬂlngs reported by Rotter and
Ste1n” (1971) would,.seem. to - be relevant here. These

researchers asked subjects to rank varlous occupatlons

‘inh terms_ of tLustworthlness, competence and altr01sm.,

AU

They. . found=-that the p011t1c1an role waSj .ranked

¥ FER
nlheteenth out of twenty occupatlons (ahead of used car
, . :

.
L

Slm11ar1y,_ Blumler and McQuail (1969) asked

“thelr sample oﬁ, Brltlsh respondents’ to assess ;the

oo . . N £
by campaigning
the ’sampi‘e indicated
that they belleved such pollcy s atements were rellable

' \
express1ons of future 1ntent10ns\(Blumler and McQuall

51968 P. 106—107). In addltlon, these researchers noted

that the1r respondents seemed to be,'preoccup1ed with
the leader qua11t1es of "stra}ghtforwardnessgﬁ and

“sincerity".'They suggested that this preoccupation was

probably aArefLection‘of uneasiness ahout ’the',motivest

[ 8 9 .
Flzst, if as suggested politic 1" motires'

»~

[
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‘of the polltxcal Leadersvﬁblumler %nd’Mchail,?1969,

P. 118) co T o

¢
¢

Secondly, a number of political observers have S

: remarked on ‘the amblgulty and 1nformatxona1 uncertalnty‘
that seem t8 surround events in the ’polltlcal: arena

"Key (1966), Tor*lexample, arqgues that thesenfactors

reduce the publlc s aballty to choose among candldates.
He ascrlbes the prqblem in large part to the nature of
theﬁ st1mu11 to whlch the public is- exposed Descrlbingv
thec-Kennedy —and Nixon pre51dent1a1‘kcampaigns, for

#,exahple, he notes- -
The - polltlcal world of 1960 had . its
amb1gu1t1es which surely . must have
become ‘more ambigquous as they seeped

e through the copmunications system to

’ ‘take shape in\the minds of voters .

+ « . The _television debates made

" _the ,'candldates visible ., to the
‘viewing publlc in disputation, yet,
desplte the ‘extravagant claims of’
the TV' network/managers, the "great"
“ddbates, tailored to the requisites
Of . show bu31nass, did-not 'énable the-
candidates  to. develop their
positions‘°‘,qn' .. thé .« ' questions
confronting - the country « ¢ « « The
TV ‘screen conveyed not’ much .wore
than - an_- 1mpress'on of the relative
»glibness . composure ufider fire, .
capac1ty “in repartee, and quickness .

. 'of wit of. the contenders (Key, 1966, -
p 112) o VARSI .

~
i

Lfke Key, most political thdorists in this
‘f"area/ have, focused on the deliberqte creation ; of

mblgulty by p011t1cal figures. Among\ others, Dowrs

2.4
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(1957, Shepsle (1972), and Page (1976) have attempted
to develop ehpirical'models ofA“elegtoral 'qdmpetitiOn,
‘that involve issue prdximlty among candidatea'hand

candidate equivocation as rational strategies .  in

3

s

election situations.
Hawever the pdint is fmplicit invmany analyses

1

'that voter uncertalnty extends beyond the candldate s
nvpoeition on‘controver51a1 issues. It extends as well to -
* those. persopal and polltlcal attrlbutes about ‘which- the
candldate would prefer to remove all doubt A number of
1nvest1gators have remarked for<.example,fvon; the
relatlvely ’weak-impact of television exggsure‘Ohrvdter}”:
1mpress1ons of the candldates (Carter, 1962;:Ke9, 1966;
' Blumler' and vMFQUQIl - 1969, p 251)' It Seems ‘thatf:
dESpite the .wealth of data that is presented toﬁthe:ﬁ
%ontemporary voter via “the telev151on screen, ‘deepite’

the ' best effort the candidates to exhibit their

leadership qualities~tdathe public)y subjective .imabegA
of the candidates
fuzz1ness, partlsanshlp, assimllatlon and. contrast thdﬂ.
characterlze the voter's 1mpre551on of the 1ssues

| 1ndrrect acknowledgement of thrs state of’
affairs *IiS‘ evident in‘ some  recent treatments of
partisan image cohtent, Specifidaily, a,growinb 566y of

dfvtheoristé would seem to ascribe the apparent4'group

'often‘reflect the same patterné'of<.«
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basis Bf -candidate image content to the difficulty of

.acquiring  reliable ‘personal information from more

direct sources. As Popkin and his associates (1976)

suggést)

The accumulation of information
) - always involves the expenditure of T

. resources by .individuals. These
costs are directly affected by the
quality of the information
dvailable; the probleéem of assessing
.the credibility of information; .the
difficilty of distinguishing between
campaign rhetoric and actual
position statements; ‘the questions
of interpretation - of ~.vague .
positions; the diffitulty of
assigning’ ‘responsibility for
.collective outputs; and simple gaps
in the ‘available information. Under.
such conditions, we would expect.

~_voters " to ' employ - informatidn °
- eost-saving devices, such as party
and *ideological labels ‘and

demographic- characteristics of the
candidates, and to be satisfied with

- incomplete information (Popkin et
- al., 1976, p.787). o R

\

. Similarly Jenson (1975) conceives of the party
as a general;poiicylguide to the voter. .

Party identification . 1is
conceptualized here as a cost-saving
mechanism in the voter's rational
calculations. As long as it is a
meaningful and correct cue, it is
. maintained and used.! However, as
—politics” changg, ~ adaptation can -
occur . Thus the ¥mplication of ‘this
~definition = is that party.
identification could - be either .
'stable or mutable, depending on the
_ political situation ~of the time
% (Jenson, 1975, p.544y), : '
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i _ Coneistent vwith""‘thisi construc . .otner“ -
reeearchers have noted that party appears){i*::;:TBE\\a
source‘ of 'candldate .image content 1n»the absence’ of
more personallzed_W}nfdrmation. Sigel- (1964), for
example, concludes frem “her examination of Nixon\and
: Kennedf images that
“ Given two ' nonincumbents = about .
equally well known, and the absence

_of any large 'scale immediate crisis,
it may well be that the image voters

. have of candidates is, mostly the o .
\ Party's 1mage and only partlally the ’ Fj\\*\\\_
- - candidate's 1mage (Sigel, 1964, o
R.493). . o
t
A : . Ny -
Similarly;IWeisberg and Rusk _(1970) ‘suggest )

that party seems to be a. useful Cue . for candLGate
wﬁén thel'lnd1v1dual is. a new. cangldate

without well-known policy stands. . . " (Weiéberg and

‘Rusk, 1970 p 1182)

F1na11y, Key observes /inA The ResponSible
B ¢
Electorate (1966) that '
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Engulfed by a campalgn fallout
composed chiefly of fluffy and. foggy
political stimuli, the voter. ‘tends
- - to let himself be guided by

3 K ‘ underlying - and- ' durable

- identifications, group loyalties, .

and preferences rather than by the
meaningless - and fuzzy buzz of the
transient moment. In every campaign,

». of - course, - these underlying. .
’lldentuflcatxons ,and loyalties’ .
‘provide cues for action for “many 0

voters, perhaps many more than a
ma?ority (Key, 1966, pp. 113-114).
Thls theS1s that _ :group  associations might‘
serve as functybnal surrogates for more indi%idualized
1nformatlon about'"an \actor flnds support w1th1n the -
sociaf psychologlcal 1iterature. - A number dof»

<
resean{hers have found .that observers assign a similar

’@unctlonal status to both group- based and targetqbased

1nformat10n about an actor. It appears that e1ther can

serve .- as

a ba51s for generatrng behav1oura1
expectan01es about an actor.

'Thus* ones’ and Berglas (1976) report that both .
'kinds,\of informatlon served as prxor expectanc1es in

their ~ test of the correspondentK>inf‘rence- model.

‘Although these investigators- hypothes'zed that the

source’ of the expectancy (group or; individual) would
alter the impact of subsequent confirming‘ or

dlscredlt1ng behaviour, they conéluded tentatlvely that

‘information from both sources was treated in

L]
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esséntially the sagfe J}réﬁ.-by ﬁubjects.“
; ~(1972) and Feldman and
Hxlterman (197 ) Mo B idéﬁce that observers USer.a

functional criterjon in selecting which of a number of

. oategoric groqp stereotypes‘they'hilr use to‘d;écribe a

targét'porson; This functiohai; criterion aopears, to

correspond to the behavioural significance of the
-

'oategoric cue.»Thus they found;thatA group memberships

implying long-term behavioural éxpecrancies such as

tﬁosej‘defined’ by~ occuparion'. or social mobility

controlled more of- the variance in attributionithop :
. . " B '/ .o

- S
W

ascriptive attrfbutes such as race. o'
Findings reporfed by ‘Miiler'-(1976) and by
Landy and Sigali (1975) prov1de some 11m1ted support
for the corollary that group cue information glves way
to rel;ables,1nd1v1dpa1 1nformat;on‘when the latter' is
available. Both of these studies manigplateo‘ the
réliapility( of behavioural information in the prosence

- or absence of appearance cues. The investigators in

~
s

“both Vstodies found that éppearanoé cues were most
importént in descrfgihg the targef when behaViOural
1nformat1on was amblguous. When this 1nformatlon became
‘less_ amblguous, the slgnlflcance of the appearahce cue
in the descrlptlon task dimlnlshed cons1derably

Clearly the evidence -presentedu here 1is not.
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suffici@nt lo* sustain unequivooally the attrlbutxon
argument with respect to d;scountlng leader behaviour.
Ne?ertheless avallable f1nd1ngs do seem to conform w1thﬂ
(t&eoret1cal Lexpectatlons. We suggest, therefore,‘that

the .relevance ~of ° the to the

political domaln warrants qddltlo -t}'festigat{o%g ;Q

However . the attrlbutlon qframework
more than a footnote to our understanding of leader
image formation Besides contributing to -our4
understandlng of the group ba31s of image content, the
hframework suggests in addition the Source of content:
thdt  'is  independent of these® socio- -political
stereotypes. That is, 1t suggests the condltlons under
wh1ch *We mlght expect a leader's behav1our to serve as
‘a basis for trait attrlbutlons.

/ In general, the. Jones‘ and Davis framework
specifies that the information value “of such a&tlons
w111 increase ;o- the extent that the actions appear
unconstralned by the situations in which they occur.,
That is, behav1our increases in usefulness as an index
to the nature of the actor,when that behaviour cannot
adequately be explained by the situational context of
the action. | |

Within ' the realm of political actlon

therefore, we might expeot‘ the 1nformat10n value of
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behaviour to inérease‘when” "po%itical" considerations
\can be eliminated as plausible. reasons for a
qandidate's behaviour. Wg might .éxpect; 'for‘ example,
that voters wouid“aséignza higher information valﬁe to
acts carried out'prior to the candidate's entry into
politics, acts‘that have come to the public‘s attention
despite ,effqrts to coﬁceal tge;, acts'with no apparent
politicai' significance, or acts. of  ﬁhé‘ candidate,
‘apparently, freely chosen, that . have clear negative
political implicatioqs for His career;.In-each of thesg
cases, the‘ perceiver . can eliminate "political™
motivations as a plausible cause of the évedts. of .

course, -it may be that such gcté/'can be ascribed. to
dtgér external bauses, if 'so, corresponaence wouiéﬁ
remain.lqw;'Neverthelesé, “the -obportuﬂity‘ aiises _in
these cases toveliminatevah opyioué and potent source
of uncertaihty regarding the cagsg of\the event.
Orice again, there is a dearth of evidence in
the 1literature with which to assess tﬁe’usefﬁlness of
this framework in the political contékt. As discussed
in Chapter I1I, éolitical scientists have.for the most
part ignored the origins of that imége content that
cannot be traced to'the socio-political dispositions. of
the _ﬁerceive}. Indeed it 7would,be a difficult task,

retrospectively, to trace the origins of a general

)
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attribution such as sincerity or intelligence to a
particular act or series of aotso
Researoh reported by Mills and Jelllson (1967)

does prov1de some llmlted support for this account of

behavioural 1mpact on candidate image. In an

exper imental situation, subjects read a speech .
ne ' | _

"favOring increasing tractor-trailer fees." They were

told thatﬁthe. speaker, a candidate in the primary
eiection 'for the Missouri législature, had delivered
the speech to an audlence comprlsed either of long haul

truck drivers (hQstile audlence treatment) .or  of
‘rallway workers (sympathetlc audience treatment). After
tead;ng the speech, the subiects‘;ated the speaker on a
number of Personality and character dimensions.

The 1nvestlgators found that subjects exposed
to the "hostlle audlence" treatment rated theﬁ Speaker
as more sincere and honest and as 1ess opportunistic,
obliginé and cynical than those" exposed to the

e . . :
"sympathetic audience" treatment. -While these findigfs

reflect only differences in evaluation, and not

necessarily differences in : correspondencelp of

attribution, they do suggest tn t the behaviour had an

effect on impression formation that is oonsistent with
~ & prediction from attribntion thecry.

Perhaps the only situation investigated in -the

)
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politicai literature that approx1mates any of the-
attrftutlon Scenarios suggested above 1s the experlence
of former m111tary heroes in- polltlcal affairs. As
d1scussed Previously, studles by Sellers (1965) and by
Converse and Dupeux (1966) have noted the impact of an
1llustrxous military career on the electoral fortunes
of a candidate. " Both - suggest that military prowess
seems to be hithy transferable” to the political
domain. - | | -
"The observed relationship here, would 'seem to:
be- consistent uith an attrioution account of image -
formation. The attrlbutlon theorist might suggest in
this case that it is the highly v1s1ble performance of
thef candidate in a nonpolltlcal_ context that is
“inoortﬁnt for image fOrmation. This performanoe has
éf%en .the public a fund of * behavioural data,
explanations.rof which- do not 1nclude the confoundlng
Mmotlvatlon of political ambitioh. Thus the publlc‘ has
been glven an apparently rare opportunlty to "observe"
the candidate's personal qualltles It may be the case
‘that a m111tary performance in times of war is one of
the few 1nst1tutlonallzed opportunltfeé/;or a potentlal
_Dcandldate to galn thls kind orf apolltlcal exposure.
Con31stent w1th thls 1nterpretat10n of the

relationship, .Converse and Dupeux (1966) note that the

N

AN

N
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qualities attributed to the victorious Generals they

examined pertained less to

figures:

of leade

advances

The modal themes are those of a more
generalized worship, that is, vague,
affective attraction or the
ascription of -~ attributes which
ignore civil-military bounds, such
as conscientiousness, sincerity and

integrity (Converse and Dupeux, .

1966, p.304).

\

military contributions and

‘more to the general virtues expected of esteemed public

“In .this chapter, we have ﬁroposed an account

r image formation that 1is drawn from

in person perception research.

recent

We have

attempted to argue first that this.account'tprovides a

means

hitherto neglected by political scientists.

of understanding and explaining phenomena

That is, it

provides. a general framework within which to understand

the origins of both "stimulus" and "perceiver"
of the image.

is not inconsistent with recent theore

the voting literature.

discussion in this chapter that, in many cases,

little

aspects -

Secondly we have argued that this account

tical advances 1in

Nevertheless, it should be-evident from our

we have

empirical basis upon which to assess the



101
o

adequacy of thguproposal. With reference to the summary
propositions set out at the geginning of ;hevchapter,
there would appear to be some support for the political
rationality of the voting decision (prop. 1 and 2), and
for the posited centrality of leadership personality
concerns within the Qoting calculus (prop. 3). In
addition, there is considerable evideﬁcei associating
personal image content Qith demographic characteristics
and socio—polifical group associations (prop. 5).

The central tenets of the proposal, however,_
pertaining to the parameters of ‘behavioural analysis
(prop. 4, § and 7), are almost eﬂtirely-unexémined
within the ‘context of political or voting research.
Thus our empirical investigation will focus on these
aspects of the proposal. |

The research reported in subsequent. chaﬁters
is designed to pﬁbvide evidence relevant to two general
and related hypotheses. | 4 | (

First, we wisH  to test ihe hypothesis that
perceivérs teqd to find uninfofhgtive political ac;ion§
that are cénsistent with behaviouial_ expectations
assqciated with the pqlitical role. Bfiefiy staied;-weu
believe that a candidate's inferred "political"”
mofivétion to regaiﬁ or enhance hiéoelectoral supporg

would constitute an omnipresent explanation for his
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phblié éctiOns: As a ‘c0nsequeh¢e,‘ we expect that
::actlons hav1ng thlS desirable "polltlcal" effect would
~-tend to y1eld llttle rellable 1nformat10n to percelvers
' about the "true" character of the candldate.

Second, ‘we wish to ‘test the hypothe51s that
:candldate actfons for whlch polltlcal" motives, can be
e11m1nated ..as 1mplau51b1e tendt to proylde more
1nformat10n about the can&1date s persohal qualities.
: Th1s asecond hypothe51s 1s a dlrect 1mp11cat10n of the

.flrst That 1s, if cand1date actlons are unlnformatlve
v.because_ poss;ble "polltxcal"' motlvatlods confound
ihterpnetatiqn; the‘rémoval,bf such »mqtivatiOns"from
FCQnténtign should rendér'the'aétions mere informative.

‘Sihce we_beliéyg.it is‘ihp;rativq‘ to fébntrol
and manipulaté ~ the context within which a political
actidh, is téken in order to test these hypothesés, we
will abtempt to éxamine_ these hypotheSes through a
.setiesVof experiments. The form$ of thesev experiments

are deScribed in thp'follching éhaptefs.



.CHAPTER V -

The Discounting Experiment

The = experiment 'reported in this chapter is
designed to ‘test the ‘tenabiiity of our  first
hyoothesis. . We !su$pect""that conventlonal  politica1
actlons of leaders - those wh1ch have as one ofv therr;f
consequences the ‘retentlon' or enhancement of public-’
sopport;‘for the actor - tena to provide llttle

additional. 1nformat10n about the underlylng character
 of thel agtor. - They 'are .largely ‘unlnformatlve, we
believeé,rbecause"the _voter .is unable to dlsentang1e>
polltlcal"fcauses for : the actlon, whlch are endemlc to
“the role, from "personal" causes, which stem from the
actor's unlque character. As a COnsequenCe, we believe
that the voter's analysis of such actions tends to
‘prodUCe few ‘reliable inferenCes. “about ‘the
d}stinguishing Character> of‘the'actor.'In effect, the
behaviour ‘is‘ discounted'.as a source of character
information.‘ |
thisz experlment subjects were presented
with a news item descrlblng a target person :identified
as a‘lcandldateA for,-politic?l office. " All subjects
received the same denographic and social group profiie
" of the target person, 'anagﬂa brief report of his
‘appearance ‘at a puhlic meeting.“ ’I | L

-1103
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‘For half: of the .. group, however, . . this
information' was supplemented w1th a report of his more

part1san behav1our before the assembly We assumed that

the behav1our, a statement supportlng v1ews known ‘to be
held by the audience, would be V1ewed by subjects as
not ,incon51stent w1th p011t1a1 role expectatlons. We
predlcted

that - subgects given the additional
behavioural data would infer no more
about the character of the target -
person than those subjects who were
denied this addltlonal 1nformatlon

As noted'aboue,.the hypothesis is based_on the -
premise that_subjeotsfwill discount;'cas':a‘ source . of\
informatlonw about .the‘ actor, behaviour *that is

‘expllcable.in terms of role demandsrvAs a.oheok on thish,
interpretation,' the experiment was administeredb
simultaneously to a second.‘pool of subjects. ‘The
-treatment and CQmparison condit}ons were identical' to
those‘rused in the flrst. For these subjects, however,
. the target person was. 1dent1f1ed as the occupant of, a
“nonpolitical role. Since we assumed that the behav1our
of this nonpolitioal target<<person would not be
LexplfCahle' in terms oforole'expectagjdns? we predicted
that subjects given the additional |

. behavioural data would infer more

&1 information about the character of

the nonpolitical target person than

those subjects who were denied this
information. =
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Subjects

Tha’ ss%jects were 92'male{énd female students:"
enrolled;in.1977 spring int;rsessioh.courses at Wiif@id
Laurier Un'iversityT Subjects  were ’ enrolled‘ in
ihtréducto;y  Math, ' Introductory . or Secgnd year,
Sociology, or Ihtroductoty . Religion  and Cultpre
classes,“YSubjects were run in class time, and were
assigned randomly to one of four conditibns;.The number
offsubjects in each of tﬁé‘céﬁditions fanged»from 22 to
24, |

Procedure and Descriptive Materials

After a brief infroduction by the  host.
, o ‘ S % - .
instructor, the  experimenter explained the purpose of

Ehe‘study as:fan attempt to igvestigate ~how a’ person'
forms an impressionclof‘_another ‘person from limited
informétion.“féubjects were told th§t~the  instrdttions
 for completing the study were contained in a booklet
that each wéuld be éiven. Sﬁbjects were then _handed a
ﬁultilithedf bbokIet’ that .éontained - a set of
instrﬁctions;‘é news item describing the targef persdn,
and a quéstionnaire. (See Appendix vA for ‘é copy of
»tHese‘méteriais.) |

The' ﬁnstrqctions- restated the purppse of the

;- . .
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study and requested that subjects read‘the accompanying
hews 1tem/severa1 times to form a menta& picture of the
_individual described ‘there. When . they hadx formed ‘as
Ocomplete a picture as p0551b1e from the news 1tem, they
were instructed' to 'go on to the questlonnalre part of
the study where they "would be‘ asked to record thelr
1mpre551ons on the palrs of scales prov1ded Use of the
semantlc d1fferent1a1 and ofh the accompanying
?confidence" scales was briefly‘ describedt - Subjects
Were"then told that they would be‘ asked several
background questions about. the news item and about
themselves. ’

The = three paragraph news item described the
_recent appearance of a person named»'Kenneth ‘Butte
p before the fprov1nc1al Coun011\oz/thsjﬁ}ne, Mineral and.
,Smelter WOrkers‘. Butte was escribed ‘as alveteran
observer of resource development who .had‘ recently
reSigned' a "senior position with a pr1vatek§onsult1ng
-f1rm adv151ng government and industry . .'. » Half of.
the subjects read that-he had re51gned thlS 9051t10n to
run as Favépol1t1cal candldate in the B C. r1d1ng of‘
Kamloops-Caeroo“ (the POllthal role condltlon) -The
rema;nrng ﬁsubjects read tkat he had assumed a‘§051t10n'

“on the "National Resource Advisory €ouncil' (the’

Nonpolltlcal role condltlun).
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The news item repdrted the target person's

address in elther of two ways. For half of the subjects‘

in each role condltlon, the news item reported that

Bhtte had chosen .to speak»to‘the union officials on the
topiq' of industrial safety in the mines, and that he

had described recent technological advances in the

develbpment of safety equipm@®at. The safety issue Qas'

identified as a."major bone of conteftion" in upcoming

- labour-management negotiations, but Butte's address did -

no: bear on this contentious part of the safety toplc.
The 1nformat1on provided here,' then, ¢constituted "the
'Neutral Behav1our"‘treatment in thetexperiment

'vThe remalnlng subjeﬂts in each role condltlon
read in addltlon that Butte f - .

expressed strong support for
labour's = arqument  that ' safety
measures should not be ‘treated as.
"negotiablé fringe benefits". Wherg T
human lives are at stake, he - said, »
it is ' imperative that resource
development not outpace our ability
. to ' provide safe working conditions.
In such cases, he added, it 1is
better to err on the side of caution
even at the expense of some growth.

Subjects receiving  this additional ~ behavioural
information were considered to “be in the "Partisan

Behaviour™" treatment group.
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Response Measures

The news item was followed 1n the booklet by
(a)"a‘ 20—1tem semantic d1fferent1al perta;nlng to the
personal qualities of ‘the target person; (b) - a
corresponding ‘"confidence" scale for each of the 20 SD
items s0 that the subject could estlmate the confldence
that he would place in the accuracy -of his SD
judgemeht; (c) two 9;ihterval Scales for the‘suhject to
estimate (i). the position on safety in the-mines that
the target person was. attempting +to convey 'to‘ his
, audience, and (li) the position on safety in-the mines
that the - target person. actually held; (d) a 9~1nterval
‘scale for the subject to estimate the degree to which
the target _person's behaviour was felt to be co931stent

vjor 1ncons1stent w1th subject expectatlons.

7

Dependent Variables

: The central hypotheses of this' experiment
concern the 1mpact of addltlonalrbehavioural data on
subjects';lmpressiOns of a target person. "We have
:predicted that the Provision of additional behav1oural
data that is “fons--lstent with political role'
ekpectations will not yield add1t1ona1 1nformat10n to
subjects about. the character of ‘a pol1t;cal actor On .

-
the other handg, . we have predlcted that the Same act

=

-’
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will xield additional character: information 'yhen the

actor occupies a role for which there are no relevant

..behav1oural expectatlons.

To test these hypotheses, it is necessar/ to

_deveiop a -measure Or set of measures that w111 permlt

. us. to examlne dlfferences in the level of 1nfornat1on

held about the: target person. Unllke most other studles
of this nature, the present experiment permlts few‘

predictions‘agout the specific kinds of 1nformat10n

.that might be gleaned from the action. While there are’

”several possible inferences that will be compared in

the analys1s, we prefer to concentrate more dfrectly‘on

. a global notlon of information that does not requlre

prior assumptlons about these matters. Even w1th

51mpr1f1cat10n, however, 1t is apparent that the
"1nformat10n 1eve1" may refer to a number of -different-
propertles of the image. Slnce our predlctlons 1n .this
respect are hlghly tentative, we would argue that 1t is
premature to 1limit our concerns to a partlculartlmage
property. | |

- At this exploratory research stage,:we propOSe
to employ three different summary indices, each tapping

a somewhat different aspect “of the - information

yariable. Before describing these indices, however, it

may/Be[ useful first to describe the basic 'data £rom
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which they are fashioned. )
For two -of the three measqresz the data are:

deriyed from subject ratings of the target person using
the ‘semantic d1fferent1a1 technique. The i7eementicv

differential was selected here as the ‘basic measure of

person'perception because of its flexibility, the ease

with which it could be administered, its amenability to

- parametric .analytical techniques, anq‘its demonstated

-

- adequacy in similar ‘research capacities (Warr = and

Knapper, 1968; Blumler and McQuail, 1969)..

While seven-interval scales are commonly
employed in .semantic differentiel">applications; a
nine-interval format was adopted for this research.

Findings reported by Warr and Knapper (1968, pp. 57-58)

- seemed to. indicate that. subjects>b drawn from . a

university population could easily handle the.finer

discriminations of judgements involved here. These

investigators also suggested thaﬁ the larger cont inuum
did hot seem “to affect the rgeneral shape of the
dlstrlbutlon of ratxngs. |

A 20-item semantic dlfferentlal for the target
person was administered to the .subjects after they had
finished reading the hews item. Fifteeplgf the twenty

jtems were selected represent the expegted‘

dimensions of semant _with respect to th1§,
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targetﬂpé’gont Based on éxtensive research published by
Osgood and his associates.(1957),land more recently by
Warr and Knapper (1968), we anticipated " that ‘subjects
would emﬁloy three paéic'dimensions to describe this
target person. AsS a conseguence, we a;tempted'to select
a sét of five scales to represent- each of tqe three.
dimensions. Scale  selection was based ~partlY’ onh
previously_published ;gse%rch (Warr'ahd Knapper, 1968,
P-. 76), ahd partly on.thejrelevancy of each scale to
this kind of jddgehental task.,Tﬁe/scales representing

each of the anticipated dimensions are listed below.

" Bvaluative dimension

. good-bad : ‘ : |
sincgre-insince:e =
humane-ruthless

| . trustworthy-untrustworthy

‘wise-foolish

Potency dimension

-~ strong-weak
‘rugged-delicate
large-small
hard-soft
‘b&dld-timid

Activity dimension
‘ fast-slow
~active=passive _
tense-relaxed o A
hot-cold i ‘
- sharp-dull

-

The judgements of our subjects on these scales

- were factor .analysed to examine the validity of our

-

assumptions. The ratings were subjected to principal

Ea
I
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component factor analysis with unit cémmOnalitiés. Five
factoré, accpunting for 63% of the common vaE@ance;
were extracted:and rotated using the va;imax critérioﬁ.-
The rotated factor matrix is displayed in Tabie 5.1.
Vo | The factor sffucturejrevealed by this analysis
differs somewhat ‘from that anticipated, but " it is
nevertheless interpretable. The nature of the firét
factor, clea¢1¥ ‘évaluative in  tone, ' is fairlf
ﬁconsistenth with expectations. Surprisingly, the scale
trustworthy—untrhstwotthy loadeé only moderate;y on
- this -factor (.35), while reiaxed~tenée loaded quite
heavilyl(f59). No explanation is readily available for
this anomali. | ’

The second factor, labelled Dyriamism, would
seem to reflect a-tendéncy notea’5§ other résearchers
for subjects to ‘collapse the lActivity\-and Potency
dimensions into one composite»dimension in judgements
of political leaders (Warr and Knapper, 1968; Blumler
"and McQuail, 1969). |

The remaining three factors would seem to
summar ize minor 'vatighﬁs in meaning on the_éctivity,
evaluativé and potency themes réspectiVely; Based on
rthéir reséeétive scale compositions, they have been
labelled Activity,jHumaneness, and ToughneSs factors.

While  these SD scales .were presented to
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subjects in random order 5hd were vdirectionally
balanced, no attempt was madevto vary across subjects
either the orde? or the direction of scale
presentation. e

For each of these SD scales, .we provided
subjects with a 5-interval confidence scale. As noted
pfeviously, «we instructed subjects to assess thé
confidence with which they could make each of their
semantic diffetential judgements aboht the target
person.

AThé suﬁjects' 15 semantic differential rétiﬁgs

s .
of the target serve as the basis for two derived

indices of -informatioﬁ %gvel. For the first of these
measurés, the informationinotion is defined broadly' as
the méaning éssigned to the target person. It is fhe
éhrticular. cqﬁfiguf&tion of judgements that are
aésociated with a concept;’ ‘

- The semantic differential technique' was
developed specifically to meaéure ésuch qualitativeu
differences in configurations. The subjects' locatioﬁ
of the target on a scale'continupm' between Ewo polar
‘adjectives is‘thouéht to reflect both the direction anq 
the intensity of his.judgemeht of the target peggon on

this meaning dimension (Osgcod et al., 1957, p. 20).

Given a representative sample of dimensions, therefore,
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the semantfc' differential is believed capable of
ope?ationalizing our meaning of a cancept.

In comparing the meanings of éoncepts,
researchers have generally ascribed metric gqualities to
the SD scalés, and have attempted to quantify the
differences in meaning in terms of the d;fferenqes in
ratingé. |

For present purposes, we bropose to fest'the
hypothesis by comparing group mean scores on eaqh of
éhe major orthogonal dimeﬁsions of the profile. That
is, we will summarize the .subjects' profile of the
target into five factor scores corresponding to the
factors identified in our. earlier Danalysis. A
subject's = score ’6n a factor will be compuﬁed by
aVeraging his rat;hg on the scales loading heaviest on
the factor. An arbit:ary cut-off 1oadigg of .45 was
selected for detefminiﬁg scales tg be inéluded i_na a
\factor scofev(Z).
| -If the target's partisan behaviour in the
‘ treatment ccnéitiong of our experiment affected the
subjects' impresSiops of him,'we wguld expect\to-find
jsignificant diffgreqpes inmat least 6ne factor score
after comparing tfeatmeﬁt and = comparison group

profiles. Based on our hypotheses, then, we predict no

significant differences in factor scores between the
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'treatment and compar1son group profiles of.f the
"political target. However, Qe predLCt at least one
.vslgnlflcant dlfference across‘ 'facth~"scores in
_-comparlng treatment and cdmparison group profiles 6f_
the nonpolltieal target. | .il

lt Aehouldo be apparent that these factof
indices of behavioural impact are sensitive to all
differenceev, in5 centralfv tendency between, -~ Ehe
experimentall groups. - In much of ‘the éttribution
liteégture;:'however, researchers tend .to be more
‘concerned with _particular kindsu ‘of changes 'in_
subjective ’imaje. Specifically, theyv tend to make
predlctions.‘in terms‘ of infbrmatioh- gaig about the
' actor, in terms *of the ggggr of dispositional
inference5~ about the actor, and in terms cf the lg!gl
| of»‘informatlon " held about the actor, " Indeed,
attributionl researehers would? seem to share a common
1nterest in  the \perceiver's rleVel of understanding
'[regardlng the dispositional structure of the actor. The
theory of correspondent- inference, for example,
suggests Sne proeessv thrbugh which parts of this .
structure are revealed to the percelver. |
- Clearly, the argument advanced in thlS the51s
concerning the information value of candidate behav1our'

y

f0cuses,‘on this quantitative dimension of  the
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infcrmatfon variable. .‘Reseetchers ~ have genetelly
adopted one‘ or 'both of two differentyvmeasures. as
empir ical referents ‘of“this' éualit}.»nwe propose to
-iemploy both measures in thlS research.

The ‘first of tgese measures is tne extremity
or polarlty ot/Judgements on the,semantlc differential.
"In the original development of the//fB/Qtechnnque,
bolaritY"of response ‘was :thought to reflect }hOW,
1ntense1y a concept was assoc1ated w1th a term, or how
‘well the term applled to. th concept Jones and Dav1s
appear to extend thls.thlnklng somewhat further. First,
_they - seem to equate 1ntensely held assocxatlons wlth'

'dlstlnctlve assoc1atlons. Thus, extremxty of ]udgement

PR

~for theger“ theorlsts ~is  held to  reflect the
distinctiieness of the actor on the trait dimenSion'_inu

question. Second, tHéy seem to assume that 1ncreased~
dlStlnCtIJEHESS 1mp11es a galn in 1nformat10n about the
actor. It is partly in thls sense that a corregpondent'
infetence‘ is vthought to imply jnformation gein. That
,;é, it is a necessary impiicat@on of the . Jones and
Davis model that the actot bevdistingnished from his
peers in terms of the inferred dispositioq.‘
\ If extremity of ratings on the SD‘reflect " the -
:distinCtiveness of the image; we°predict no differences

. N . v . : & ' - ,
‘in mean rating polarity between those treatment and

1
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comparison groups that were exposed to the':political
target. on: the other hand, we predict that, among
subjects exposed " to the nonpolitical target, the
prOViSion of additional behaViouralldata w111 lead to<
more extreme judgements of the target.

The oonfidencev or certainty ~:With ' which‘.
judgements‘ are made is the second dimenSion of
Vinformation most commonly measured in 'studies - of
attribution phenomena. In tests of the correspondencek
-model., the confidence and extremity of ratings are
generally treated as jOlnt measures of correspondence.
As Newston (1973)‘p01nts out,v however, there is no
'Ereason to assume'that.the two_Variables are“equivalent
measures of information state. Both wouldi seem to
describe unique-properties of the image and properties
‘that do not necessarily covary. | L -

| Nevertheless, our predictions WIth respect to
confidence ratings are Similar to those discussed for
extremity scores. While we expect no' difference in the
overail contidence of ratings between the ‘two groups
exposed to the political target, we predict for those
" exposed to the nonpolitical target that the,lreatment
'group Will exceed- the comparison group in overall

onfidence of attribution.'

All "of the measures discussed 'so far are
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derived from the ‘ratings on the fifteen semantic
differential : SCales; or from their corresponding

confideﬁce ratings. qu addition to these measures,
however, five different descriptive judgements were
1nc1uded in the battery to ~Provide evidence of the
1mpact of partlcular aspects of  the manipulatioﬁs,
These-scales are”listed below.
Special Purpose Scales

political-nonpolitical

partial-impartial

-cautious-adventurous

committed-uncommitted
devious~straightforward

The first of these scales was 1iﬁclUded to
check Ah tte role>tmanipulation. We exéeetedathat 
subjeéts exposed to “the political candrdate would
'percelve ‘him .as more polltlcal than those exposed to'
_the nonpolltlcal target .

“The remalnlng scales, together with the seale
humane- ruthless, were 1nc1uded tp test more specific
'predlctlons about;informatlon gain. Although our major
'hypotheSes are - limited~ "to a general notion of
1nformat10n galn, the content of the partlsan behaviour
in this experlment suggested ‘that attributions 4ef
caution,> committedneSs}v humaneness, vpartialityltuand
Stra}ghtforwardness_might be speeifically'affected.' We

suspected that the additional behavioural data might
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léad to stronger inferences of,these qualities when the
target was not seen to be a politician. We suspected

that there w Ld\Be no differences in the attribution

of the its when the target was a politician.

» Results

A. Neutral-Partisan Behaviour Manipulation.
‘ | -vOnehof,the two manipulations in»the_eXperiment
‘was the amountﬁof raw behavioural data that was made'
avaiiablev to  subjects. - Subjects. in the partisan .
behaviour condition were ~.given éxpliCit -‘behavioural@
‘data concerning the target s support of union safety
denands; ﬁe. expected - that this ’data would prouide
additional information about the motives or intentions
of the actor.“,»Whilevhwe,_ recognized that these
‘intentional inferences‘ might ‘vary acrossrsubjects, we -
suspected that 511 subjects' in_-thisi condition WOu1d
glean from the behaviour the:iinpression that Butte
,uanted to.appear sympathetic to the union demands..

As a check on the success of the manipulation,
‘:therefore, We sked all subjects__to estimate the
“impreSSion on this issue that Butte wanted to convey to
his audience. We prov1ded a 9- interval scale to record
.this estimate {1=No sympathy for . Union‘ demands;

Ry
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9 Strong sympathy for Union demands) .

Wé suspected that . subjects in the partisan
behav1our group would rate Butte S1gn1f1cantly stronger
in overt sympathy The d1ffe2§>ces beétween the neutral
‘”and partlsan behav1our groups were in the predicted“

direct1on'ﬂon th1s variable, but the observed

1differences were bdnot significant (X-neutral=7.3;

»

X-partisan=7.6; t(df=89)=-.62, p.<.26).
The magnitudekof‘the-"neutral" group S rating

on thisy var1ab1e (7. 3) suggests that more 1nformat10n

~

- was conveyed about the target person s 1ntent10ns' in

: thls condltlon than was - orlglnally ant1c1pated It may -

be that Butte s agreement to’ address the  union
gathering, hlS ch01ce" of safety as the top1c of his
speech, and his descrlptlon of safety advancements were
construed by ects as ev1dence of hlS tacit . support
of union safgizhzemands.- R |

- Whlle we cannot reject a chancevinterpretation
of these -observed d1fferences, we note that other

-

'comparlsons between the neutral and partlsan behaviour

<«kgroups suggest that the behaviour manipulatfon had a

considerable, impact on- perceptlons of, the - target
| Spec1f1cally, the neutral and partlsan behav1our groups
dlffered 51gn1f1cantly on: four of the flfteen rat1n935

that they were asked to make (3)



122 |
It would seem reasonable to conclude;

ftherefore; that the partisan behaviour served to-alter

'*rmpre551ons of the target, but that it may not have
~altered 1mpre551ons of the target s primary 1ntent10n

" for addressing,the-un1on,group.v

g
-
e

B. Political—Nonpolitical Role Manipnlation.

As a second manipulationcingtne éxperiment, we
endeavoured to*alter the perceived'role context of the
target. We attempted to create a polltlcal role context
for half of 1the. subjects and a nonpolltlcal role

context for the remalnder.

To* assess the success of th1s manlpulatlon, we -

‘asked- the subjects to - rate the target person on a
polltlcal nonpollt1ca1 | dlmen51on (1=Political,

V,9=Nonp011t1ca1) We expected that subjects,,exposed to‘

Butte as a '“political' candldate would rate him-as
significantly more pol1t1cal than those exposed to
Butte as~ a . member of the‘“Natlonal Resource Adv1sory

Board". While dlfferences between the polltlcal and them

.nonpolitical role groups o were in the expected
o et ; e v -9 .
~direction, = these differences were not significant

(f-political=3.0; ¥-nonpolitical=3.3; t(d£=90)=.62,

p.<.25). ' 4_}‘.

‘The nature of the problem here is somewhat

PR O
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difficult to isolate. The problem may be that subjects

do not differentiate betweeﬁ} such pol1t1ca1 and
_advisory‘rblesu It may be. that both are seen to 1nvolve
the ' same rkinds of - pOllthal norms, motives, and
cdnstraiﬁts. If this is. the case, the .Success of the
manlpulatlon must be regarded as doubtful

f ~ \However, we asked subjects also to estimate

-

 %§9 degree to which Butte's actions’ ‘were consistent
with’ subject's expectat1ons, "glven Butte's po%ition,
and given the nature of his audiencef. It would appear
that group_@ifferences'ia response to this questioa are
'consistent with the assumption of a, successful role
' mahipulationz and 1nc1dentaliy, with the assumptlon of
‘a successful behav1our manlpulatlon as well The mean
responses;/; by role and behav1our -conditions,; are -
d1splayed in Table 5.2. C

From th1s table, it is apparent ffrst that
the Polltlcal Role group perceived Butte's behav1our as

s1gn1f1cantly more con51stent with their expectations

/ than dld the Nonpolltlcal Role group. Assuming t%f!%

publlc-.performances are more closely associated wiih

— " oy

Political actors than they are with Qovéﬁnment
advisors,  this finding is consistent with i
expectations. /

In addition, the pattern of differences within

- i



Table 5.2 Perceived consistency of target person's
attitude with subject expectatlons by role
and nature of behaviour

| Political Role Nonpolitical Role
Neutral X 3.21 | 3.55
‘Behaviour = -+ SD 2.19 . 2.39
t(df=45)=.71 © t(df=41)=.28
) 'p<o48’N.S- - : s p<078'N'S. ‘

Partisan X ‘ 2.78 . n ' 3.74
Behaviour . 8D - 1.93 T 2.00

Both Behaviours X . " 3.01  t(df=86)=6.69 3.65
. sp . 2.06 . %001 SIG. 2,19

Scores may range between 1-9 where the lower soore indicates great:er "
' 00n51stency w1th expectatlons.

All significance tests report two—tailed probabilities.

124
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the role groups is also consistent. Assuming that
partisan behaviour is much more closeiy associated uith
_the political ;ole, and is not usually a55001ated with
the administrat}ve role, we would jexpect that the
addltlonal : partisan behaviour would lead to a
perception of greater con31stency when the actor is a
’politician, and to a perceptlon of less. consxstency_,
when the actor -is. an‘ admlnlstrator. Although che
diffe:ences ‘ bétweén _pehaviour groups’_ are _not
significént, these differences are in the predicted
directions. |

| | While .the f1nd1ngs noted here do not warrant
‘unequivocal' conc1u51ons with ;espect to //_the
maﬁiéulapions, ‘they would seem tou be suff1c1ently
supgprtive//to ée:mit' us -to proceed to“ the major
hypotheées. C ‘ ' | | ~

7

. C. Hypotheses. .
- The 'firsf' hypothesis iuy this experiment
pertained to’ qualitative group differences in _the ~
profiles of the target person. We predicted no
‘s1gn1f1cant differences betWeeh the profiles of the two
Polltlcal Role groups on any of the five factors,_ but

at . least one 51gn1f1cant difference when comparlng the

factor profiles of the two Nonpolitical,Role groups.
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Table 5.3 displays thevsummary daté' relevant
to these p;edictions. The. data provide relatively
strong support for our hyéotheses. A'compa}ison of the
"group means within the Political ﬁole condition reveals
no significant differences acro$s  the five faciors.
However, the Neutral and, Partisan Behaviour groups
'within\ the ‘Nonpolitical Role condition differed
sigﬁiffcantly, in' their judgements for two of thé

i

factors. It ‘appears that sﬁbjects exposed to the
p;rtisah behaviour 6f the nonpolitical ‘actor gave him
§ignificant1y more positive ratings and perceived him ,
 as beiqg significantly more active than did subjects
exposed only to his neutral behaviour. |
The remaining  hypotheses 'invoived méfe
specific prédictions - about the natﬁre of differences
'betweén the profiles of the Neutral and Partisan
. thaviour grbups;' The first of ,thesé pertéihed‘to
rating ‘polarify. We prggicted' that the .partisanL
behaviour would lead ﬁp signigicantly greater pola}ityn
in raéing 6nly ip the Nonpolitical Role condition.
The rgsuitsﬂggu,ghis analysis, displayed ih'
Table S.4,ufare‘ less than conclusive. In neither the
Political nor the Nonpolitical Role condiﬁions do 'the
differenées in overall mean poiarity approach

significance. E _ .
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However, a closer examination of polarity

differences for each of the“five factors provides some
Pweak support  for the hypothesis. Within the
Nonpolitical . Role condition, the mean difference in
polarity among scales loading heavily on the evaluative
_féctor was ‘highly significant. None of the factor
difference; in the Political Role condifion exceeded
the critical .05 level of significance.. Indeed, two
factors in . this condition approached one-tailed
sig;ificance in the opposite direction (Activity
factor, p.<.06; Toughness factor, p.<.1l0).
| | Table 5.5 displays the”summary ‘data regafding
the confidehce»of ratings by the various groups. It
would appear that the resui%s of this test are also
‘inconclusive. On the one hand, none of the _comparisons
reachea ‘the critical 1level of significance (.05) set -
for ' these hypotheses.b We had predicted that the
' comparisons in the’anpolitical_Role condition would do
so. | |
Oon tﬁé. other hand, three of ghe five facto;
differences in the Nonpolit}cg} Rolé condition were
siénific%nt beyond the .10 level, and the overall
difference ingmean confidence level for that condition

approached the critical level of significance (p.<.06).

Only. one factor difference in the Political Role

Ly
8

1
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oondition meti these 'less e rigorous standards of
stat15t1ca1 rellablllty._ e | |
Although .- these three kinds .of cdmpariSonE
constltute the major - test of 'the general hypothe31s,
the naturefof the partlsan behaviour descrlbed ip this
experlment mlght lead us to predict dlfferences é the.'
attrlbutlon of some spec1f1c tralts In partlcular, the
‘tralts.} of _F‘cautlon, commlttedness ” humaneness,
partlallty and stralghtforwardness might be seen‘ as_
direct, . dlsp031t10nal ,mellcatrons, of the ;partisan

behaviour. ag - before, our Prediction jg’ that the

Partisan behaviour vw1ll pPermit stronger . ¥nferences

‘regard1ng the Presence of these ‘traits “onl in the"
'Nonpolltical‘Rolevcondition. A
. _Table 5.6 displays the‘meanv:atingS' or the
four groups on these five? trait hdimensions. t As-
expected‘ subjects ‘in the NoﬁpoiitiCal Role oOndition
who were e#posed to the partisan behazkoig of the‘actot'
) saw the actor as more' cautlous qumltted 1 humane,'h
partlal and stralghtforward than dig those denled thlS‘

1nformat10n Two of these dlfferences, pe:talning to

the traits humaneness ang stralghtfo:WErdness, were 1

statlstlcally 31gn1£1cant



Table 5.6. Mean group ratlngs of the target

person for five selected tralts -
| éartisam:
‘ o Behaviour
Nonpolitical Role
Adventurous—cautious X 4.86  t(af=43)=-.37 = . 5.13
e . SsD . 2.6l . p<.52,N.S. 2.26
Cofmitted-uncommitted X - 2.91 t(af=42)=l.12 2.36
) . = ’ SD _‘ T 1077 p<.27,NoSo 1043
. Humane-ruthless - X 3,27 t(df=43)=1.98 - 2,30
, : SD 1.52 p<.05,8IG. - - 1.74
Partial-impartial % 3,73 t(df=43)=.93 317
Straightforward- - X ' 3.59  t(df=43)=2.37  2.43 -
devious ‘ 'SD 1.87 p<.02,SIG. - . 1.38
Political Role . o i
- Adventurous-cautious X 5.08  L(dE=45)y=.57  5.43
| SD 2.40 p<.5TN.S. T 2.31
Comuitted-uncommitted X . 3.29 t(df=45)=.90  2.78
. S 8D .. 1.94  p<.37,N.S. 1.93
Humane-ruthless X 3.95 - t(df=43)=2.25  2.70
'par'tial—mpairtial SRy 3.2 t(df=45)=-.27  3.43
‘ o -SD 2,12 p<.98N.S. . 2445
Stralghtforward— - X 4.38  t(df=45)=2.22 - 3.00
dev1ous v _ sb 2.28 p< 03 SIG. « 1493
- Scores may range tet @n1-9 where, for each scale, the lower score -

1mp11es the flrst adje ive in.each palr.

Slgnlflcance tests report two—talled probabllltles.f

~

§ -
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almost an 1dent1ca1 pattern. The only notable dev1at10n

from the nonpollt1cai pattern occurs in judgements of
partlallty. "Wwhile °~ the dlfferences "were‘ not

Statistioally reli lev(p><'17 one—tailed),_‘SUbjectév

. exposed to the part'san behaV1our of the nonpolltlcal;
actor seemed to pe"elve h1m as somewhat more partlal"
‘ than did subjects exposed only to the nonp011t1c1an s
neutral‘behavlour. When the actor was identified as a
epolitician,}_ however, : the. partrsan v‘behavi0ur”

manlpulatlon appeared to have v1rtually no impact on

~ the attrlbutlon,of partlallty.

o7 \The_fihdings of this;research éuggéét“a’number

“of tentative conclusions. First, it is clear that the

partisan behaviour was not - en.ti' discounted as a
it 4 :

source of 1nformat1i§“ about"the character of 7thef
»ooliticai aotor.‘ There were signlflcant dlfferences
'between the. PartiSah 'ahd ‘Neutral ‘Behaviour groups'
within the Pollt1ca1 Role condition on judgemenéeb of

the" actor's 51ncer1ty, his humaneness aﬁd hisvgf
stralghtforwardness. All of these dlfferences aopear to
‘be expllcable-ln terms of thevnature or content of :the-
partiéan behavioar. . B e - ‘

| However,ﬁ it seemé ,eéually clear that*:the

- partlsan behav1our was less useﬁul ‘to subjects 'fn.jthe"

P011t1cal Role condltlon than it was to subjects in the=
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Nonpolitical Role condition. All d1fferences

vsignificant'in ‘the former' were sxgn1f1cant in the
flatter; as‘ well. But the Nonpollt1ca1 Role groups also
| dlffered from each other - in terms Mof their overall
"5evaluat10n ~of the' actor., ‘:Moreover, the partisan

‘.behavlourw of \‘the ‘n'onpolitical target led to

'v‘51gn1f1cantly more extreme normat1ve Judgements of the

o actor; and led - to dxfferences in the" confldence of

N

.ratlngs that approached s1gn1f1cance.

dUr. understand1ng of the 1nference processes

1

%whlch account for these partlcular dlfferences is less

e than complete. We had ’speculated that the“prlmary_

',1-1nformat10n value of the partlsan behav1our ‘would be

_ireflected- i% the attrlbutlon of five Spec1f1c tralts.
-Whlle thls reason1ng proved correct 1n large part,( it
W_.doesvlfno;Q really help us‘.to understand extant
Z{dlfferences in perceptlon hetween,/the Political ‘and
| Nonpolltlcal Role groups;‘ Thatbhis, 'the'”behaviour
‘appears to have had equal 1nformation value regardlng
’these tralts .in"both role cond1tlons. Thus we ‘cannot
trace the dlfferencesllg'the ilﬁpact of thei partlsan
behav1our across role condltlons to dlfferences in the
Vattrlbutlon of these five behav1our relevant tralts.;
An examlnatlon of the flfteen 1nd1v1dual tralt'

L

Judgements vreveals,;only two ‘differences. in  the

<
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Nonpolitical Role ~condition that were not matched in .
. the,Political Role ' condition; 'These differences' in
Substantive 'judcement were on the tralts w1se—foolrsh‘
:(X-neutral/nonpolltlcal =3. 45 ‘ |
x-partisan/nonpolltlcal 2 52- t(df=43)c§ 67, p <. 01)
laad o hot cold (X-neutral/nonpolltlcal 5.18;

‘ Y-partiSan/nonpolitical=4.09;‘ t(df=42)=2.57,-‘ p.<.01)

D. KBditional-Findings;»

: A central assumptlon behlnd the hypotheses :in
thls.experlment concerns the publlc S perceptlon of the
T;vpolltlcal role. We have suggested that voters would
‘tend to haue dlfflculty 1solat1ng the "true" motlve for
a leader s behavrour prlmarlly because the ‘"polltlcal"

.motlve - the de51re to retaln or enhance publlc support
-

'-“; would be seen as a strong omnlpresent and plausible

ulterlor reason for most polltlcal actions. That 1s, we

have assumed that the polltlcal" motlve -is_;commonly

assoc1ated w1th“the polltlcal role.

In dlscu531ng thls assumptlon 1n the prevxous o

'fchapter, we clted a number of 1nc1denta1-'f1nd1ngs Jin
7vthe . l1terature~ that seemed to fpofnti to suchv@a
‘xconolusion.-while?‘we did not attempt to test -then

‘aSSumption: d1rect1y in. the present research several“

features of our data would seem to bear ‘1nd1rectly on’

/
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'Qhe issue. -

Sspecifically, we . might expect to find

differences iu_the"perceptions of the political and

4

nonpoi}tical actors for traits pertalnlng to the

'ingehuousness -of the -actor. That ‘is, if subjects u

associate a norm of opportunism with the poiitical

role, we'might~expect»them‘to see the ~political- actor

as being - less ingenuous than a corresponding
. o - - - .

nonpolltlcal actor.

In the proflle we used for thls research, the

trait- " dimensions ' srncere 1n51ncere,

trustworthy untrustworthy "and stralghtforward-dev1ous

: seem' closest in reflectlng this quality. The summary

data for'the relevant groups are presented in Table

' 5.7.

\ all threek tralts, ‘and that the dlfferences - are

A comparlson of- group' meansi revealsv that

d1fferences between the Polltlcal and Nonpolltlcal Role

groups are in the pred1cted dlrectlon for Judgements of

: s1gn1f1cant .’ - for . the 'tralt ‘dlmension,

’ stralghtforward-dev1ous.’These results, thenj'lprovide

. some - tentatlve»" support for the validity of our

underlying assumption.

In an attempt to examine the same implication

in a more realistic setting, we asked,SUbjects‘Eo'

]



Table 5.7 Mean ratings of the target leader for v
3 "political® traits, by role oondltlon

‘ Political Role " Nonpolitical Role
Sincere- X 351 t(d£=90)=1.41 3.04
Trustworthy- = X 374 t(af=90)=.41 3.60
Untm_.lstwqrthy "SD 1.88 p<.34,N.S. 1.50

 Straightforvard- X 3.70 _ t(df=90)=1.70 3.00
-Devious | SD 2,21 - :

p<.04,SIG. 1.71

All scores may range between 1—9, where the IOWer soore - indicates res-v
: pectlvely greater smcenty, trustworthmess and stralghtforw‘ardness. )

All 51gn1flcance tests report two—talled probablhtlea.
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complete a ten-item semantie different
1
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of pelitical and nenpelitieal Canadian public figures.
n doing so, we expected to find systematic differences
in subjeets' impressions of peolitieal and

aeters, Consistent with eur assumptien aboét'political

el A A

aetors are pereeived as eemparatively less sincere and

s

ess trustworthy than nenpeliticians (4).

This seeond part of the study was prefaced as’

o

- fpllews:
Very often, eur exposure
to aneother  persen s limited

primarily te eone role eentext (for

1t () 4

example, as : teacher, writer,
pelitician eor ' athelete), As  a
eensequence, it is semetimes

diffieult to determine the true or
- eere npature of the person = . to
separate the man frem the role he is
'}gsgpying+ T '
SR In this part ef the study,\k/
we will 'mname a number eof publie
figures in €anada, Per . each
individual, we will ask you to

. deseribe as best you ean the krue
- Rature ef the persen,

7§ubje§t§, werg, asked te empl@y an abbreviated

gemantie differential, eomprised of. ten 'items. to
deseribe the individuals listed belew,

Ee Berton as a Person
e

s a Person

Trudeau a
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_These' jindividuals were‘selected for theirvvisibility,
and - for ‘the' clarity o{_ their .membership or
nonmembership in the political role group )
Because there were only six publlc figures
involved in this test, we .saw no need, to compute
summary role_seores on these trait judgements. Rather;
it Iseemed‘ feasible 'to analyse the data by comparing
'directly the.judgements‘of,each political jeader with
those of each nonpolitical leader.

"_In Table 5.8, the cell entries repreSent the
averagev signed differential in\ rq'ing between the
political ‘and nonpolitical rigures indipated. As
arbitrarily computed, @ positive sgore refleets the
relative advantage of the nonpoiitical'figure over the

poiitical figure for the. two 9051t1ve qualities. A

 negative score, of course, would reflect the relative,

advantage of the political figure'in the same way.
The data in the table confdérm to a pattern
‘that '1s remarkably con51stent With our assumption.'All
ghteen differences 1n rating between politicalg and
nonpolitical figures 'are' in the :predicted direction,
d fully two-thirds of these differences meet at least
- our minimum standards of statistical reliability. . That

“is, the subjects in this experiment conSistently

‘attributed greater 51ncer1ty and trustworthiness to the



Table 5.8 Average signed differences between judgements
of political and nonpolitical public figures
for the traits sincere~insincere and trust—
worthy-untrustworthy ~

Nompolitical Figures

@ o

‘ - ' Bobby Bobby Pierre
Political Figures ‘ Orr Hull ' Berton
Pierre Trudeau

Sincere-insincere T + 47k T
Trustworthy-untrustworthy + -, 70%** + .28 .+ .20
Joe Clirk

Sincere-insincere - -+ .05 + .07 -+ .20
Trustworthy-untrustworthy + 3.6%** + 3, 2%%%k. -y 3.2%%%
Ed Broadbent

Sincere-insincere + AT+ 490 S+ LGO%HR
Trustworthy-untrustworthy + <83%*% 4+ W44 4+ 37
“*p L .05

**p £ .025

*p .0l

Each cell entry was computed by subtractirg the nonpolitical leader
score from the political leader score. .Since, in all Judgements, -a
lower score indicated greater sincerity and trustworthiness, a
positive difference reflects a judgement of relatively greater
sincerity or trustworthiness for the nonpolitical leader. /-/

140



34

»

personalities, . or the relative 'unattractlveness of
. . i - \A

141
nonpol1t1cal public figures.

Clearly, this kind of test is not conclu51ve.
The results here may. reflect only the relative

attractivenéss of these parthular sports and culturql

current political leadership' in Canada. Nevertheless,
the consistency of the results, achieved without the

benefit of ﬂ@ptesting} argues persuasively for the

- Plausibiity of the assumptlon.

" Conclusion

It would appear that the data from _this

exper iment support a qualified'discounting h&pothesis,'

?he partisan behaviour registered an. 1mpact on
character - assessment in both the p011t1ca1 and-
nonpol1t1ca1 role conditions. Howeéer, the impact was

con51derably stronger when ‘the overt_{Liltlcal context

"of the actlon was absent. '

In addition, the data provide some support for

c

the og\ratlonal assumption underlylng our explanat1on

™

"of these\.results.‘ That is, the data prov1de some

indication that subjects tend to view the motives or

‘character ~ of political figures with’{a degree of

suspiciOn " or skepticiﬁs. In matching‘—subjects'

5 . \
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judgements of both hypothetical and ‘real political
figures against ‘their judgemehts- of nonpelitical
counterparts, we.found~that the‘politiéaf figures were
consistently perceived at a relative disadvantage on
traits\reflective.of ingenuousness.

We do not claim, however, that the empirical
- Co ; P

argdment presented in this chapter_provides conclusive

4

-~ .
evidence-of the tenability of our model. First, the

< ~

data' bearlng on the disingenuousness of the politicaln
role must be regarded as only suggestlve at thlS p01nt.
It does not_dlrectly test the underlying_ assumption,
and may s1mply reflect ourutparticular selection ofz
‘ persona11t1esL

Similarly, our findiags in the‘mainlexperiment
must be treated‘with caution as we did not use a pure
control group as a basis of comparison. " The adequacy of -
the Nonpolltlcal Role condition as. a control condltlon -
rests on the assumpt1on that the partlsan behav1our was
not relevant\ to behavioural expectatlons assoc1ated
with  the ‘nonpolitical role. 'While' there is 'some
evidence te support this assumétion, it will surely be
necessary to repllcate the experlment a number of times
using a varlety of nonpolltlcal roles before we could

a

cla1m caonfidence in the generallty of the f1nd1ng.
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Notes

P

1. For a discussion of . evidence bearing on the validity
of the metric assumption in interpretations of the
semantic differential, see Warr and Knapper (1968), ppP.
61-62, énd Osgood, Suci and Tannenbaum (1957),’ch.-3.

2. Using a minimum loading of .45 as the criterion for
scale , inclusion in the computation o factor scores,
the following are the factor compdtitions for the
analysis reported in this® chapter. . 5;3

' Evaluative factor composition ' 7

good-bad ‘

ol o ’»G_ess
- pynamism Factor Position
R . active-passive
$ - strong-weak,
‘ , sharp-dull ° S
bold-timid ’
hard-soft

Activity factor composition
T . fast-slow
hot-cold

. Humaneness factor composition
humane-ruthless
" large-small ' .o
trdstworthy+untrustworthy

Toughness factor -composition
o rugged-delicate

bold-timid
3. 'significant differences between Neutral and ‘Parptisan
Behaviour  groups were found on judgements of the
following traits: : : °

sincere-insincere } ) :
hot-cold

humane-ruthless

trustworthy—unt:ustworthy
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41 Unfortunately, the scale stralghtforward dev1oys was
not 1ncluded in thlS ten-item’ batteryw‘ e
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CHAPTER VI | . o

The»“Martyrdom*‘and‘"Eisenhower“ Experiments

SR
In. the flrst experlment, we attempted to show L

that a polltlcal actor 8 1n role - behav1our prOV1des.

_llttle‘ add1t1onal character 1nformat1on about him. The-‘}__

ev1dence . from this -experlment suggests that such,
P </
behav1our, whlle not entlrely unlnformatlve, appears to“’.f

convey less character 1nformat10n than:-an 1dentlca1 actj‘
8

-performed ceterls vparlbus, by a nonpolltlcal actor

. We have argued that the presence in the polltlcal role
cond1tron of role demands cons1stent with the behavaour
'inh1b1ted subjects' 1nferences ‘of character attr1butes*:
‘ dlstlnctlve of ‘the actor.- '

The second hypbthe51s follows dlrectly from

g3

thi%_' 1nterpretat1on;-h. Spec1f1ca11y,’ iff._lnrrole,

”:pOliticaI behaviour'is 1argely. unlnformativevhbecaUSe

tole demands can’ alone account for such behavzour, theni_
;{3& ] 5 "

- the . ellmrnatlon of thlS p0551ble external éxplanatlon:'

‘o

‘ shogld enhance the plaus1b111ty of an 1nternal one*"

Therefoge,; it should increase the value of the act as.:

v

a. source of charactervlnfprmatlon about the~actor.r

In Chapter-dIV, we' suggested aaﬂ number' ofg,

“practical polltlcal S1tuat10ns ‘that mlght satlsfy thls_"

' general requlrement To test the second hypothe51s,

'propose ‘to 51mulate two of these 51t§%§3ﬂ'

14,
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" actor prior to @13 entry into partrsan pOllthS. We

146

- controlled researchvenvironment.

The firgt;of these . situations, here ‘dehoted

" “the 7“martyrdom"deffect, involves an action, apparently

, vl _ _
freely Vchosen,/‘with ‘probable --negative political

1mp11cat10ns for the actor. leen our deflnltlon of the

pol1t1ca1“ role, such an actlon should be regarded as

out—of-role - as 1nexp11cabﬂe in terms of polltlcal'

role expectatlons or demands. As a consequence, such an

‘actlonﬁ\ should ' y1e1d more 1nformat10n ‘about the
ucharacter of the actor than a 51m11ar behav1our having -

k “lposxtlve polltlcal consequences.

thpv”Eisenhower“ effect, also 1nvolves a behav1our that

-

is, in a sense,,out -of- role. Modelled 1oosely ~on ‘the
felectoral experlence of General Elsenhower in post—war,'

‘U.'S}vpo1;t;csh it entails the behgv1our of a'pollt1cal

o

expect that " a - retrospective "analysis of an actor S
"‘njpre-yblitical acﬁievements’would be more informative

than . the ‘ ana1y51s of .another actor's politicalr

P -

T
B *,

wgyld be confounded by the p0551b111ty of self- serv1ng

'; polltlcal motlves, and perhaps alsb by the susp1c1on of

pub11c relatlons embell1shment. ffﬁfﬁ

" Both the martyrdo%gg"and"vthe "Eisenhower"

. _The- second s1tuatlon, wh1ch mlght be labelled~

fieveme ts. fnﬁefpretat on of the latter situation
fk 4 Bt i
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»«hypotheses -_were‘" tested using - the same research

‘paradigm. Sub]ects were prov1ded w1th wrxtten materrals?'

vdes1gned to acqualnt them w1th a hypothet1ca1 polltlcal

system. The country 1tself was br1efly ‘ descr1bed;

together w1th descr1ptlons of two polrtlcal partres and“

party leaders. News items reportlng

‘campa1gn speéeMes were also included. . B .

. <To test the martyrdom effect, subjects ‘were

presented w1th ‘ fa1r1y kneutral or; unintormativel"

descr1pt10ns of the various. objects in the system. The

-,only' dlfﬁerence between treatment and comparison'

: condltlons 1n thls experlment concerned the contem*orf* o

‘one leader 's campa1gn behavrour as reported in a. news

4

- ritem; Subjects in the treatment condltlon were led to

believe that _thef targgx leader s behav1our - _thef

._adoptiOn of 'a, partlcular campaxgn platform —l~was7

‘ unpopulari withlnsrrmportant sectors of the electorate

and might"cost ~him the ielect1on‘ (Unpopular"Pollcy

condrtron) Oni the 'other 'hand"'subdects in “ the

'mcomparrson group were led to be11eve thats the same"'

‘behavrour would enhance the target leader s chances of

‘electron (Popular POlle condltlon). We predrcted that

. rtreatment group subjects who were' exposed to the

unpopular policy selectlon would tend to make stronger”_~

'A1nferences about the character of the 1eader than would

_/

y
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'condltlon)
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- "‘subjects in.the comparxson _group. - S

To test the “E1senhower” effect we prOV1ded

4

subjects with somewhat more detalled 1nformat10n about

"h past 'achlevements of one . polltlcal leader. WM1le

the achlevements themselves were 1dent1cal for both the

treatment and comparlson condltlons of this exper1ment,

' .comparlson group subjects were led  to- belleve that- \

these were acthVements of the target leader aétlng in -
a< prlor pol1t1ca1 capac1ty (Polltlcal Ach1evement

conaltlon) Treatment group»asubjects were told that;

2

these were - achlgvements of the target leader actlng 'in

-a prlor nonp lltrcal capac1ty (Nonpolltlcal Achlevement ‘

o

i

th groups were exposed to the same news

'J’ n

'1tems report}ng current campalgn beh%blour.' These news

"Ty,male and female students enrolled ;in[ 1974 §Ummerh

1tems were 1dentlca1 w1th thdéi: used.‘in' th%, Popular,
Pol1cy condltlon of fthe”‘ martyrdom"'iexperlment ‘We
predlcted that>treatment’ group 1nferences' about :the
character of | the leader would tend to be stronger thani
those of the comparlson group. "va : ‘ R

Subjects

- The subJects for these two experlments were 98

sesslon courses ‘at. the Unlver51ty of Alberta. wSubjects”

were enrolled 1n Soclology ‘or Canad1an Goyernment
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classest Subjects were run in.'olass‘ tine; theyv'were_
assigned ,randomly to one"of'the two experlnents and to
one of the two relevant 'e;perimental nconditions.‘ The.
number - of sub]ects\ assignEd to .the '"maityrdom*
‘ experlment was 45 and to the .“Eisenhowerﬁ' experiment,h

' 42 Group 31zes ranged from 21 to 24.

Procedure
Follow1ng a brlef and noncommltal 1ntroduct1on
'by" the: host r;nstructor,‘ the exper1menter stated the.
_purpose}of the study as an :attempt‘ to examine yhow
people‘dforme inpressions‘vof 5politioal‘organizations; |
people and events. Subjeots werehtold that‘ theyl would}‘v
recelve two booklets, one of whlch they were to - look at
~1mmed1ately. whlle the other was- to be temporarlly set
'faside.vxThey were told that the: 1nstruct10ns vfor-
complet1ng ,thej study 'were explained~ent1rely in the
booklets, however the poxnt 'was empha51zed orally rthat
~once they had f1nlshedVW1th the first booklet, 1t was
to be set a51de permanently (" under your seat") and not‘
- opened- agaln: The palr" ofyf booklets were | then
d1str1buted ksee Appendlces B and C for coples of ‘these
materxals) ' S

The f1rst page of the flrst booklet restatedh

‘:theuoral 1nstruct1onsgand attempted touprepare;subjects
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for the materlals to follow Subjects wege told that
they' would be 1ntrodu§gd/to an entirely f1ct1t1ous"
country within wh1ch they were \-asked to place
themselves " in the role of c1tlzen and observer. |

_ They were told’ that they would recelve
1nformat10n about the general characterxst1cs of the
country, about some recent events in the country, and,
3 about‘the‘persons' and .groups resggn51ble for those.
events. The instructions, ehphasized' the .neea for

/.concentratlon on theSe materlals.

_A.>Descr1pt1ve Materlal-ﬂThe “Martyrdom" Experlment

| The flrst two pages of the; wrltten scenarlo
ihvblVed -Va" descrlptlve narratlve descrlblng' the
icountry; two pol1t1ca1 part1es,. their ’respective neQ
'party 1eaders and the current polltlcal cllmate. All of
"the obJects were descrlbed in rather vague : terms

‘ des1gned o' giye. each -a unlque 1dent1ty__‘without'

:arou51ng strong subjegt affln;tlesVor“averSions,;T e
.scenarlo descrlbed a country not‘"Unlike 'those
‘which ’subjects would tend to be fam111ar' however, the

bOjnt was repeatedly @

ui} that the‘ scenarlo was

To av01d the necess1ty of identifying one

party and 1eader as 1ncumbent, the scenario mentloned a
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'devastatinglworld crisis"™ which had required a period

of coalition government, and from which .the country was

Just now recoverlng Subjects read that the first

electlon in the post-cr181s perlod had been called

- Three one-page news Ltems were appended to-
L LS L ,

‘this narrative. - The Ffirst descrihed' the- opening
campaign speech .be one pf the rparty leaders (the
nontarget vleader). The speech, announc1ng the party's

platform in the coming electlon campalgn, was designed

-3

to appear “conventlonal and con51stent w;thwsubject .

*ekpectatlons. The general thrust ofz the »platform

.involVed the '"crucial 1ssue of tt1ng the economy
go1ng agaln." Subjects in the treatment and comparlson

,groups read'the same news 1tem regardlng th1s nontarget

leader. l B

The ,secondr'newsi item descr1bed the. 1n1t1a1'

h”campaignuspeech of - the target leader.‘ In both the

treatment and ‘the comparlson conditlons, subjects read

that this leader ‘had adopted a strong anti- 1abour_

election platform. The platform 1nvolved proposed

leglslatlon to counter the threat of costly strikes and

to- prevent para1y51s of the ‘stlll-fraglle post-crisis

economy". - - %'

The only difference between the newsvitems

'7read’by the,treatmentvand comparison groups concerned



ir . ’ }

s

~the probable political consequences of this platform.
While subjects ib"the treatment condition were led,bto
‘:belieQe that the platform Qould‘be hiohly unpopular
‘(Uﬁbopular éolicy. conditiob); V‘subjects in_ 'the.
ICOMparisonb group.wefe led to believe that the platform
| would probably appeal to the electorate (Popular Policy

cond1t10n) ThlS dlfference 1n the political .context

\

of‘the pollcy selection constltuted'the only difference

‘between .the treatment and compar ison group'scenafios;
. i o7 T o
The differences were -limited almost excld%ivelyfto the

wording oftone paragraph, the two versions of which are
reprdduced below.

Popular Policy condition
(Comparison Condition)

e , When  polled for their
reactions to the Public - Action
leader's . speech, 'most political
observers agreed that Hampton-Jones

. will get a sympathetic hearing from

. voters with this hardline message .to
labour groups. - This- pollcy, they
said, coincides with a rising ‘sense

. of uneasiness and apprehension -

"within the nation —about  the
prospects of economic = stability in
the near future. Recent militant
union demands, - and the threat of
- disruptive strikes, have  brought
‘these sentiments to the surface.
Thus it is quite p0551ble that many
voters . will find Hampton-Jones'
policy platform both reassurlng and
appea11ng
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Unpopular Policy Condition
(Treatment Condition)

Wwhen polled for their
reactions to the Public Action
leader's speech, ‘most political
"observers agreed that a campaign

based on proposed = anti-labour
legislation could seriously endanger
any chances of victory for
o ~ Hampton-Jones in  the - coming

- election.” Trade  unions, they said,
have anxiously awaited the _-end of.
the «crisis to press thejs demands.
Now ‘that the end has come, they will
fight any attempt tg” disarm ' their
strike threat in| the impending
negotiations. With this platform, :
~ Hampton-Jones  will face powerful S
opposition from this quarter. '

The 1last péragraph ~of this  news -‘item,
identical for both groups, conveyed the target leader's

acknowledgement that his policy selection might well
have the positive (comparison group) or negative
_ (treatment . group) pdliticaluconseguehces made explicit

in the preceding paragraph.

"
Al

A third news item was include

the two‘party>p1atforms and to bri s up to the

election éate itéélf. The simulated” news \ commentary

summarize

attemptea to create a mood of unéertainty regarding the

electoral outcome to avoid bandwaggon or underdog

complicationsvin.subjgct‘reactions to the manipulation.

‘ A final page in this - booklet: instructed .

~subjects to go r;gg,,tcff?aff”(fiflwﬁéﬁ théy, felt
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sufficiently familiar with, the situation. However, it

encouraged them.to turn back and refresh their memories '

about uncertain aspects of the descriptlons.

-

B. The "Eisenhower" Experjﬁent. .

The scenario Jfor the combarisoﬁ grogp ip the‘&
"martyrdom" experimenf, described above, served as the
ba51c model in thlS experlment The descrlpglon of the
country, of the political parties, and of the _leader.
aetlons, as reflected ih-the news items, were adopgea
without change in this experiment for both -treétmentﬂ
and coﬁparisen'groupsa \ .

‘ ‘ Indeed; . the only différence b;tween “the -
scenarios of . this experimentf and the comparison
‘scenario of the previous one concerned the backg}ound
éescription;ﬁof . one, political leader. In . this
experiment, the taeéet leader is described ae'having
made a major contribution to the success of “the ,crisis
goverdment. -As~ea~ member of the three-man "Governing
Priumvirate®, this leader "is said to have serveg: ... .
with distinction. In fact, many,  knowledgeable observers
feel that his contributions. to policy were largely"
"responsiSle‘ for the iﬁpreSSive record of the crisis

government."”

The.experimental manipulation here concerned
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‘the ‘1eader's role at the time thap he perfqrmed tﬁese'!"'v
feats. Subjects in the treatment condition read that he |
servéd“dn the governing council as.lgﬁe "indgpkndent
ﬁember of.\the cqmmunity ét large, " ratper than és a’
représgntétiie of one" of.'£he two political parties
(anpolitical \»Achievemeqt condition). That. ié, ‘we
attghpted'to cast-him in a prior nonpolitical role
although.‘he: was now entering the realm of partisan

&

politics. B

-

Subjects in the. compérison group read that .

this leader served in the crisis government in a more,

'overtly polif\gll capacity as the representative of -
of the political parties (Political Achievement

~ condition).
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Response Measures

A4

The second booklet 'was the . same in both
experiments. It contaiﬁeo (a3 a number of ,background_
questions aboot the subject; (b) a 20 item semantic
dlfferentxal for each of the folow1ng seven concepts:
Agsten Reid as a Political Leader (Nontarget 1eader),
Austen Reid as a Person, the Na?ional Party (Nontarget
leader's party), Most. Politicar 'Leaders as Persohs,
?ohn Hampton-Jones a$ a Political Leader  (Target

vleader), Joﬁn'Hampton—dones as a Person;'qulic Action
Party (Target leader's party):‘(c)ysix 9-interva1 "vote

likelihood" scales assesding the 'sub]ect s 'votlng fj

-

impressions -of

platforms; (e)
leader's attltude toward .a

Strike"; (f)

task.

Dependent Vatiables
The hypotheses

. effect of ‘a context
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value of an act. In the "martyrdom" experiment, we have
predicted that the adoption of an unpopularu~campaign
vplatform uould Yield more character information to
‘subjects than the adoptlon .of an identical platform{)
that is seen to be popular. In ‘the "Eisenhower"
experiment, we have predieted ,that a past "public
service accomplishment performed in " a ,nonpolitical

' capacity would Yield more character information to
subJects thanf if it were performed in a political
Capacity. | | ﬂ

As in the f1rst experiment reported in Chapter

V the central dependent variable 1@ both cases is g
notlon of 1nformat10n level Although we mlght be in a
pPosition to make: & %gmber of predlctlons about spec1f1c~
trait 1nferences, such predlctlons 1nvolve assumptions
that _are, not“ 1ntegral to the>theoretlcal framework
;Thus we prefer at this exploratory research 'stage to
focus Qur concerns on a general dependent variable that
is not “trait spe01f1c.

In the prev1ous experlment we developed three
'different 1nd1ces to measure various aspects of the
information variable. In the present research, we .
» pipppse 'to' rétain the two 1nd1ces based - directly on
.:responses to the- semantlc d1fferent1al but to exclude

~the confidence index. The decision not to employ'a N
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N ;1confidence ‘measure 'here was: taken i?primarily for
methodologlcal reasons. | “ o f;f'f" |
‘“\SJ: L ‘pWe'i were : concerned that an .‘ektendedf
| quest1onna1re booklet m1ght overtax, the patience‘-ofA
subjects in this eXperlment In a study such “as thlS
one that is hlghly dependent fé; success on subjectif
fco—operat1on,‘.we belleved/that thlseproblem should be
av01ded 1f at all p0551blé' ~Pretests -1nd1cated that
adm1n1stratlon t1me for. these experlments would average
about seventy mlnutes w1th confldence ratlngs 1nc1uded
e_sance we felt that thxs perlod was too long, we sought
’g to e11m1nate those aspects of the ;questlonnalre that
were least’essentlal to. the/ tudy. Although there uerefsg
| a number 'of p0351b1§‘ucand1dates for;-exclusion;.twedx
concluded that the coqft nce rathgs,qould contrlbute:'
the least amount of unlque 1nformat10n. |
‘;;' o ‘Lt‘ﬁ1s _our /contentlon that the_ confldence_
rat1hgs °ateﬂ largely 'redUndant' »{h”“ the present

theoret1ca1 context That 1s,«1f 1nformat10n 1s - gained

N
—

because percelvers have made cortespondent 1nferences,
~then-e1ther a measure of conf1dence‘ or "a measure Of

diStinctiveness will‘-,éuff1ce to refleth*.this

“’informatlon gain.' Both propertles .are hnecessary
‘?. o , - : y ;
imp11cat10ns of correspondence.

Th;s is not to’ suggest that the two propertxesf‘.

4 q

et
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are invariably related.

that a percelver mxght “conoll

Wtafget is undist1ngu1shed ‘on ’avtraitxdfmension. ‘The

o FL

p01nt 1s s;mply that such a conclu51on could not result

'from a correspondent 1nferenceﬂ
 The. pr1nc1pal dependent varlables employed in

this research are restr1cted to one measure eaeh of

‘qualltatlve and quantltatlve -1nformat10n sgain. To

measure qualltatlve 1mpre851on dlfferences between the

: exper1menta1 groups, we w1ll compare summary factor

4

scores on the. orthogonal dimensions of the target'

'leader‘ proflle. in both the “martyrdom ‘aan ’the

B

'”Eisenhower" 'experlments, we predlct sxgnlflcant group,.

differences opw one,;or~ more of these ' semantlc'

dimensions. -~ . T : -

To °easure' quantitatiVe; .differencef, in"

o

1nference strength, we w111 compare summary 1nd1ces of

~attr1bute extrem1ty orv polarity We predlct that the

Ae en

’tteatment groups. 1n each experlment - those exposed to
'-hthe target s,.out-ofrrole behavrour w111 tend to make

'3 more extreme judgements about the character of , the

3

target'leader;

Ed

All  subjects were required to complete

. ’.v

*:descrlptlve pro€1les cé the Ieaders who were 1dent1f1ed

] v

. first as "political 1eadersr and then as persons ' In
. Ry e e e 3 '

-

ems quite conceivable

fith oonfidénCe thatv‘ay

‘».o“
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Poﬁéncy D1men31on e e L

‘»}.‘"’

ot

frame of reference had on Judgements of these p011t1ca1;

»

a ;flgures. However, the varlables used here to test the

4

’;~exper1megtal hypotheées were 11m1ted to those der1ved

from ratlngs of the target leader judged as .a person.,

s
A

' 9—interval“ scales  were ’selected ;‘t0° provide  a
‘representatlve ._profile IOf fthe, target leader. ‘We
gelected five scales for each of the three. major .

, dlmen51ons of semantlc' space generally‘fbuﬁd.innthis

3

.klnd of research These scales are llsted by dlmen51on‘

below. e o T '

e
Evaluative Dlmen51on
honest-dishonest .
~ trustvwort —untrustworthy S E
‘good-bad @ .. - A -
sincere- iﬁ51ncere'f' ‘ o :
unself1sh selfl' o R

powerful- powerless e
rugged- dellcate R o '
hard-soft : , ‘
bold-timid T

- ‘COmm1tted uncommltted* :

,Act1v1ty Dimension - ‘ ] . N :
fast-slow S S , .
active- passive ‘ ' ' '

~ tense-relaxed
.emotlonal—unemotlonal-
sharp-dull o

"'7Subje¢ts' 'jhdgements of - the two political:

'requlrxng thls,‘we wanted tﬁ ascertaln what impact thei

As in the flrst expér1ment, a set of f1fteen,

&

o

o~
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_4leaders in. these exper1ments were 'factor analysed to
.examlne the actual dxmen51ona11ty of thelr 1mpre551ons.

The ratlngs were subjected to prlnelpal ‘componenh o

]factor analy51s with' un1t commonalltles. Three factors,

: accountlng for 61% ~of the- common: »varlance, _were ' -

<‘O‘ s ‘ : . '
: extracted and rotated us;ng a varlmax crjterlon. Table

6 1 d1splays the rotated factor matrlx.
e " ‘The factor structure :apparent» Vfrom thls~

. “ ‘
":énalysis‘_is‘ agaln dlfferent from"the' one that was
‘Vanticipated The ﬁmrst two factors, however, are qu1te;'
similar a‘to' those ‘ found,bgi “the flrst _reported_i
c'eipefimenf' Once agaln,v‘theyvexpected Potency _and_
& Act1v1ty dlmen51ons appear o have collapsed 1nto a.

Dynamlsm facﬁor w1th heavy loadlngs from both groups of'

scales. The flrst facto

'w1th heavy load1ngs on all of the expected scaies. The

1s clearly Evaluat1ve in’ tonei~"“ -

thlrd factor, although more dlfflcult to %lnterpret,fy7

would seem to reference a personal style d1mens;tn'that’ L

taPs the Intenseness of the actor." e “ o

N

s

concept were presentedwto subgects in random order _and

‘The semant1cw d1fferent1al}vSCales. for each

were’ dxrectlonal ' balanced Although we d1d not vary;j;*

exther the order or the d1rect10n of scale presentatlon o

e -

'across subjects,'we d1d systematlcally vary

f

,of concept presentatlon,, Half of each eXPerlmantal;l'”‘

-~
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group recexved ‘the concepts in a reversed order

o An analys1s of mean ratxngs for the two groups o

: revealed only two s1gn1f1cant dlfferences over. sxxty_*

"V‘indlvrdual comparlsons. These results sugqest 7that

order of concept presentatlon was. not 'a' 81gn1f1cantp‘

”Vfactor affect;ng ’the judgemental task ‘As  a-

: consequence, SUbJECt responses from both order groupsr

a

‘were pooled and not dlfferentlated in the subsequent*

: analysrs.

STt

As in the prev1ous e&per1ment e propose 'to'

- use summary factor scores ‘rather than 1nd1v1dual tralt”

-»rat1ngs as the ba31c data ’in;'the ana1y51s. Factor-~’

[ul scores ’w111 be computed by 51mp1y averaglng the tra1t_

‘Judgements loadlng heav11y on - the factor' in questlon.

"’ipThe same arbltrary cut-off 1oad1ng of 45 w111 be used

hjln determlnlng the scales to be 1ncluded in each factor-:
didlndex . - g _A,,‘-
o In add1t1on to the fxfteen selected profllem
.traits, fthe_ semantlc dlfferentlal‘ for Veach conceptr.

“h‘included flve scalesldesigned to :reflect the_”judged -

‘,causal ‘ efflcacy of »the\ concept. From attrlbutlonv L

’theory, fﬁe"suspected that 1nformat10n hfﬁﬁiéﬁ‘ from E
correspondent 1nférences would imply an enhanced,d'

*almpre551on of the target leader as a causal agent. That

_1s. our“_understf hgf” _qprrespondence ‘notion’

e - - Y



P,

i respect1ve>

164

.

lves the percelver 's <prior inference of personal‘
causallty in analy51ng ‘an action. We belleved that this
';process mlght lead to more ‘endurlng attrlbut1ons of
‘1mportance to. the actor. Thus we selected f1ve palrs of
adjectlves to tap. th1s dimension. The scales are llstedl_

‘below.

Causal Impor tance Dimension .

: nonconforming- conformlng i
upusual-usual 4
.essential- -nonessential
,consequentlal 1nconsequent1al

1nd1spensable—d1spensable

D

The flrst two of these scales were selected to

'wlteflect a unlqueness aspect of the dlmen51on, while the

*

,rema1n1ng three scales were, thought ;to tap more

‘dlrectly the percelved causal salxence of’ the object in

the relatlve enV1ronment.“

1

R4 leen the theoretléﬁl relatlonshlp of causal'
. o '

?1mportance t0"correspondence, Twev mlght expect thatfa‘-

attrlbuted 1mportance would covary w1th}vthe, extremlty
,of Judgements. Thus we. would predlct that the treatmentf
& groups ’iu both experlments wouil’ ]udge the target~

éader as si nlflcantly more 1mportant than would thelr ’

.

;parxson groups. o ;« PR é!(" o

a’

~

e In addltlon to these semantlc
LAy : ;g ‘
scales,‘ht a%ked;ésubgects *a' numberﬂ

"y -

des1gned tg%t

LR O
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’-dmotlvatlonal attrlbutxons.i”

country” (altruistic motive).

. . . ’
) . .
o
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leaders' attt1tudes . and . behavioural moti#ations.

e -

1Regarding the latter, we asked subjects to aSSess which

of’two factors was more 1mportant in determrnxng each

.a ch01ce between the motlvatlon "to choose a policy

>

that was attractlve to vQters" (" pollt1ca1"'-mot1ve),

.;leader s pollcy platform select1on. SubJects were glven.

and - the motivatione*to‘chQOSe the best policy for the

-

"r Given ourftheoreticalﬂframework, we predicted

that treatment;group‘subjeots in'both_experimentsuwou1d

-

display less equivocation-' than their"respectiue

"comparlson group subjects in a851gn1ng a motlve»for the

pollcy selectlon. Thus ‘we expected that these treatment

Y

In addxt1on,'we predlcted that treatment group

‘counterparts in the’ comparlson groups. . S

- groups would exhlblt greater - polarity *ih'_ therr .

gsubjects ‘in both experxments ‘would attrrbute aemore-,

'galtrulst1c mot1vat1on to the target leader;.thanr their

-9

”Ih‘,d,the.zu martyrdom" ; experxment, _7theSe-

'*of‘ correspondent '1nference theory. vaen two pOSSlble

. motives for an, act1on, ‘the.. 1mp1ausxbr;1ty of the

"

,pred1ctlons are based on a stralghtforward applicatioh7

%pblftical- motiue,_in the unpopular pol1cy cond1t1on -

‘”should?f;causef*ltheSe SubJects ‘to display ~ less
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equiéocation in 1dentifying the motive, and shouldv

| cause them to place more welght og the ’altruxstic,

g -otive.

4 In the "Elsenhower” exper1ment, on the other

-

- hand, the same predxttlons are based on a slightly
.d1£ferent ratlonalé In thls case, we. expect treatment

~group SUbJECts to place more we1ght on the altruistic a

- °

notxve -in‘ response to .. their more unequivocal
. . M . . .." .

interpretation-: of the . target -leader's  past

-achievements.»’“That -« is, . the attractive vqualities
inferred from those achlevements should 1ead 'subjects

to overweight the altru15t1c motlve at the expense of -

the polltlcal one 1n tRelt analys1s of th1s actlon.~

PR

We also asked subjects to est1mate each

._leader'S»‘*perSOnal attitude* on the 1ssue of a trade .

-union s r1ght to strlke. This . questlon was 1ncluded‘

latgely to prov1de a means of checklng ‘that subjects in.

the exper1ments were not confusxng whlch po%?gywwés

chosen by which leader. However, uS1ng the same

’ ratlonales dlscussed for the mot1vatlon predlctlons, we :
fnlght _ predxct dlfferences “acrdss groups in the

?attributxon of thls attltude as wel éﬁpecxflcally,- we

' i"v v ,
would expect that treatment gré?%, subjects in both

‘}l.lexpexxments would tend to see %he target' leader - as

4.
bexng more strongly opposed to the rlght to Sttlké than.

v% @“
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,V°Fld comparison group'subjects.
S .’ Finally, we asked subjects.to lndicate their
votxng preﬁerences/xn the hypothetlcal elect1on. To/
‘explore ‘the' nature of these preferencesi» we asked
subjects to make a series of voting ‘judéements, .each
1nvolv1ng a. ch01ce between two dlfferent obJects. Slx
"scales  were necessary _ to “ exhaust | all paired
comblnatlons of parties and leaders. ‘ | |
For~—each ch01ce, kwe: provided a 9-interval
_scale w1th a pair of objects “anchor ing the ends. We
‘asked gsubjects ' to ‘use\the nine,intervals to indlcate'
the likelihood or certainty of their. ch0051ng one
object rather than the other in the election. .
| Our pred1ct10ns re;ardlng‘ votlng ’hehaviour
rPertain‘not to the »sdbstance\-of the choice. between -
obiects, but to the certa1nty with whlch these ch01ces
‘iare made. The theoret1ca1 framework developed tin_ this
the81s has ‘not dealt exp11c1t1y w1th the behaV1oural'
' impllcatlons of maklng’ correspondent 1nferences,
| tAvallable _ ev1dence /suggestS»fthat th1s ‘1inkagej]is
ne1ther obv1ous nor - 51mple. _ |
| NeVertheless, if we assume that the\ polltlcal
lX*$ader is a relevant object in vot1ng consxderat1ons;

we mlght expect that the flrmness or certalnty of the

"votlng dec1sion would reflect, however 1ndlrect1y, the
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Results

A. Scenario Effectiveness
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/ .
firmness or certainty of information held about the

! leader object. Consequently, we migh;‘predict that tﬁé‘,
treatment groups in 'thesék exper iments would ‘display

significantly greater | certainty in their voting

" decisions than would their respective compar ison

groups.
While we might be able to justify a‘global

prediction about the average level of éertainty

-~ .

displayed over the six _ paired comparisons, it seems
more prudent at this exploratory stage“to~ limit our
predictions to the compariEOnsr most relevant to the

subject as voter. That ‘'is, Wwe wili limit our

- predictions ‘about -certainty to the scale comparing the

two political parties as summary objects -in the

hypothetical system, and to the écale comparing the two

'leaders direétly.

- The  9se . of vhypéthetiCal scenarios  in
éipetimeﬁts ‘suéh' asu these creafes a paradoxical
situation “fot,'the"investigator. on the one hand, the
SCenario mUst‘be sufficiently realistic to engage the
interest of subjects' and perm;t ‘thém to élay<thgir

roles effectively._'Qn’the other hand, the scenario

>
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\nust not be so rea;istic that subjects wiii succeed in
1dent1fying real ‘modeis for tthe hypothetical‘
81tuat1on;' and thus go beyond the information provided
in the booklet. N |
| tIn_these experiments, we attempted to" enhanceh
subject ;nvolvement by 'appesling 'diiectly for tnei:
co-operation in a difficult task,fpy preparing them in
advance 'for . a | role—playlng exetcise;  by using o
culturally familiar terms, names and descr;ptlons, ‘and
by prov1dlng sufficient materials to immerse them in
'the 51tuat10n for an extended period (an average of

thirteen minutes) . . A ) . o=

’ To gain some indication of our success in this

vendeévour, .we asked subjects.tb eStimate the degree of .
involvement thetithey_were able tot develop with the
hypethetical © system. fThe” mean response on this

;'9~inte}vei} scale swasm:4.9l which did ‘not véryr
sign{ficantly - across tbe"'fout groups »(1=- - No
Involvement, 9= Gteat Involvement) .

While this flndlng suggests that the scenarlds

o

were not hlghly 1nvolv1ng, the consensus of op1n1on, in
deb;1ef1ng 53531ons was con51derably more encouraglng,m
and%the ievel of. nonxesﬁgpse " or ‘nonco-opexatlon 'iﬁi
thesi ‘experiments was iess than 2%. ‘These results.

‘sugg
|

st that the scenarxos e11c1ted a reasonable degree‘
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-of involvement although we must be¢ caugious .
geneta1121ng to other situations. ; . R

We - employed @ number of means,,to inhiSit‘
subject ”identification of this scenarlo with real
models. First, we stressed that no such models exlsted
and - that subjects would’ not be asked to. ' make
comparisons between - aspects _of the scenario and the |
-real"world.’ Secondly, we intrbdueed the world cr181sf
theme into the scenarlo to dlscourage the assoc1at10n
of this political system with  any. existing’
\ cqntemporaneously. At “the time that these‘experiments
‘were run, neltber the world energy 51tuat10n, nor _ the
v wotld econom1c reces51on had attained the level of,
Public saliency they later Iaehievedf | Because the—
experiment'uwas run. shortly after the 1974 Canadian
~federal electlon campalgn ‘in wh1ch' the\'Progressive
Conservative Party adopted a wage and. pr1ce control
. pollcy, we were conce;ned that subjects might 1dent1fy
~that party -and party leader in the scenario. . 'i

We asked subJects to ‘estimate the degree to
whlch their' images of. the varlous hypothetlcal objects/'
were based on real people andv parties. The mean
response for a11 subJects on thls 9- 1nterva1 scale Qas
- dlssapp01nt1ng 3. 74 (l-Answeés Based Largely on Real :

.People, 9=Answers Based Only on Imag1nary Situation).

' ‘.,v



;t objects.

% o
| | o

ﬂ,ﬁ . . In the debribfing session, we attempted to

hascertain the kinds of identifications that':people

tended to makey There appeared to ‘be no consensus
J ‘ ‘

within the subject pool. Given theg oridins of the

subject ,pool, 1t was perhaps not surprlslng that they
_cited cCanadian ”polltlcal objects somewhat more

frequently ‘than they did others, but this proportion

was not overwhelming. Indeed, even " among these

subjects,i there ‘seemed to be no agreement about whléh

~

From both the written and the oral responses

on th1s questlon.,we qpst 1nfer that subject images in

"@;

]

‘real world ptOJeCtIOnS. It is encouragxng‘qrom our™

'?(Cﬁnad1an persons or parties resembled the hypothetical"

-these experlmﬁnjs were at least partlally a. functlon of ¢

D

research perspect1ve, however; that the real world .

! l\

‘aSSOC1aﬁions appeared to follow no d1scern1b1e pattern

[

That '1s, AEhE” addltlonal error var1ance 1ntroduced byf

”‘these prOJeCtIOnS may not necessarlly have 1ntrodu;ede

to responses a systematic b1as W1th1n the“g;oups. leen
the 1mp0rtance - of achxevxng real1sm_ and subject

involvement, th1s result may be the most: that 'we can

hope for in experlments such -as these : -
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*B. Polic@-Leader Assoc;ation B . ‘ :
| Iﬁ the &martyrdom' experiment espec1ally\

f’fﬁas"zmportant that subjects_ correctly assoc1ate\the;"

target« leader w1th the manlpulated pollcy.'“ glnce'“"

subjects were not g1ven an opportunlty to refer back tofj".

| the scenarlo,;once they had begun the questlonnaire-
: ‘)?“ 5dbklet, it was possible that tHe responses for rs°mep:
subjects. would be based on an 1ncorrect 1eader-polxcy~“
assoc;atlon. To,check on thls/ possxb111ty, we asked

.right to strlke 1ssue. SR ‘ v
L :“\ As expected, nost subjects 1n botﬁ experxments
..v' estimated that the target 1eader was opposed ?t the
strike = rlght r.(lsSympathetlc, 9=Opposed, x(:;

subjects to estimate~ each;yleader s attltude on theds:_

arget__""f

1eader)=7 54, SD=1 87 ) Dlsplay1ng a tendency toward_-»x'

v ';7; contrast,: most subJects_ attr1buted a=-correspond;ngﬂi'
\sympathetic : attltude;fﬂt the i nontarget 51eade¥f7f

(x(nontarget 1eader)=3 31, SD 1 87).__

ff,ngg;Vf{:]: Because subjects were est1mat1ng a personal"u E

B AM(

attitude of the leaders, we dld not beli:eve“ that 'the‘,».:

target 1eader B estimate by 1tse1f -was sufficient

evidence of correct or: incorrect associa1on.; That _1s,n5:

"f we reasoned that it was possxble for a Sub3ect todf

o aalociate tbe target leader uith the dorrect policy,__‘ﬂv_?i
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ﬂtbht :nevertheless' to attrxbute to’ hlm -an attxtude of |
‘,{,sympathy thle thls was accepted as:'a poss1b111ty,-“We :
'-\reasoned that it was: highly unl1kely that a correct
eass°cxation vould lead subj£Cts to 1nfer a 'sympathetxc f"‘:“

:'e'target leader att1tude together wltﬁ a nqﬁ&a?bet 1eader
N '.‘} . o ":
%{ﬁe { jf" :

”'_{attltude of oppos;txon to the

_'de81gnated thls latter comb1nat'

ltwo questlons'“as eV1dence :

-2

incorrect or confused

- leader-pollcy aSSOCIatIO'._W‘ deemed 1t adv1sab1e to,‘

3'£e11minéte from ftpee'analys1s SUbJeCtS who manlfested o
- - .'” © ?J' o

'?fffitfg;thzs response pattern. Ten subgects were. elfmlnated for

”t}thls reason, four from the martyrdom experlment,-svndfie"

51 ﬁrom the gzsenhower exp;rlmeht. R S S

N e Ed R - . . . JRET
T e e T"’ ¥ S : PR R R

. Loea N ;_zv“‘,“-,v : L . . \’ o M X : ; * N
BRI & P I : N 5 . . X : :

:1x‘ C.'Hypotheses. the*"Martyrdom" Experlment ;%jé _"

ey Inv,th1s exper1ment,, subjects read that thef#fdﬂw

tatget leader had adopted a’ polxcy that appeared o

have exther negat1ve (tregtment condltxon) or p051t1ve4'fg;l{

(comparxson condzt1on) 1mp11catlons for hlS‘SUCCESS h»

the inpendrhg electxon.; Our*f;rst hypotheSLS predlcted
: P S
that thxs dlfferencehin beha 1oura1 context would 1ead &

\ .

\to a signifxcantly dxfferent meression,dg ?he ta;getv--f, .
S e s : A A ST
' ‘eaﬁtﬁene oféés,v &
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, d1d subJects in the comparlson group.\

S ’ Lo
) . . : P , . o .

R

Table",z would seem to suppq;t thls hypothe51s."'

| The two mean profiles drffer significantly 1nf-
terms of target leader evaluatlon While the Evaluative B

1% L .

factor as a whole is sign1f1cant 1in‘ the \anaTy51s,.3afv

ﬂ"'evaluat1ng the target. For three of these scales, groupi

7.}differences exceed the .05 level of signtflcance, while

7d1fferences.;_ Apparently,; treatment group o subjects;h

i

*

«The ‘second hypothe51s vof thls f expe;imentds'_fTi

5be reflected 1n more extreme judgements. o _
& . R '
A summary ‘of thls analysis 1s presented 1n

TJETable”G 3 Thls data provides llttle. if anYw apsuPPort
I”:?f the hYPbthesxs.-There is no signlfrcant dlfference

”55fin overall extremlty Of Juagement.j and there are

’?*scale by scale examlnatzon (not shown) Lndicates that -

i;the treatment group is consistently ‘more: posrtive .iﬁ-'

¥

’“7rd1fferences for the other two scales are siglfxcantv“:f
_;:beyond the 10 level.,Only two other scales among the~

‘;,f1fteen “in the batté?y appear to y1e1d 51gn1f1cant'(

. i, - R
apercerved the target as less rugged and less hard than

N fjfpred1cted that treatment ggoup subjects would makeya‘

’;stronger 1nferences' about the" target ' than» would" .

comparlson group subjects, and that thls tendency would;fg

Q,‘,

SPL . c
*-5signif1cant differences acrbss the}:three general R
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Tﬁble 6 2._ Group ‘mean profiles df th% target leade‘r by factor

CE i: -‘ ST '».:',‘g‘, Unpopuiar T Populat A
_e.e.fg,@:; .. Molicy .;.'!:j&u\‘ Poliey . .t
R Evaluatwe faétor X u 3.37‘.,@3_ ‘ibf"'j'ﬁ(df=44")=-'~2‘6 ,3;"531'
A S "sn L1470 pi0L,SIG. o LS5
ff‘oynam;sm factor 3.7 Cyaf=ad)=1.28 . 328
21037 PSelyHlS. . L23n

5 5 '95‘;:1;

« 5‘02 1'_>F'v“:t(df=44)=l 2 442 ’_ RENE

: -,"Intenseness factor 20 i R
= let — pe23Ns. o L (O

’.'.v .

S '(Scores on- each of these factor scales may range between 1 arrﬁ 9, As
';f-*‘arbxtranly c:mputed, a ‘score of 1 correspeonds respect:LVely to. tpe

. most positive. evalqatlon, the hlghest degree of"- .namism, and the o
g _‘greatest intensity.) ’ RErT S

LR

Table 6 3 Mean polanty scores m group Judgements of
e the target 1eader, by factor and overall

D 9997 *‘*:?twf=44)=1 34.[ : 2 58

'\ Evaluative factor X . 2,99 %
e N . - T 1-06 PQ 18 N S. ..

X
‘%, " Dyx‘amismf;ctor .i. v. " t(‘df_44)=l 36 3 03 m }. o
e T D T p< 18,N.s._~..;-. 8l

CoT _. -‘Intenseness faétoz‘w KT 240100
T e 8D .. .86
X
SD

: “;-L"t(df-44)==v.15 2489

- All 15 gcales X »
, ‘ P< 88;N Se i f o ..94

L '}__(Polarity scores may range be"weencl and. 5. The higher the score,
N the greater fhe polahty of Judgement ) » e AR O
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,_'Vfactors. Indeed there is not even‘&"'cons»is-te‘nt‘"pattern’_ o
‘to the observed dlfferenc‘es on these factors. '

Lo The third hypothesrs concerned the pemept“"-“_-‘:f?'-v.",.
pf" causal eﬁficacy.‘ We pred1cted that the treatment'“
ngroup would ascrrbe to the target more 1mportance as a e
_causal agent.‘, .wé_ assumed that th‘rs kmd of “JudQEment”‘:_‘:,, _'
‘_ would be reflected 1ntsse’ssments éf .'_""th?f ’ five...
:m B ,nqual.a.tles, nonconforming, indispensable, »essentia},

gonsequéntial, ;oA nd unusual The treatment ‘and o

n«» ._gfcug”mgah r;(ti""ng's__'_fpr_’___thesef_s%les and for

the summar’; ﬁr';;porthnce mdex a drsplay,ed wur ’rable f:

Contrary toﬁ" e::petiv}:at 1on ! 7

R\r

there appear to be L

g Lo
,‘.

/ no differences between the groups ia terﬁs of thes& 5&‘@-__

Judgements.k None the " six comparrsons yleld
NI 81gnif1cant results and no pattern §s apparent.} & ,-"

Next,_g‘_w’e:;_' made.'_‘ predictlons regardrng@‘.’

d'ifferences 1n the attribution of target motivatl,on and

. >t“9et attlt“de-._.~ we' suggested that treatment grouP
= ‘ subjects "'°“1d f’_’f'.lﬂanrfest 1ess equ1vocatlon in«?"
identify:.ng ‘ the target 1eader s motrvatron for his
u_. ‘

policy s’electron‘, we predzcted well that these

‘subj‘:c’ts would welght the'f""._'valtruistmc motive more
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"‘°»t(df=44)=.46- oan
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group.:Thxrdly, we hypothes1zed that treatmentiegroup
;wﬂu”" subjects would tend to percelve the target leader asj

'bezng more opposed on’ the r1ght to strlke ‘1asgg. than
o . ‘Q . : M ‘ o L
would comparlson group subjects.' S 7ef* ' ij.?ﬁ R e

k&

.._; ‘ 1 Tabl’ 6 5 the mean target ratmgs on ther

motivat1on and attltude quest1ons are . presentedt Our
G*’n . ’
* predict1ons regardlng the attrlbutlon ot motlvatlon are;

L4

-,

g‘ only partzally conflrmed %tth these data-1AS~pred1cted,, e
.ﬁhe, treatment grouP tegﬁs to ng??signlflcantly more _ff

weight than the compaY1so#!group to the target 1eader s.

Kl

altrulstic motlve. However, there are no 51gn151cant

‘group dlfferenoes. in the polar1tY’ of motivatlonal
attﬁ’butlons. IS % | R
Sy Y In addltlon,‘the data 1n this tablelprov1de no R
'f support for the att1tude attrlbutlon hypothesxs.- There - ﬁhh” R
| 'is almost no -dlfference between “the, treatment and 'gff” 5

comgarlson groups on thlS varlable. Frogthe imagnxtdﬁe '5”!:

of both group means,: it appears that the pollcy,v j,'7

2vwhether popular oﬁ%unpopular,_ls seen as an express1on. ntjﬁ'ff

| of the actor s personal attltude.jl- 4»;' h ?f ‘fw” ”fiairf'

e T ey T . ” ': L !q

Fxnally, the summary data relevant to the

Vvoting hypotheses are presented 1n Table '6 6 warhhad
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ons ‘of pol1cy selectlon,“

e " Tahle 6 5.- Group mean attri,h ,
T _labour attltude, target: Lo

motlvatlon and

Y V\.‘;" B
Loz Popular
Y o, ;rem:x
T t(df=43)~2 28 488 \-V'R
ST PG03,5I6. .~,:2 (R

. » < e : ""[ St " .
: ) . 1

Attributmn of
mota.ve* b

333 SRR
~' kzg \t,”\ i

e t(df=43)= 41 ,j';7 17

b3
. S POlﬂ!:ity of Mqtlvatxonf, ya_( g
o attrlbutlm** &

-’
Ah A

‘t(df-39)="92

Lo
RS

W 'Attnbutlon of
B 'Strike aftltude*** SD S

v_‘* Range of scores 1 ‘- 9, l "Pol‘_ tlcal" mot:J.ve, 9 = Altrl.llotlc notlve. -
Lk Range of sbores 1- S- 1 = lowest polanty, 5-;:: greatest polarity. o bi

o _h***Range of scores 1-9; 1= Pro~labour attltude of leader, 9=
- .anti-labour att;tude of leader.‘ Coe : :

. ', Table 6 6. Mean group vote certamty for partles and leaders
S e TR ?npopular B __f,\‘:ItEular."

‘hﬁTwm&mmmﬁ”Lpﬁifmauﬁy;mmammtﬁmgwffm
i Between Paftles«u,‘* i SD.;,,Ldgl 34, oo PGOTNS. 139

: *ti}t(gf.44)="'
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ﬂ'voting selections when choos1ng ﬁetween the two parties
,f_;and between the‘two 1eadets. COntrary to ‘expectations, 1"
_the‘ ana1y81s indlcates virtually no group differences -

in voting polarity for either vatiable.:_

e A compaxxson of thew substantlve voting‘._.”

h__f oplnion 1n the comparlson group was, slightly towarﬂ
R ' kq
-x.the nontarget 1eader (1 Gertaxn tO' Vote for Target, i

4;M 9=fetta1n to Vote for Nontarg”tg'ﬁ-unpop 3 95 SD=2 26,

Y-pop=5 71 sn~2 46, t(dfau =-2.71, p< oz) Thus 15
apgears that tbe context of the polxcy select1on dld

"fn have f”kfsign1f1cant 1mpact 'on the nature of subject

n;;::;, voting preferencess but Lt dld not apparently affect L

Q"

" Sub]ects 1n the treatment group




S S 181 :
L The selection of the unpopular policy seems .
also to have led to~ a more positive evaluation of thei&i‘
jf tazﬁet leader. This 1s reflected both in the comparisonblv
" of’ mean\egroup scores on the Evaluative factor, and in
the 'comparison - between ‘groupsL of mean ~voting

. prefetenees..“

B

While the policy context manipulation appears -
to have had these effeets,' it_ did not:‘s1gni€icantly P
affect ,fthe | Polarity . of t subjGCtsi""charaCter 4a.
'ettrib‘tions;r°motivational 'attriBUtions;‘ or voting f

i s £

preferences-a'in 'addition,> 1t did ‘not significahtlycav_
affect the perceived importa?ce of the tatget asf a gﬁi
causal agent, or the perceived attitude of ‘the . targetggg‘- i

“g

on_the> tight to—strike issue. &ince ~eaeh_ ofu,these}o
"vfailed predictions was a -direct implicationiof the
theoretical model,' some further' 1nvestigation ‘seems
warranted here._u"'h - '=~ i"» o .f di%{'MT iy'}'.
: }i A number of methodological explanations might
'L account for these findings. Fﬁrst, it may be the -case

that the folicy COntext manip’ulation in this experiment

‘“did: not, a 'S'Tanticipated, create ‘an in—role and’ an

| “?“out~0f#role"condﬂtiontt It ~may‘~have created ‘two
"t“of’r°le °°ndlt1°nspt-each 1nformat1ve in 1ts own,'éﬁf*

’"*f_i.:-;what is. the adoptmn of the Popular Pollcy in, the

e
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comparison condxtlon may have been interpreted b&{

‘subfects as a particular1Y' self-serving action that

contravened even the norms of the political rale’ in

N
3

this respect,, Such a situation would account for the .

differences in targetlevaluation|WithoutIdifferences in

ratlng polarity. ' L . . L B
‘There is some suppomt for this" hyghthe51s. ‘If

"the sﬂhles nonconformlng—conformlng and unusual usual_

,ne&lect how convent1onal or~_ in—role the leader

appeared,» then it ‘seems that both exper1menta1 groups

saw” thelr respectrve targ ers . as  somewhat

~unconvent1ona1. ' Indeed the” Mips did rnot 'differ

° % - w2 . " ,q',- .
sign1f1cant1y 1§‘ thelr mean judgements~ on eithér
variable. T P

by

Moreover, both groups dld dIStIHQUISh the

target leader from the nontarget leader .on/

these'

'dimensionsg Recall that we attempted to make .Fhé'

nontarget'leader'appear as convent1ona1 or 1n-role ‘as.

v'fPOSSible- Subject ratings of this leader on the same:f

A

two scales suggest that we were' reasonably successful

*in thls endeavour. The fact, therefore, that comparlson

i,group aubjects tended to"see the target leader_asf

;aconsiderably more unusual and nonconforming than'-thisn

‘7¢onventional nontarget leader,ra;ses.doubts’about’ourfpg

e . L : R b . R s .

O S
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success in,creating an in-role t?;gethleade: action in

the comparison condition. /

< ' 3 VR L
of the other hand, |if this  conclusion is.

valid, we ‘might also expect thae/ comparisen group

eubjecte would _place consjderable weight on the
e - . K i : . ’ . \

¢ . . 4 o 7 ' i
i political motive as -an explanation for " the target

.1eader'sr policy selection;.'As' we have seen, .the
comparlson group mean on the m tivatxon variable seems

- to 1ndlcate ambigulty or e uivocation, not clarxty.

inca 51stent with the above conc wusjion. Subjects in the,
fcompar'son//oronp, wexghted the polltlcal'unotiye no

‘more heavily for the ,target leader than for the

~TpparentlA convent1onal nontarget Le'det. They saw this

;motive as e1ng signxflcantly qﬂre 1m ortant for "Most

'”Polit1ca1 Lea ers", than for either

L

hportrayed 1n t e1r scenarlo (2).

| the  leaders

A sec nd possible explanatlon for the resnlts
’of thls experlment pertalns to the referen e scales'

'_.employed by the two exper1menta1 groups. We ha assumed

}

that subjects Ln both groups 4would
ireference scale and”a common anchor i

"ta;get leader. \We expected that they wouyaojuv aﬁ“‘

' Y
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target leader against ‘a common conception of peo‘f”‘?

general, politicians "in geperal, or_ perhﬁ?i
nontarget leader. Initial comparisons of their ;mgs
’ 2

of thex other objects (the“ nontarget lead vmost

political leaders) in the experiment seemed t’upport

(l’

. this assumption.
However, it - may %fbe- the case’ that ' the
g -
. manipulation altered the reference scale of subjects

‘ such that manipulation effects are not solely reflected

0,
‘K;in the target assessment Specifically, it may be the

case that 'treatment group sub)ects egpressed therr

P impression’ of the distﬁdotiueness_of'theﬁtarget,leader
*,~‘v. iqxtheir‘ comparatxve gudgements ‘of 'tﬁer'target ‘and
| '- nontarget leaders. 1f so, we would require measures of

e behav1oura1 impact that 1ncorporated Judgements of both "

©oa

, obJects.

D
i

: “**’,~7%1. To this enp, we computed a relative polarity

T

Zscore for each subject rating based on ‘the: difference

in polarity between' a subJect s rating of the two

P

“leaders. ’ Scores 'could range‘ from -4F., indicating

o ._maximum polarxty for the nontarget leader, and - minimum
?Np”n_;f polarity« forg;the target leader, to ,+4' 1nd1cat1ng'
S «minimum ndﬁtarget polatity and mamimum target polarity.r

| . A score of 0 would indicate no difference 1n PolatltY‘

s . ' ; e

S ) ) . N S
H : [ N ) :
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between 1udgements of tﬁb two 1eaders. If the context

)
anipulation affected the amount of information gained

from : the behaviour, as expected, treatment group

_relative polarity .scores should exceed those. of the

compar ison group;, The reSuits of -this rdomparative
analysis are displayed in Table 6.7.

While: the dxfferences are not 1arge, they seem

to form a much clearer pattern than that/observed using

~ only target leader scores. In fifteen scale comparisons‘“

(not shown) , the mean differences '1n. treatment; group
polarity exceeded the corresponding mean comparison
group scores on twelve‘occasions, three of which were '
significant beyond the .05 level,

" The summary factor differences shown in thex

table reflect this tendency. ' ?he"treatmenf groqg

‘,subjects exhlbited greater target—nontarget differences

in polarity, for two of the three factors,‘;nd for the:}

fifteen 'scale summary index. . Among thesey "the_ :

differenCes on the evaluatlve factor were sxgn1f1cant’

beyond the 02 level. T -

“In addition to these extremxty comparisons, we

examined 51m11ar target—nontargét d1fferences in.,w'ﬂ
w"fattitude ~—attribution “and - “in.. attributed ~ leader

'importance. The results of . these comparisons : are f _

s = R
o .

o
CHn -
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Targét leader-Nontarget leader, differences

A - in mean polarity of attributions, by factor®6 -
| : '~ and over 15 gcales, . . e SR -—\.d
(, ,, Uicvulaf} Lot Pog.l lar

| - y Policy ~ .  +  -Policy
Evaluative factor X 4 .41 t(df=44)=2.15 - 323
SD - .90 pip2,BIGE - 1.00

' Dynamism factor 3(' "+’ .38 t(df=;4i')=';18 =~ .28
. SD .17?‘ p<o?/2'N¢~Svo " . 096
Intenseness factor X 4+ .20 . t(df=44)=-.14 + .25
Do ) SD . 1'00 - p<.44‘,NuS-! ) . 1.17
. o . o L
Polarity over 15 scales X 33 t(df=44)=-1i10 + .09
‘ © sD .59  p<.28,N.S.- . . .84
. ‘ . Pl

.?Scotes may range between -4 to +4, where "a',' negative, score ind‘icates
relatively greater pdlarity for the nontargst leader, and a. positiye
soore indicates relatively greater polarity for the tardet leader.

£

Signiflicznce'tests reflect one-tailed ptobébili'ti,es.u A

o Table 6.68. Targe“t léader—Nontarget leader differences .
S in mean attitude attribution and attributed

"

-importance.
‘Unpopular . " Popular
_Policy . "Policy
Perceived difference in X + 4.27 . t(df=44)=.57  + 3.80
Anti-labour attitudes SO~ 2.89 p<.28,N.S. 2.83
of leaders S - e . N
Perceived difference = X - .91  £(df=44)=.40 .72

in Importance 2 "8D ¢ 1.74 p<.35,N.S.. . 1.55
of leaders* - _ : ,

* Summary index of Importance used here.

Scores may range between -8 and +8 where. a positive score indicates
~attribution of greater anti-labour attitude or’ importance to the
target leader. ‘ : K

el

. . . = LR,
. Significant tests reflect one-tailed pm&bilities. - e

186
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» S : '
. Again it appears; that the effect of the -

manlpulatxon is more- clearly reflected husxng : then

"/twb—leader"difference measures. wh1le ‘treatment and

compar;son' gronps differed 'only slzghtly in’ thexr
perception of the target leader s ant1 str1ke attxtude,

they dlffered somewhat more in: the1r estimates of the

comparatlve att1tud1na1 dlstance between the target and

- the nontarget leaders. Although the/ group dlfferences

here are“,nOt 51gn1f1cant,. treatment groupasubjects

tended to -see a gréatar- distance between the two

leaders..

D o
In 'coméaring' eétinates'ﬂof overall"leadeig
inpdrtance, it is. ev1dent that there was n0151gn1f1cant
group difference on thrs perceptlon »wevertheless, it
is interesting that the groups d1d dlffer signlflcantly,
in their comparative judgement of leader nonconformlty.

Con51stent with ’rdpr orlglnal N expectat1ons, the

- treatment group attrxbuted a greates mead dlstance

i

between the target_ and . nontarget leaders'lon -this
g — ‘ -

¢ KR

variable. : . L o
While the results of the *experiment must be
regarded as inconclusive, we would Largue that these

f1nd1ngs fbrm a dlscernlble pattern that fs consist nt

A}



188 -

|

for the most part with the theoretical model proposed -

in this thesis. ‘ .
. ” ' —_— T -
It is apparent that the context manipulation

j‘iﬁ this experiment did affect subjects' impressions of
the .targét " leader. Clearly, it affected the

«'af;ributibns of motivatidn and the overall evaluation
- ' , Lo : ;oo v
of the ta get.gIn addition, however, we,

-t

'thq' unpopular - context-cbnveyea more information about

of the target leadér.,While the evidence

a

the characte

is in places only shggéStive, we believe ‘that the
accoupt, as rgv}sed,” is  a plausible gné. kFog ths
reason, € feel 'that the experiment . warrants
replication. '_ o o : L .

D.'Hypqtheséq; The "Eisenhower" Experiment

~ The hypotheses for this experiment were

simiiér to those _tested in the previous one. In
-genéral, we éxpected that a pri
set in a ‘nonpolifical ccntext (Uteatment condition)

wéuld convey more character infqrmat;on about the‘

target leader than an identical achievement set in a

political context (comparison condition).

& G

contend that’

assertion  is based .on more complex

leader ' achievement °

)
Va
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An exemination of differences in ~T§b1e 6.9'
' reveals that the context manipuletion did dppear to
affect'subjeci impressions- of the target. As in the
'martyrdom‘ | experimeht, there were significant‘
differences betweentse grouo profiles of the target'
‘leeder centering on the evaluation of the target.
| : Unlike the 'previous results; however, these
Seem to 1nd1cate that the veteran polltlcel achlever of
the compar1son condition was ‘more positively evaluated-
than the .‘nonp011tiéal achiever of the treatment
cond1t10n. Four of the five evaluative dlfferences were
s1gn1f1cant and all reflected a more fayourable image
zof the-comparlson group target, ‘ | |
-Table 6.10 displays the summaryndatatoertinent
to tthea extrehity hypotheses. As in the "martyrdom“
experlment, we predicted "that ‘the treatment group
subjects would, tend to make stronger inferences about
the terget leader and that wthis tendency would be
reflected in the greater extremety or polarlty of their
Judgements. 5 o , . . o
:.fThe hypothesis receives ni® support from these
‘data There is no significant difference: - in overall

extremlty nor are there significant differences in

extremity for any of the three gﬁfactors. What

-



Table 6.9. Group mean profiles of the target leader by" facto

1

Nonpolitical /
Achievement
Evaluative factor X 4.70 - t(af=42)=2.83
| o so  1.94  pg.007,SIG.
pynamism factor % 3.5 t(af=42)=.55
» h \'\ ShD = 1019 . p(.SS'N.-So
Intenseness factor X 4.64 t(df=42)=.55 '
| sD - 1.24 ° p<.58,N.S.

Scores on each factor may range between 1-9.
a score,of 1 corresponds respec

conmputed,
positive evaluation,
greatest intensity.

P

Achievement

334
1.20

2,97
.9'8 '

4.39
1'71

As arbitrarily
tively to the rost

the highest degree of dynamism, and the

M

in group judgements
by factor and overall

Mean polarity scores

Table 6.10.
‘ of the target leader,

importance.
Nonpolitical y political
Achieverent Achievement
Evaluative factor X © .65  t(df=42)=1.37 3,11
' ' SD 1.22,  p<.18,N.S. 1.04
Dynamism factor X - 3.04  t(df=42)=.55 - 3.08
. SD .81  p<.42,N.5.40 .71
Intenseness factor X .64 t(df=42)=-.79 2.87
.. SD 82  p<.43,N.S. 1.06
A1l 15 scales X 2.90  t(df=42)=1.0 3.17:
f/ ’ . SD .91 ' p<.32'NoS- 087

polarity scores may range between 1 and 5.
greater the polarity of judgemen/t, .

The higher the score, the

190
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drfferences Vthere are. suggest consrstently across the
Eactors that the polrtical achlevement was. more
‘informatlve to Comparison group subjects than the

nonpolltrcal \achlevement was to subjects in - .the

. treatment .group.

'We  expected\~tha€. the treatment group would

.glean more cnaracter information from ithe achievement
because they would be more likelyjto see a personal as/
,opposed to’ an external (polltrcal) Hcause for _the

achievement. - Thrs-reasoning led.us_to predict that the
'treatment group ‘target°\gould be seen as a _m@:e
// fiﬁmportant ”causal agent - than.dtpe. comparison ' group

- -~ ~

target

>

Contrary\to expectatlons, but con31stent glth
the pattern<cf flndlngs o) far, Table 6 11 reveals that
‘the comparlson group subJects tended to a551gn greater
'1mportance to thelr polltlcal achlever than . the

,treatment group .suqucts dld to their nonpolitical

3

achiever. The group dlfferences are significant for -the

overall index of importance and. for three of)

scales comprising that index. All.six'diff,rences'are
_in the/direction opposite to that predicted .
o The summary data pertinent to the motlvatlonal

and att1tud1na1 hypotheses are drsplayed in Table 6.12.



Table 6.].“1."‘G‘rolup mean judgements of target leader -importanoe

: ) - Nonpolitical ' o Poltiticéi

! _ Achievement - * - Achievement
‘Nonconformifg - X . 5.33  t(df=42)=.73 . 4.83
_Conforming . 8D S 2.44 p<.47,N.S. . 2.15
Indispensable ~ X 5.81  t(df=42)=4.20 .,  3.39 :
' Dispensable SD -2.04 p<.001,SIG. 1.78 v
Essential - X 4.48  t(df=42)=2.12  3.39
‘Noness'.ential sD 1.72 p<.04,5IG. - 1l.67
Conseugnetial - X 3,95  t(df=42)=2.12 - 3.00°
Inconsequential . s SD . 1.77 p<.04,SIG. . -~ 1.17
Unusual-usual X :5.14 t(df=42)=.77 = 4.57

‘ SD  2.50  p<.44,N.S. 2.45
Importance X 494 t’(d,f=33.“2)=2.99. 3.83

/f.,l

For each scale, the lower the score, the qreater the imputed 1mportance.
' Mean scores may range ‘between 1 and 9. , ,

(S . ¢



Table 6.12. , Group mean attributions of policy selection
- notlvatlchamd ant1—1abour attitude,. target

leader
. Nonpolitical , ~ Political
: Achievement ) ’ Achi
. s S bl
Attribution of X 5.16 t(df=40)=.35 ' 4.
motive* SD 2.85 p<.72,N.S. 3.14
Polarity of Motivation X 3.71 t(df=37)=-.44 3.86
attribution** SD 1.04 p<.66,N.S. - 1.17
~ Attribution of . X 7.95  t(8f=40)=.43 -  7.70
strike attitude*** VSD 1.99 p< 67,N.S. 1.84

: *Range of scores 1-9 1= "political" notlve, 9 = altruistic motive.
**Range of scpres 1-5; 1 = lowest polarity, 5 = greagjest polarity.

***Range of scores 1-9; '1 = pro-labour attitude of leader, 9 =
anti-labour attltude of leader. .

L4

Table 6.13. Mean group vote certainty for parties
and 'leaders

Nonpolitical - Ppolitical

Achievement Achievement
Vote certainty L X, 3.1 t(df=37)=-.92 - 3.50
between parties " 8D 1.53 p<.37,N.S. . 1.15
Vote certainty (‘ X 3.60 t(df=41)=.61 =7, 3.35
between leaders SD 1.31 ~ p<.54,N.S. T 1.37.

Scores range between 1 and 5; a higher score indicates greéter mean
polarity of wvoting choice. '

193 - ot
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' . \ .. , , . [
We predicted that the treatment group subjects Iwould.

tend to be less equivocal in assigning a motive for the

AR

policy selection, would tend to aSS1gn greater wexght

_to the altruistic motive, and would tend to attr1bute a
- stronger anti-labour attitude to theé target leader. All

_.of the observed differences are in the predicted

direction, but none. bf these differences are large
enough to be considered statlstlcally reliable.

F1na11y, Table 6 13 dlsplays comparatlve data

_relevant to the vote certainty hypotheses. The summary

data re&eal no signifieﬁnt dlfferences between the two

groups on either voting variable. In addition, there

were no significant differences between the groups in

substantive voting preference.

As in  the " wmar tyrdom” experiment;"this'

B

ana1y51s yields no firm conclusions. | Unlike that

former endeavour, 'however, ‘the findings‘hefe suggest
context effects opposite to those predicted. We had

hypothesized that a nonpolitical \achievemehtv would

‘provide more information about the achiever simply
' because an external explanation in terms of political

'role demands would not be plausible in’ this case. As

the name xmplles, the success of General Elsenhower in

post-war U. S. Politics served as the model for’ this

3
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prediction.
?he }esﬁlts of the expefimé%t reveal few
ditferenées in the group profiles of the target leader.
Significant‘differences arg found only rfor ‘normative’
and causal evaluations of the target. Comparison group'
subjects apparently per¢eivé& the target 1leader as. a

‘ !

more attractive and important figure. 1In addition,

these subjects tended to use- slightly more extreme

intervals to describe \the target, although the

‘differences here were not significant.

A seéondary ~analysis of target-nontarget
differences, similar tb thét,e‘conducted in  the
'maftyrdom" ekperiment, revealed a pattérn of extremity
differences not Substantially diféérent from'that found

0

using only target leader ratings. That is, in

e
S

comparative polarity as well, the comparisgn,group was‘
slightly, but not significantly,-more extreme "in the{r
judgements. |

A possible explanation 6f the results.of this
expe:iment might be found in the interéction of the )

achievement context with the policy selection context.

-Specifically, it may be that the nonpolitical

achievement of the target leader generated -tentative

expectations about the 1leader's altruism that were
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thrown in ddybt with his sﬁbsequent selection of an
overtly 'political" policy platform. That lis, the
combination of these two . contrasting pieces of )
information vabout the target leader may have‘made the
treatment group subjects somewhat ambivalent in their
_impressidns_of him. ‘The differenées observed-in this
exper iment, then, might not‘nreflect -as much the
distinctiveness of the political achiever, as they do
the enigmatic character of the nohpolitical achiever.

) While this explanation seems plausible, the
pattern of differences betweén, the groups 1is not
sdfficiently clear to warrant our drawing such a

conclusion. Rather - it would seem preferable to

replicate the experiment retaining = our original

7

hypotheses; but ,including additional conditions that,
bear on this post hoc speculation.
This replication and that of the ' "martyrdom"

experimént are discussed in the next chapter.

E

Notes - : ¢

l. Using as a criterion,>5 minimum loading of .45, the -
compositions of the three factor indices used in this"
analysis are as follows: ’
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Evaluat1ve factor composxtxon
sincere-insincere |
trustworthy~untrustworthy
honest-dishonest
good-bad
unselfish-selfish

Dynamism factor compositjon
bold-tim
fast-slow

~active-passive
powerful-powerless
sharp-dull
ard-soft
rugged- dellcate
commltted uncommitted

Intenseness factor compos1t10n
tense-relaxed
emotional- unemotlpnal

2. The summary data for these secondary analyses of
target-nontarget leader ratings are not presented here.
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. CHAPTER VII

. The "Martyrdom® and "Eisenhower*®
\ Replications

———
1

A

For somewhat different reasons, we lieved

that*both experiments reportedvin the previous
warranted replication. Concerning . the "m
experiment, we found some weak but consistent
ihdications that the policy cont;:l manipulation had
generated the expected differences in  subjects'

impressions- of the target leader. A replication in this

instance, by providing additional evidence on the
- ‘-\ ’

>question, might help us to asééss the validit of our

& : 3 . '
original tentative conclusions.

The results of the "Eisenhdwer" experiment, on
the other hand, were not at al as ;xpected. The
distinguishing behaviour k(ﬁonpolitical - achievement)
appeared, if anything, to convey less information to
subjects about the target leader than | did the

nondistinguishing . behaviour (political achievement) .

duggested that this effect may have been an

e particular scenario we provided to
subjec e were unable to provide empirical éupport
Or against)this hypothesis. A replication of this

.an 'additional condition to test the

above interpretation seemed advisable.

198




199 7 k/L
.We emoloyed oner basic scenario' for both
~experiments. All four exper1mental groups were exposed
todaftargetkleader who‘carrled 1mpre551ve achievement
credentials';and who had selected an anti-labour or’
anti4strike:policy 'platform for the election. The
achlevement context and pollcy context varlables were
.51mu1taneously and 1ndependent1y manlleated so that we
achieved a 2 X 2‘ factor;al' design, as d1sp1ayed . in
Figure 7.1. ﬁ i

aur> expectations ,in{fthis experimentfdepend‘
upon the additivity‘of;ithe"two manipulated ‘factors.
if, ~ as originally assumed, the two factorsv are‘
additive, we expect significant-maindeffects“ for both
the Policy' and Achievement context manipulations.
Howeyfr, if the comblnatlon of nonpolitical achievement
and pppul .policy rnteracts to produce. greater
‘uncertarnty, as, suggested at thea end of the last
chapter, then weiwouldmexpect interaction effects &h

whrcg the Pollcy condltlon specifies the nature of the

Achlevement effect S | , . 0

'

Subjects S . o,

Subjects for this-replication were 104 male

4

and female students enrolled in Introductory Political

«,,\

: .
Science classes at Wilfrid Laurier Unlver51ty in .the



«

Figure 7.1. The "Martyrdom' and ﬁEisenhower“ Replications.

s

Pophlar.
Policy
Condition

Unpopular
Policy
Condition

Nonpolitical

Political
Achievement . Achievement
Condition Condition
CELL I CELL II
CELL III CELL IV
/S
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'fail'of 1974. Subjects were run';p class time, and were
assigned randomly to one of four exper1menta1
COnditionst The number of\subjects ranged from 25 to

27.

Procedure

The procedure in this experiment was precisely
the same as that used in the previoqutwo. Subjeots
were briefedion 'the._nature of the study, and were
prepared orally for the two- booklet format, The palrs

&
of booklets were then dlstrlbuted (see Appendlces D and

E for coples of these materlals) -

The initial page of the first hooklet' mas“ an
exact replica of that used in the pre;ious experiments.
It restated the purpose of the study and attempted to

prepare subjects for the tasks demanded of them.

Descriptive Materials

- Much: of the descrlptlve materlal common to the
two pr1or experlments was adopted without change in
this experlment Theé  initial desoriptions‘ of the
oountry and of the two - pOlitical parties were not
altered although the name of one party was shortened
The world CrISIS theme and the election set g were

also carried over, as were the nontarget news item and
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the news commefitary.
.Minor changes were made to the description of
t

the nontarget leader and to the target news item. These

o

changes d1d not reflect, a change 1n purpose, but 51mply

‘an attempt to - enhance realism and effectiveness.
These common features~ represented the basicvn

yscenarlo used in all four condltlons of the- experlment

The dlfferences among condltlons occurred on either or

both of two 1ndependent varlables, correspondlng to an

Achlevement Context variable, and to a POlle Context

: /
variable. - '

.

The ' Achievement Context manlpulatlon ‘was

11m1ted to the descrlptlon ‘of the target leader. While

~ the name, soc1o-econom1c background, and achievements

of the target leader_did not wvary across. cond&tions,'

subjects ‘read that . tﬁe‘ leader had made significant

‘policy contributions to the coalition government either

in a politicai capacity as his party's representatlve

in - the coalrtlon (POllthal Achievement condition), or’

in a nonpolitical capacity as ‘the “"chief economic

advisor. to the coalition government”, (Nonpolitical

Achievement condition). The implication was made

explicit that the target leader was a part; veteran in

the former condition; and a political novice in the

latter.
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Tbe Policy Context manipulation was limited to
differences in the target:leader'srnens item..AS‘infthe
_prev1ou5» "martyrdom" . expefiment,'subjects we?e led to
’belreve either that the target leader's selection of an
'anti—labour ?olicy platformtwould "gain him the support
_of important sectors of  the society", or that the 
policy selection Wcould seriously hbrt'his chances -in
Athe-coming election“.nIn both'eonditions,”subjéctS‘read

. - ) o
that the target»leader nconceded to reporters that his

adoption of this policy  might have such

positive/negative electoral implications"

Response Measures

The questionnaire booklet accompanying the

descriptive materiai differed '1itt}e from the common
booklet used in . the previous ¢two \quéEYEgils. It
”included in  this order (a) .a 20-item semantic
dlfferent1a1 for each of the followgng concepts: Austen
Reid (nontarget\ leader), Nat10na1 Party (nontarget
leader's party), Most P011t1c1ans, John Hampton (target
leader), and Publ1CuParty (target leader's party), (b)~
a number of background questlons about the subject- (c)
us1x 9- 1ntervai "vote- lrkellhood" scales assessing the

subject s voting ch01ce between all palred combinations

of parties and leaders;(4ﬁ) two 9-interval sca;es-for
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assessing each leader s ant1~str1ke att1tude, (e) three
9-interval scales fot subject -assessment of leader'
motivation regaroing' platform selectlon; (£) two
9-intérVal sScales for subject éssessment -of his 'own-
success in gompleting the experimEntal task; and 79)
two 9—interval‘scales for subjects> to estimate the
prior pdliticel activity of;each;leaderl |

/

Dependent Variables

The centtal bypotheses of_ this experiment
combine~those of the previous two. If onr'manipulations
are successful, we predict"that the tno ‘out-of-role
' conditfons will VYield ‘more information about the
character of the. target leader than will  their
vrespective in-role éonditions. ‘. | v |

We propose to use the two basic dependent

varlables employed preV1ously to examlne 1nf4:batlon

gain.  To reflect qualitative 1nformat1on gain, we will

compare summa;y factor scores on: jhe orthogonal
dimensions of the target 1eader proflle. For both the
Achievement Context  and ~the Pollcy ' Context
| manipuldtions, we pred1ct 81gn1f1cant effects on one or
more of these semantic dlmenS1on;

As 'in the previous experiments, we w1ll employ

a summaty measure of attrlbute polarity to reflect the
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quantitative aspect of information gain. We predict
that each of the'out—oféroleﬁcondifidns will lead to
relatively more extreme attributions of character

traits. Thus we predict significant effects for both

Achievement Context and Pblicy Context variables on one

‘or more of the exftemity factor scores.

The target profile for tﬁis exper iment was
composed Qf thew'saﬁe fiftgen' seméntic differehtiaf
scales -used in the previous two experiments. ”These
5cales were"presented to sWyjects in random order and
were directionally balancgd. However, we did“.no; vafy
across subjects the .order or the direction of scale
presentation, nor in~thié experiment‘did we vafy across
isubjects the order of concept presentation.

| " Subjects' juégemeﬁts of both target and
nontagge£ ‘ leéders were _ analysed using principal
component factor analysis- w§@h unit communalities.
Three factors, éccountiqg for 58%:'of the common
variance, were extracted and rotated using the variplax

~criterion,

The rotated factor matrix, which is dfsplayed'

in Table 7.1, bears a close ressemblance to that
/ .

obtained from the earliqg'exberiments. The first two .

factors, although reversed in order, do not differ

/

substantially in scale compositioﬁ from the earlier

b~
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fesult. The first factor, reflecting - a Dyngmism
dimension, combines scales from both of the anticipated

Potency and_.Activity dimensions. The second factor is

" clearly evaluative in tone. The third factor exhibits

the same\heavy~loadingS»found previously for the scales.'

N -

tense-relaxed and emotional-unemotional, but it also

includes some overlap with the Dynamism  factor
regarding the scales hard-soft and rugged-delicate.

We propose to employ here the same scale

~
LN

composition for the computation of factor scores as

—

~that used in the pteviOus experiments. While this

decision entails some cost in precision regarding the

composition of the third factor, it enhances our

ability to compare the two sets of experimental results .

(1)

"e
o -

| In addition to the primary indices - of
information ulevel, we retained here measures relevant
to the motivational,  attitudinal and importance

hypotheses tested in the original experiments. The

predictions remain unchanged.

We predict that the out-of-role conditions of

the Achievement Context and of the Policy Context

'maquulations will lead to motivational attributiohs

>y

that are more extreme and morg altruistic than those of

their respective in-role conditions Secondly, we
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predict that subjects 8  the .out-of-role conditions -
will‘ pgrceive the target leader as more anti-labour
than will subjects in the in-=role " conditions. 4We
predict' as well that the put—bf—role conditions will

- lead to attributions of greater target léader-
imﬁortance; o - T 1
t In qpr analysis of the original exper imental
data, we discovered'. that ”tﬁév impact of the
manipulation was at times more' clearly evident in
v,cqmpatative measures based on _L’;arget—nontargét
v differences in rétingf That is, suéégcts'}différenﬁiél
.impressions of tﬁe sitﬁation found expfesé}on jointly
in termé of judgéments of bothivleaders, In these -~
‘replications,‘therefore, web will“ employ Zcomparative
,méagures for each of the vér;ab;es discussed above, and
-‘we will examine their variation concurrently‘with'our
énalysis of the single éargetvleader iatings%q
Finally, we incldded’in these experiments the
wyote likelihood" questions used ,in the original
protocols. That is, we .asked subjects to express. on .a
9-interval scale theAlikelihood.of their sélgctiﬁé éne
party or leader over another. Subjects ‘weré/ﬂpfeseﬁted
with six different voting scales, each pairing -a
different combination of the two pattiés and two

leaders. »
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As in the former experiments, we,expedt that
an improvement in the quality of information Reld about”
a pOlitieal leader snould enhance the certainty of
one's woting choice in matters 1nvolv1ng that leader.
Thus we predict that the treatment . group -subjects‘ in
: both experiments should display greater certainty in
their voting selection. Because this effect should be
most ev1dent in the“pairings ‘of the two parties and of

';he two leaders, we will limit our predictions to these

two scales.

Results
A, Soenario Effectiveness
‘Although"we’ changed the original (basic
scenario only in a number of minor ways, subjects in
“this experiment seemed to manifest greater situational
involvement and seemed less prone to making real world
projections thanvsubjects in the previous experiments.
As- reflected. 'in Table 5,2, the differences in
involvement Abetween' the‘ original and replicated
experiments wereée statisticaliy'siénificant. |
| Part of the reason for this impropement may
4involve a greater interest in the'éis;cise/by subjects
in  the 4seoond« administration. Unlike the first,

subjects for this experiment were drawn exclusively



Table 7.2. Mean judgements of Involvement and Tendency
' to Project for the first set of experiments
and for the second '

Original’ "~ Replicated
Experiments Experiments
Involvement in X 4.98  t(df=210)=-3.90  6;0}
Hypothetical system Sh - 2,10 p<.001,S1G. 1.73.
Tendency to project X 3.72°  t(df=210)=-,90 © 3.97

real world objects Sbh 2.04 P<.25,N.5. - 2.00

Scores for both variables may range between 1=9. A greater score
implies greater involvement and less tendency to project. '

Significance tests report two-tailed probabilities.

Table 7.3. 1Interest in Politics by Experimental Group

’ - Original - Replicated

Experiment . Experiment
3 3
Very Interested - < 24 ‘ 735
Somewhat » \ 50 . , 56
Not very . 22 ) 6
~ Not at all “ 4 3
Total . Tos 100%
(99) (113)

x2 £ 11.32 df = 3 p<.02

210
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.
froﬁ infroductbry political‘scienCe classeé. In fact,
Table 7.3 reveals that ’there wefe ‘ significant
differences between the two subject pools ﬂn terms of
their degree of interest in politics.

In Table 7.4, we re-examine involvemenf and
projection differgépes between the subject pools, after
* dividing both poolé into high and low interest groups.
These data suggest tha£ the greater intereég\ of the
second group does indeed account for some of the
improvement in ‘involvement. Subjects with greater
political 'interest in both pools)tendéd to register
greater‘involvement in the exercise; although there was
no comparable pattern with respéét to the projection
estimate. _Howéver, it should be noted that this
interest variable does nbt' account for all of the
improvement in invqlvement. Among thése' very or
somewhat interested in politics, the replication pool
still eihibits significantly éreater involyement in the
hypbthetical system. |
B. Policy-Leader Association.'

.; In this experiment, as in the former, there
was a possibility that subjects might become confused
as to which leader adopted which policy. Sihée an

incorrect association would. contribute unnecessary



Table 7.4. Mean judgements of Involvement and Tendency
to Project, holding Interest in Politics
constant, for the first and second experimental

groups

" Original

EEriments ‘

Very or Sotmewhat Interested

Involvement in X
System SDh
Tendency - to X
‘project . SD

Not Very - At all Interested

Involvement in X
‘System , SD
Tendency to X
proj ect . SD

5.23  t(df=164)=3.}1
2.13  p<.001,SIG.

3.77°  t(df=164)=-.41
2.02  p<.45,N.S.

4.18  t(df=31)=-.28
1.89 p<.45,N.S.

3.50  t(df=31)=1.35
2.20  p<.10N.S.

Replicat
Experime

O\ =
o

Scores may range between 1-9, where the lower score 1nd1cates
less involvement and dgreater tendency to project.

>Slgn1flcance tests report twg-talled probabilities.
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L ‘ gtron variaﬁcerto'éheitarget leader ratings, we sought
to identify-ané éliminate :espsnses'apparently based on
f;fsubﬁ efrgneousbassqciatidns.~Again, we ‘asked subiects
»Eo»assess eachjleéder‘s attitude on‘fhe right to strike
issqe, gdd we’ desigpatedi aso incorreét, ~a response
:pattern in which the target léader‘ was perceived‘ as
clearly szmpathepigj while the ‘nontargét leader was
;erceived as cleérly opposedi Four isubﬁectS‘ éabisfied
this joint criterion and were eliminated - from the
subsequent analysis. )
C. Leader-Activity Association.
'. 5In the 6:iginal;"Eisenh6wer“ experiment, the
Political and Nonpolitical Achievement groups .seemed to-
"differ‘ litti%F in ’theif -taféetj leader impressions.
Since some of this problgm may -have stemmed from an
;iheffectiveq mahipulation of the_péiigical/nonpdlitical
.... context of the achievemént) we attempted to 'sharpenv
. tﬁis. distinction 'i; the replication. In the Political
'Achievemgnt"cénditibn, subjects read that the target
-léadér'nhad been a member of the coalitién government.
In the :N6hpoliticaf Achiévement condition, subjects
fead"that he. had been chief economic advisor to that

government. ' . £

In this replication, we included a question
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desiéned to cHeck the effectiveness of the context
manipulation. Subjects were asked to estimate directly
the degrée' of ptidr poiitical involvement - they
aséociated with each of the‘party leaders. The” mean
group ratingsl of_thevléadersnbn 9-interval scales are
‘presented in Table 7.5.

Comparisons among the;e gfoups suégest,-that
the ﬁaqipulation.was duite effective. In fatings of-fhe
target leader, the mean for‘subjects in the Political
Achievement Context condition was on,the "activé"‘vside
of the scaie, while the mean for fhose in the
) Nonpolitical Achievement Context condition was .on the

.“not active” side.of the scale. The difference between

these means was significant beyond the .001 1level. A

@ !

contrast effecﬁ, similé} to that ’found in the
"mértyrdom" exéerimént, is* apparent in corrésponding
ihvolvement ratipgé of.ﬁhg nontarget leaaer. While both
Boligical .and; Nonpolitical . Context groups gave this

 leaderAalmean rating toward the "active" end of the
scéle, the Nonpolitical Aéhievement _g:oups  were

significantly more pronounced in this tendency.-

~D. Hypotheses. . o ’
The substantive h.potheses are tested using a

two-way aﬁélysis of ~variance. Table 7.6 displays a

£
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Table 7.5. Mean ratings of target and nontarget
leaders' prior involvement in politics’

" Nonpolitical " Political
, Achievement . Achievement
Target leader - X 4.18  t(df=97)=-6.06 6.73
' » SD 2.27  p<.001,8IG. 1.91
" Nontarget leader X 7.48  T(df=97)=3.02 6.51
| . ’ SD . 1071 p<.003’SIG. . 1047

: ' I
Scores may range between 1-9, where the lower score indicates less
prior political inv/olvement. . T

Significance tests report two-tailed probabilities.
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suﬁmary of the means in each 'cohdition of the two
' fagxors~i over the ‘range of dependent measures.

Individual cell meahs and standard deviations are found
in Apéehdix F. Tables 7.7-7.15 display summary tabies'

for each individual analysis.efivariance. Inffigures

7.2-7.4, sighificaﬁt interactions are graphed to

clarify the nature of the relationships.

Summary" tables-_ reIévant’. to  the first
hypothesis.are presented in Tables 7.7 and 7.8. We had.
predicted that the‘ Policy and ,Achievement context
manlpulatlons would produce qualitatieely ‘different
proflles of the target polltlcal leader. Contrary to
expectatlons, nelther the main effects nor . the
interaction effeéts are 81gn1f1cant for anyt°of the
three major dimensions of the 1eader proflle. In Table
7.7, the analysis 'is based on mean dimension scores

'derived"only from ratings of the target leader. In

. / L . -
o Q?able 7.8, the dimension scores are derlved from

target—nontarget d1fferences in leade: ratlngs.
The sunmary analyses pert1nent to the polarlty
hypotheses are dlsplayed ,in Tables 7.9 and 7.10. In

these_tables, the flndlngs are more supportlve of our
hypotheses. Spec1f1ca11y, in the analyses based only on
ratings of 'the target'leader (Table 7. 9),'none of the

main effects are 51gn1f1cant .but there are s1gn1f1cant
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" Table 7.6. Summary of Policy and Achievement Group
' Means over all Dependent Measures.

Dependent ) Policy Factor ~ Achievement Factor.
Measures ' Popular— Unpop. Political Nonpol.
‘ N {50) - (50) (50) _ 149)
Target Leader Ratings (1) o o ) ¢4
Evaluative Dimension S 3.52° . 3.52 3.50 3.55
Dynamism Dimension 2.84 2.75 2.82 2.76
Intenseness Dimension .7 3.8% . 3.74 3.66 3.97

' Target-Nontarget Differences
in Ratings (2) e

Evaluative Dimension .45 .77 .72 .49
Dynamism Dimension 1.21 1.80 1.40 “'1.59
Intenseness Dimension - '1.63 2.12 2.01 ., 1.74
Target Leader Rating Polarity (3)
Evaluative Dimension 2.91 2.13 2.16 2.87
Dynamism Dimension- o -~ 3.20 . 3.32 x 3.29 3.23
Intensenéss Dimension , , 3.23 3.18 3.22 3.19
, Overall Profile 3.21 3.37 x 3.37 3.22
' Target~Nontarget Differences
~in Rating Polarlty (4) 4 s :
Evaluative Dimension ’ - .20 .40 0 .38 .19
Dynamism Dimension 43 * .99 x .68 .74
Intenseness Dimension ‘ . «37 ;.28 .25 .40
Overall Profile . ' 30 0 * .60 x .45 . .45
Target Importance (1) 4,01 3.72 °3.87 - 3.86
Target — Nontarget : . '
.-Differences in Importance (2) 1.03 * 1.71 1.31 1.44
Polarlty of Target Policy . o o ,
Motivation (3) ’ 3.02 * 3.86 3.48 . 3.40
Polarity of Target—Nontarget ,
Differences in Pollcy ¢
‘Motivation (4) ) L -.75 * .60 .22 -.37
Nature of Target Pollcy v
“"Motivation.(5) ' 5.90 * 7.30 6.60 6.60
Nature of Target-Nontarget : : ' SN
leferences i Motlvatlon (6) 1.78 . * 3.96 2.96 '2.7?
Target'Anti—Labour N )
Attitude (7) : 2.97 7.92. 7.80 8.08
TargetéNontarget Differences ) : b
- “in Anti-Labour Attitude (8) 3.86 4,74 4.40 4.20 °
Vote Certainty ‘Between Parties (9)  3.43 3.57 3:50 3.50
4

Vote Certainty Betw=en Leaders (9) 3.26 * 3.78 x 3.50 3.5
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Notes for Table 7.6

*

X

0

(2)

(3)

(4)
(5)

(6)
(7)
(8)

(9)

- Significant main effects between conditions of factor (see sum-
mary analysis of variance tables 7.7 = 7.15).

- Significant interaction effects between factors (see summary
analysis of variance tables 7.7 - 7145).
Mean scores for the Target Leader Ratings may range between 1-9,
where the lower score indicates a more positive evaluation,
- greater dynamism, greater intenseness, or  greater attributed
-importance. : : ' ' o .
Mean scores for the Target-Nontarget Differences in Rating may
‘range between -8 and +8 where .a positive score reflects greater

- positive evaluation, greater dynamism and greater intenseness of

the Target Leader, relative to the Nontarget Leader.

Mean poléritf scores for the Target 'Leader may range between 1-5

wheré the higher score reflects greater polarity. S

. Mean scores for Target-Nontarget Differences in Polarity may range

- between -4 and +4 where a positive score indicates greater
- .polarity for the Target Leader, relative to the Nontarget Leader.

Mean 'scores for Policy Motivation may range between 1-9, where the
higher score reflects greater weight on the altruistic motive, and
the lower score indicates greater weight on the "political®
motive, i - .

Mean differences in Motivational Attribution between Target and
Nontarget may range between -8 and +8, where a positive score
reflects greater altruism attributed to the Target Leader,

relative to the Nontarget Leader. - .

"Mean attitude SCoresifo: the Target Leader may range between
1-9, where the higher score reflects a stronger attributed

Anti-Labour attitude.

Mean differences in attitude scores between the Target and
Nontarget Leader may range between -8 and +8, where a positive
score reflects a-stronger Anti-Labour attitude attributed to the
Target Leader, relative to the Nontarget Leader. :

Mean Vote Certainty Soores may range between 1-5, where the higher
soore indicates greater certainty of decision.

218 - -
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Table 7.7. Target Leader Ratlngs by
Achievement and Policy Factors:
Summary Analysis of Varlance Tables.
/.

(i) Target Ratings on the Evaluative Factor

SOURCE | | 'ss  af MS F  SIG

5 POLICY TREATMENT .007 1 .007  .000 .98
ACHIEVEMENT TREATMENT 051 1 . .051 .027 .87
POLICY X ACHIEVEMENT o S

INTERACTION | 200 1 2,00 107 .30
. RESIDUAL 179.72 9% - 1.87
TOTAL . . - A 181.77 99  1.84
(ii) Target Ra;inés on the Dynamism Factof - .

. SOURCE . - ss  df M F SIG
por;xcyl TREATMENT ' d4 1 a3 .72
ACHIEVEMENT TREATMENT - e 1 w7 07 .79
POLICY x ACHIEVEMENT | o o | ,

INTERACTION 3.33 1 3.35 313 .08
RESIDUAL “1‘ . 102,69 9% 1.07 |
‘TOTAL | 106.26 99 1.07

(111) Target Ratlhgs on the Yntenseness Factor.

SOURCE . . ss ' af MS  F  SIG.
POLICY 'I’REATMEI\%T 56 1 .56 A9 - .67
ACHIEVEMENT TREATMENT , 240 1 . 2.40 .79 .38
POLICY x ACHIEVEMENT | ’ o li‘
INTERACTION | 702 1 - 7,02 2.3 .13
RESIDUAL 291.84 96  3.040 | |
TOTAL - osons2 ) o

v . -219



Table 7.8.

Target - Nontarget Differences

. in Rating by Achievement and

Policy Factors:
of Variance Tables.

Summary Analysis

- (i) Target - Nontarget Differences in Rating on the Evaluative Factor

SOURCE

"POLICY TREATMENT

ACHIEVEMENT TREATMENT

.df.

'POLICY x ACHIEVEMENT

INTERACTION
RESIDUKC

- TOTAL

ss. MS

2.62 1 2,62
.39 1 1.39
.089 1 .089
377.52 96 3.93
381.63 99 3.85

F
67
.35

.023

SIG
.42

.55

.88

(ii) Target - Nontarget Differences_in Rating on the Dynamism Factor

SOURCE

" POLICY TREATMENT

ACHIEVEMENT TREATMENT

POLICY x ACHIEVEMENT
- INTERACTION

RESIDUAL |

TOTAL

88 df MS
9.90 i" 1’5.0
90 1 .90
361 1 3.6l
30,7 96 - 3.236
D202 e 327

F
298

.28

1.115

SIG

.098

l60

.29

(iii) Target - Nontarget Differences in ‘Ratinkg on the intenseness Factor

SOURCE

POLICY TREATMENT

ACHIEVEMENT TREATMENT

POLICY x ACHIEVEMENT

INTERACTION
RESIDUAL

TOTAL 7

ss  af MS
6.00 - 1 6.00
1}82 A 1.82
10.56 1 10.56
- 560.29 96 5.84
578.68 99 5.85

220

F
1.03

31

1.81

SIG
.31
.57

.182



Table 7.9. Polarity of Target Leader Ratings
by Achievement and Policy Factors:
. Summary Analysis of Variance Tables.:

(i) Polarity of Target Ratings .on the Evaluative Factor

. SOURCE  ss df MS F SIG
POLICY TREATMENT o L1910 119 1.78 .18
ACHIEVEMENT TREATMENT ~ ~  2.27 1 2.27 339 .07

" POLICY x ACHIEVEMENT - |

INTERACTION 1.38 1 1.38  2.06 .15
RESIDUAL | 64.25 96 .66
TOTAL o 69.09 99 .70

(ii) Polarity of Target Ratings on the Dynamism Factor

SOURCE . ss_ & M F  SIG~

POLICY TREATMENT .21 427 107 .29
ACHIEVEMENT TREATMENT .09 i__f 09 .. .25 .62
POLICY x ACHIEVEMENT .

INTERACTION - ] 2,27 1 2.27 6.03 .02
RESIDUAL i ©36.09 96 .38
qoraL ¢ . 38.86 99 .39

»

(iii) Polarity of Targey Ratings on .the Intenseness Factor

SOURCE . . ss  df MS F  SIG
POLICY TREATMENT B 062 1 .062 .067 .80
ACHIEVEMENT TREATMENT | 022 1 .022 .024 .88
POLICY x ACHIEVEMENT = . . .
INTERACTION 1.56 - 1 1.56  1.64 .20
* RESIDUAL - - 91.39 96 _".95
TOTAL . : ©93J05 99 .93
. : J

“
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(iv) Polarity of Target Ratings on the Overall Profile

@ R -

SOURCE ' ss  daf MS F
POLICY TREATMENT " .61 1 . +61 1.31
| ACHIEVEMENT TREATMENT 541 54 Lle
POLICY x ACHIEVEMENT o | | , |
- INTERACTION - . 248 1 2,48  5.28
RESIDUAL 45,09 9 .47
TOTAL _ 4874 99 .49 @
\
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Figure 7.2. Graphs of Interactions for (i) Dynamism
Polarity Ratings and (ii) Overall Profile
Polarity Ratings of the Target Leader.

B3

(1) Interaction of Dynamism Polarity
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- .
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Unpopular Policy
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" Achievement Achievement
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(i1) Interaction of Overall Profile Polarity

N
3.64
3.5¢
3.4 '
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Unpopular Policy
3. -
3 “
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Political Nonpo.itical
Achievement " Achievement

A

223



e

Table 7.10. Target - Montarget Differences in
polarity of Rating by Achievement and
Policy Factors. Summary Analysis
of Variance Téables.

(i) Target - Nontarget Differences in Polarity on the Evaluative Factor

| SOURCE | ~ ss  df Ms, . F  SIG
'POLICY TREATMENT ) 1.04 1 1.04 1.12 .29
ACHIEVEMENT TREATMENT 112 1 112 21 . .27
POLICY x ACHIEVEMENT o o
INTERACTION , 21 1 21> .23 .63
RESIDUAL . 89.02 9 93,

_TOTAL o 91.40 99 .92

A
v

(ii) Target - Nontarget Differences in Polarity on the Dynamism Factor

SOURCE ss  df MS  F . SIG

POLICY TREATMENT L 1.56 T .56 8.61 .004

Acaxmm"&'ampm N - 1 . .90 102 .75
POLICY x ACHIEVEMENT s ‘

INTERACTION | 3.42, 1 3.42 3.90 .05
RESIDUAL 84.29 96 .88
TOTAL - 95.37 99 .9

(iii) Target - Nontarget Differences in Polarity on the Intenseness

SOURCE ~ ss &t S F SIG
POLICY TREATMENT 20 1 .20 17 .68
ACHIEVEMENT TREATMENT .56 1 .56 .47 .49
' - S
POLICY x ACHIEVEMENT c ‘ .
INTCRACTION 3.06 1 3.06 2.58 11
RESIDUAL . ) 113.86 96 1.19

TOTAL 117.69 99  1.19
| " 224 ’
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(iv) Target - Nontarget Differences in Polarity‘ on the Overall Profile

M

SOURCE ' ss  df MS F SIG
POLICY TREATMENT - 215 1 2.15 4.85. .03
' ACHIEVEMENT TREATMENT .003 ., 1 .003 .006 .94
POLICY x ACHIEVEMENE - :
INTERACTION 2.31 1 2,31  5.21 .02
_RESIDUAL | 42.5 9% . .44 3
TOTAL 47.0 99 .47
-
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Figure 7.3. Graphs of I;téractions for (1) Target-Nontarget
Differences in Dynamism Polarity Ratings, and
(1i) Target-Nontarget Differences in Overall
Profile Polarity Ratings.

(1) Interaction of Target-Nontarget Dynamism Polarity
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- Table 7.11. (i) Target and (ii) Target-Nontarget ‘
‘ Differences in Léader Importance '
by. Achievement and Policy Factors:
, Summary Analysis of Variance Tables.

(1) Targé£ Leéder importan_ce_ ’ \

, ~ SOURCE E ss  af MS - F SIG -
POLICY TREATENT 2,10 1 2.0 1.28 .26
ACHIEVEMENT TREATMENT ~ .003 1 003 ..002 .97
POLICY x ACHIEVEMENT | g

* INTERACTION o+ 1.8 1 1.83 .50 .48
RESIDUAL __ © 15825 96 1.65 ‘
TOTAL 16119 99 1.63
oL 1
(jii:) Target - Nontarget Dif_fferehee’s in Importance ‘
SOURCE - ss  af MS F SIG |
POLICY TREATMENT 11,5 1 11.56  3.77 d.g)sv
ACHIEVEMENT mEATMENT .0 1 1.40 134 .72
" POLICY x ACHIEVEMENT o ‘ ,
~ INTERACTION 300 " .1 3.0  1.01 .32
RESIDUAL e 294.05 96  3.06
‘moman 9.2 99 7 312
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4 Table 7.12. (i) Target and (ii) Target-llontarget
: Differences in Polarity of Motivational
Attribution by Achievement and Policy
Factors: Summary Analysis of Vvariance
Tables. ‘

(i) Polarity of Target Leader Motivational Attributions

SOURCE . .ss df . M F © SIG
POLICY TREATMENT . 1763 10 17.63 13.46 .004.
ACHIEVEMENT TREATMENT 16 1 a6 .12 T3
POLICY x ACHIEVEMENT | | IR
. INTERACTION | 1.0 1 1.0 76 .38
RESIDUAL 125.84. 96 ‘1.3l ”
' qoraL | 144.64 99 1.46

(ii)‘Target — Nontarget Differences in Motivational Attribution

SOURCE A ss  df MS F SIG
POLICY TREATMENT .m0 1 13,71 10021 002
ACHIEVEMENT TREATMENT 279 1 279 2.08 (.15
POLICY x ACHIEVEMENT : - . .
INTERACTION | o8 1  2.85 212 \.15
RESIDUAL 128.64 96  1.34
TOTAL 148.50 99 150 N
/.
/ J)
g
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Table 7.13. (i) Target and (ii})" Target-Nontarget
Differences in Policy Motivation by
Achievement ‘ancé Policy Factors: Summary
Analysis of Variance Tables. '

(i) Attributed Policy Motivation of Taréet Leader

SOURCE . ss df MS F
POLICY TREATMENT - 42,72 1 42.72 962
ACHTEVEMENT TREATMENT 26 -1 ‘;16 | .04
POLICY x ACHIEVEMENT o ' | |
INTERACTION =~ 1.98 1 1.98 .45
RESIDUAL 417.33 96 ~ 4.44 |
TOTAL | 462.20 99 4.76

SIG
.002

.85

.31

(ii) Té@t\— Nontarget Differences in Attributed Policy Motivation

SOURCE v . S8 . a s F

POLICY TREATMENT 128.8 1 1188 . 6.99

ACHIEVEMENT TREATMENT .81 1 Bl .05

CPOLICY x ACHTEVEMENT o -

INTERACTION 3.4 1 3244 1.9
RESIDUAL 163119 96 1699
TOTAL 178330 99 18.01°
o
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.009

.83
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. Table 7.14. (i) Target and (ii) Target-Nontarget
Differences in Anti-Labour Attitude
- By Achievement and Policy Factors:
.| Summary Analysis of Variance Tables.

(i) Attributed Anti-Labour Attitude of the Target Leader-

SOURCE *© . . 8  d&f MS F
POLICY TREATMENT 1.,0003 | .0003  .000
ACHIEVEMENT TREATMENT. 2.61 2,61 1.22
POLICY x ACHEEVEMENT '\ .
| INDERACTION . .71 .1 . 1 .33
- RESIDUAL 202.03 9% 2.5
205.35 99 2.12

" TOTAL

 SIG

.99
.27

57

{ii) 'Target - Nontarget Differenc(:}es in Attributed Anti-Labour Attitude

~

’  SOURCE. . . 88 a& M3 . F
- PoOLICY TREATMENT | 19.36 1 19.3 2.80
ACHIEVEMENT TREATMENT 1.00 1 1.00 a4
POLICY x ACHIEVEMENT N, '
INTERACTION : .16 l% .16 .02
RESIDUAL . | 664.47 96 - 6.92
| TOTAL ~ | / '684.99 99 6.92
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Table 7. 15. Certainty of Votlng Decision’ by
Achievement and Policy Factors:

~ ' Summary Analysis of Variance

Tables.

/

. (i) Certainty of Voting for One Party Rather than the Other

SOURCE | ss
o 1.06
. ACHIEVEMENT TREATMENT 11
POLICY x ACHIEVEMENT ' v
INTERACTION .02
RESIDUAL . 102.84
TORAL . 103.99

af

96

99

i .02

1.12

]_-09

F

(ii) Certainty of Voting for One Leader Rather than the Other

SOURCE o 'SS
' POLICY TREATMENT - 7.10
ACHIEVEMENT TREATMENT .32
POLICY x ACHIEVEMENT
INTERACTION o 6.78
"RESIiDUAL : 91.82
 ATOTAL B 105.96
\ .
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.99

1.12

SIG
.33

.76

91

SIG .
.009

.58 .
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% Figure 7.4. Graph of Interaction for Voter Certainty in
Choice Between Political Leaders.
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-i%teraction'effecqs in comparlsons of Dynamism polarity

and in comparlsons‘of Overall Profile polarity.

9“ It is apparent: from Figure 7.2 that the

interactions for both of these dependent variables are

due largely to the relatlve polarity of ratxngs in one
cell’ - the Unpopular Pollcy cond1t10n of the Polltlcal
Ach1evenent context All dlfferences among the other
“three cell means are of a much smaller magnltude.

These flndlngs suggest tentatlvely that the

Pollcy context manlpulatlon has an impact only when the

target has followed a -conventlonal polltlcal career

pattern.. When ‘the prev1ous- career - pattern is

nonpolitical, the manipulation appears  to have very ~

little, impact on nthe 'polarity~ of ratings.’Indeed,
although the differences are-.not- 51gn1flcant these
»‘dat%v suggest that the adoption of an urpopular policy
in the. nonpolltlcal career context tends to 1nh1b1t
_ tather than to enhance the subject's ablllty to make
inferences about the'actor.
It §s apparent as well from F1gure 7.2  that

»; theb data do not conform to the pattern of findings

L]

-observed from the prev1ous "Elsenhower"‘experiment In

thlS second experiment, subjects exposed to the popular.

policy of a nonpolltlcal achiever tend if anythlng, to

exh1b1t greater ~polar1ty in their ratfngs of <the

o
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achiever than do subjects exposed to- the popular pol1cy
of a polltlcal achiever. These differences are not
'signifiCant, but they are in the d1rect1on Predicted in
‘our or191na1 hypothe51s. | -
Summary tables  for the enalyses - of
target-nohtardet differences in polérity are displayed
in Table 7.10. The findings here are similar to: those
)observed with the target*ratings alone. Thus only the
Dynamlsm and Overall Proflle analyses yield 81gn1fxtant’
- effects. ~In addition to;:the interaction effects,
'however, both of these analyses'indiqate the presence
of significant Policy treatment effects."
Inspectioh,;of. the graphs displayed in"Figure
7.3 suggests that the main effects are - due almost
entlrely to Poliey treetment dlfferences in ' the
POllthal Achlevement conditiam. As in the analy51s of
target ratlngs alone, there are almost no dlfferences‘
1n ratlng polarlty between the two pollcy COhdlthnS
when the‘ target achievement is set in a nonpolitical
context; The intefection effects' here reflect the
differential impact of the Achlevement manlpulat1on 1n
the two pollcy condltlons. As before, the d1rect10na1
impact of the)Achlevement manipulation depends on the
»pollcy adopted by the target. If the pollcy is seen to

be popular, inferences,'made ‘in  the nonpolltlcal
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achievement context tend’to'be stronger than thbse made
in the politicai‘achieﬁeméht éontext. Tge reverse holds

when the policy is seeh_to,be unpopular. |
Table 7.11 summarizes the analysis of variance
for group differences in the importance associated with
&hévtarget léade}.' Examining the analysis‘ based on
target - ratjngs alone,' we can see .that theré are no
éignificant effects. We note from Table 7.6, hoﬁé&er(
'that the differences among treatment means for both
factors‘are in the‘diréctions predicted by our original

hypotheses. “

‘ The y adjacent a;aiysis~ ’ basea on
‘ tqrgéi—nontarget  differences' in attributed imporfance
suggest§ again. th;t the impact of the behavioural
manipulation, is more completely reflected in the
\subjects' compérafive'aSSeSSments of the two ieéders.
- In this énalysis,.the Policyltreatment main effects are

significant. Subjects exposed to the unpopular policy

lection 'Ofi the target ‘leader tend 'to attribute
greater relatiééilimportance to the target than do
subjects ‘expdseq;fﬁo .the bopular policy selection.
Differences inf,‘attributed 'importance‘ beﬁweén "the
Achievement conditions are not si nificant. .

Summary tables’rélevant to the motivational

hypotheses are presented in Tables 7.12 and 7.13. The
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patterns are similar ‘in"bcth tables (Polarity and
Nature of Moti&ational_Attfibutfbn), and in both parts
of each  table (Target and Target—Nontargat'
Differences). There are. significant main effects for
the Polfcy context manipulation, Hand_f no other~
significaht effects. .Thusfsubjects in the out-of-role

behaviour group (Unpopﬁlar Policy condition) are
'significan*ly more extreme °*in their attributions of
mot1vat101, in addltlon, policy group dlfferences in
the welght1ng of the a1ttu1stlc motlve are s1gn1flcant
inathe predicted direction. |
| In Table-7.14,‘an analysis of mean attitude
éssgssments‘_ on  the Anti-Labour issue reveals no .
s1qn1f1cant differences "for eitlfer factor whether
subjects ars' rating the 'targst leadér aloné,' or
comparat1vely rat1ng the tarcet and. nontarget leadérs
on this dimension. . .

| Finaliy, in Table 7.15, the summary analysis
pertalnlng to subJects' vot1ng behav1our is displayed.

ez

We' predlcted that - the unpopular policy selection and

the nsnpolltxcal achievemeht contekt would péfmit
subjects to e{gress more certainty in their voting
Judgements, relat1ve to ths 6501ces of those in their
respective compar1son groups. i

- The analyses of wvariance indicate no
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significant effects in subjects’ voting for the two
parties involved. However, -in leader voting, the

anelysis indicates both a significant Policy treatment

main effect, and -a significant interaction effect’

<between the two factors. =

The pattérn of differences apparent in Figure
7.4 paralleis those found iﬁ.Figure,7.3. That is, the
main effect for the Poiieyvmanipu}étion is due almost
exclusively to Policy -group differenees in the

Political Achievement condition. In addition, the

interaction effect ;Pdicates that the directional

impact of the Achievemént manipulation depends on Athe

. nature. of " the policy.seen to be‘adopted by thé‘tétget

1eeder.'if'the popular policy is seen to be adopted,

those ekposed to ‘the nonpolltlcal achfever manifest -

greater certalnty in thelr leader vot1ng dec151on. If,
on the other hand, the unpopular policy is seen to be
adopted; the reverse. pattern of Yoting certalnty

obtains.

Discussion and Conclusions

In designing this experiment, we were

attempting to re-test the "martyrdom®™ and "Eisenhower"

hypotheses. The results of the experiment -provide

9]
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fairly strong support for the fcrmer, and’ very little
for the latter. o

) - In the k”martyrdom" hypdtheéis,.we prediciéd
that a political ieadér's sélection of an unpopular
policy vrafhér than a popular oné would convey more
information to Subjects " and permit them to make
strongei"inferences "about the 1eadert Although we
found no'qualitative‘Bifferences in'grocp profiles of
the . target, there was considerable evidence to suggest
that subjecté'exposed to the’unpopclar policy selection
tended to make stronger inferences about the ﬁarget.

Specifically, subjects in the unpopular policy

condition tended to make stronger igferénces about ’the
dynaﬁism of the target, and about hié character prOfiie
overall. : They tended to make stronger attrlbutlons of .
motluatlon to gxplaln hlS pollcy selec 1on. They tended
- to attr;BEE;/creater importance to the target; and they
exhlblted'greater certainty of their vobiaq decision
when given é. choice between the two ;eaderé. As
additionally implied in the "martyrdom" h&bothesis,
subjects in the Unpopular Policy condition attributed a
more altru1st1c motlve for the target's policy
seléction than did subjects in the Popular Policy:
condition. ‘ N ‘

' = } Lo
Contrary to expectations, those in the
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Unpopular .Policy .condition did not attribute a stronger
anti-labour attithdé to the targeﬁ 1eader,inoé_éid-they‘
exhibit more certainty in choosing bétween _the two
politicéllparties. ‘ - |

Régarding the latter of these failings, it may
.be the case thaé stronger inferences about thé leaders
;ffect Ehe certainty of one's preference between the |
‘leaders, but 'do Sot affect the ;Certainéy of one's
overall voting pfeference aé reflected- ind the Jparty
choice. If this is tru_e,; it does not ‘di_sc'redit the
basic "martyrdom" hypothesis, but it does suggest a
'moré bompiex relatiqpéhfp bééween candidate impreésion
'and’voting prefergntei ;

However, it seems more likely that this 1lack
dfn significant difference simply . reflécts thé
arti%iciality of the voting exercise ‘i; this
experiment. ~ That is,ﬂéubjects'may not have identified
parties with:leaders as ciosely here as they do in real
election situé;ions.- Thus |, .Vthe . &ransfer" or
generalization effect was not achieved. o
| The_absenée of significaht‘diﬁferences'&etween

the policy context groups in estimates of the target's

anti-labour or anti-strike attitudelvis difficult_ to

explain, It may ‘be that subjects in both groups are

willing to accept the policy selection as an expression
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of the target's personal attitude, but thatv they' are
willing to make additional inferences about the
character of the ﬁarget only . wﬁen the selection
involves pfob;bie negative consequences for the actor.
Our predictions from  the ”l "Ei§enhoweg“

hypothesis were similar to those tested above; we

predicted that subjects informed of a éfior'aChievement

of a politfcal'leader woqld géih. pre . information and
make strongerv-inférénces ab“ khe leader if the
aéhievement were set in a nonpol al context rather
than in a polﬁfical one. As in the fxrst admlnlstratlon
of th1s experlment, we found very llttle support for
these—hypotheses; ,

o There werg' no signi{iéant"Achievement main
effects aégbss,the entire range of dependent variables.
ﬁhile there were a number of interaction effé;ts,ﬁthese.
ﬂseemed largelyt to’ reflect fhe,differehtial impa¢t of
the dnpopular Poiicy selection in -the Political and
Nonpolitfc;l Achievement‘conditions.

In our analy51s of the results of the prev16us
C "E1senhower experlment, we suggested that the accoh;t
of the' target leader's nonpolltxcal achlevement
followed by his seiéction of an overtly "political"

campaign poiicy may have ‘created an _ambivalent

‘impression among subjects. We _suégested that this

Q-
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‘ambxvalence effect mxght explaln the relat1ve lack of

atttlbutlonal dlstlnct1veness in .treatment ‘group -

'_1mpress1ons of the target leader.
- The relevant data in’ this: experlment do not
support our g_gt ;hgg 1nterpretat10n."Although the
lefferences are in most cases nct 51gn1f1cant the
comb1nat101 of nonpolltlcal achlevement and "political;
'(popular) campa1gn ~policy tends_io produceVStfonge;,
‘.not' veaker, .attr1butiOnsf'than the comblnatlon of
pclitical vachievement and “politicai" campalgn policy

Thuéf~ou§ findings in thls exb&rlment are  quite

L

] different - from those 'of \the - origingl "Eisenhower" "

hexper1ment | 5
Carefnl exam1nat1on of the 1nteract1on effects

prov1des a poss\ble 1nterpretat10n for the -pattern of
"flndlngs in th1§ exper1ment Spec1f1cally, it may.be
that- the Achlevement centext' manlpulatlon “ created
unanticibateé 'effects. It may be ‘that the nonpolltlcal
fachieVerAwas seéhoas a nonpol1thal actor as well That

is, ‘subjects may have . selzed upon the fact that he was

Q9

5

a nov1ce to pollt1cs, and may therefore have evaluated

-

hlS actlons at face value rather than agalnst 2 set of
’polztlcal expectations. ‘
Th1s Vlntefpretatibn would account fdr the

Y e ' - -
.> ‘ N - . . N ; . J 3 £
!

- ad Qferentlal 1mpact of the Pollcy man1pu1at1on in ‘the

N
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. N D \ b
“two- Achievement cOndltlons. “ In the ‘Political
(" . N .

oy

Achievement condition, subjects' would perceive- the

target as a "veteren of party politicsfg and evaluate
S -

hlS subsequent pol1cy selectlon egalnst the ”norms 7of

the polltlcal role. Thus those exposed to the unpopular

pol1cy selectlon would tend to ga1n more information

from the behav1our than those exposed to the poPular

policy selectlon.'

In the Nonpolitical Achievement ~condition%

however, subjects would tend to see” the target. as a

I

newcomer to pol;t1cs, " ang would tend to hold weaker‘

. L . - L /,’,‘ -
expectations about his subsequent behav1our. As a

consequence, we ‘would notf necessarily expect the -

B

than the popular pollcy selectlon.

On the other hand we mlght expect both Pollcy

| condltlons 4n the Nonpolltlcal Achlevement context to

’convey‘}ﬁore- 1nformat10n than “the. .Popular Pollcy

“ '):‘QY ! 3 e

condition 1n the’ Polltlcal Achlevement condltlon. That'

Lo

1s, as in the flrst,exper1ment reported in Chapter' V;r
wWQ?fwould expect the popular pol1cy selectlon in the
ePol1tlcal Ach1evement cond1t1on ‘to 'be discounted as a
source 'of'information, whrle both-polrcy selectlons in.

“the NonpoliticalT—Achievement condition would‘ not -

necessarily 'be discounted. Although the differences

)

'unpopular policy selectlon to convey more ~information -
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were seldom significant, we can see from the_'graphed

interactions 'in this chapter that the differences are

in the predlctedfdlrect1on.

-

If this 1nterpretation is ‘correct, we must

conclude ' that the "ElsenhOWer" hypothesis has not been
'adequately ‘tested here. ATo do so would requ1re

A‘ellmlnatlng the Policy behav1oura1 data altogether from

)

‘the ~scehario, or would requrre arterlng_the history of

the target leader 'to'bensure that - he appears as a
"veteran”,tO]both grofips. R

‘ :Hoeever, this interpretation enhances the
tenahilityfof*th; "martyrdom"'hYpothesis for it leadsb

us to seek ev1dence of the effect only in ‘the Political

' Achlevement con@1t10n.~ Con51der1ng both main 5and

1nteract10n effects, then, we ‘can - conclude that',the

hypothe81s_f1nds c0nsiderab1e support‘here., o
T &
It is .not entlrely clear why ‘the results of

'thls exper1ment dlffer from those reported ina the

wprev1ous chapter. In large part, }hey d1ffer from those

¢

-of ' the or191na1 "martyrdom’ experlment only by degree.

Thus the repllcatlon .yields a much clearer pattern 'of

.e.;

flndlngs. , ‘ia”u”‘?

“} Althouéh‘“we can only speculate about the

-

reasons for Qh1s enbanced clarlty, we did make a number-'

of minor changes , increase the ,reallsm~aof 'éﬁe'

' & - @
- : v K T o
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NG

M‘hypothetical system. Among other things, we made minor

«©

“the Achlevement context man1pulations.~

changes to the target leader's descriptive profile and

to the news item describind’his policy piatform. Thus

the d1fferences may be attr1butab1e to a more effectlve‘

l$

scenarro and manipulation.. On the other hand they may

be due to differences in the political U&ﬂterest of

subjects in the twof

‘ BN I '
the second administrationKé%%fessed‘greater 1nvolvement

-~

‘in the situetion, and that,féweerf these people made

incorrect leader—pdﬁicy associations.

‘The differences between these results and the.

-original "Eisenhower" experiment are more difficult to

[ . . °

the scenarios used‘in the two administrations are not

- great enough to account for the dlfferentlal 1mpact of

o

" TwO otner poss1ble reasons mlght be suggested

‘Flrst, the dlfferences may 51mply reflect differences

in = the subject pools - d1fferences inlypdlitical

interest, polltlcal culture or the _polltical climate

at ,the time of - the ‘admlnistratiohé Second, the
differences may be due to chance. We note that in

neither , eXperiment were . the. patterns consistently .

sighificant In the repllcatxon, no Achlevement context

' ma1n effects were statlstlcally s1gn1f1cant, while in

18

,/’,

’?ﬁe noted that subjects in

xplain. Onhlthe sur fage .at least,-the_differenceé,in ”
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pynamism factor composition

W .
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the original experiment, the 'éatte:n of significaﬁt
findings was not sufﬁicientiy consistent to pérmit an

unequivocal conclusion.

™

AN

™

Notes

-

1./?Cbmputation of factor scores involved averaging

‘,sﬁbject‘;atings for all traits with a loading of -at

least .45 on the factor in question. The exception to
this rule, as noted in the text, was on the® third
factor where the scales hard-soft and rugged-delicate

_were not included in this -factor, despite their

loadings above .45. Factor scaléacompositions are list
below. - - i ) -

¢

A

powerful-powerless
fast-slow DR
bold-timid : . :
_acttve-passive T _ -
sharp-dull ) .
committed-uncommitted

‘hard-soft :

rugged-delicate

B
N ;3':

Al
RIA 3N

Evaluative factor composition .
"~ . trustworthy-untrustworthy
honest~dishonest ‘
-good-bad
sincere-insincere
. ~unselfish-selfish =

Intenseness factor composition
tense-relaxed ’
-gmotional—unemotional



CHAPTER VIIf

Summary and Conclusions

In the extant voting literature of recent:
. years, researchers have consistently identified the
candidate factor as a potent source of ' short- term
variation in votlng behav1our. Despite this attentlon,
our understandlng of the candidate's 1mpact appears to
be somewhat less than complete. | |

g ‘ Spe01f1cally,' preva111ng polltlcal models of
informatlon processxng fail to account for the orlglns
of personal 1mage content that is not related to’the
manifest polltlcal propert1es of the candidate, or to
rthe voter's affective reactlon to those propertles..

_In short, our models prov1de l1tt1e gu1dance
in understandlng a Liberal supporter's v1ew of P1erre
Trudeau as arrogant and 1n51ncere,»or a Conseratlve

supporter's: vieh of doe - Clark as .meak | and
'untrustworthy. ‘Slnce these klnds of perceptlons appear
at times to play a significant role in determining
voting beg@viour, they warrant add1t10nal theoret1cal

and emp1r1cal attentlon._ o 'f’

In this thesis, we have' adopted a somewhat’
different theoreticai approach to the problem of

cand1date 1mage formation. Brlefly summarlzed, we have

concered - of image format;on in' terms of ‘person

246
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perception processes, and have drawnlupon some of the
relevant soc1a1 psychological 11terature in this area )
to enhance our understand1ng of candldate perceptxon.l
On the ‘one hand, the approach proposed her
/allows for so-called “percelver determlned" aspects of
| the 1mage. In the person perceptlon literature, much
attentlon has been glven to thé processes through whrch

perceivers employ 11m1ted trait information about an
. actor as a ba51s for additional trait 1nferences. These
theorres -of :soc1a1 stereotyping, and of 1mp1icit

- > theories of personalrty would seem to be very | useful
for understandxng the apparent organlzatlon of much
image content around a number of 'sallent
‘foc1o-pollt1ca1 propertles or the candldate.

. Onﬁ the other hand, the approach suggests an
account of 1nference processes that may help to explaln
the presence of apparently 1ndependent image content.
Attribution theory. in person perception suggests ‘a
/means by which inferences about the character of an

1>.actor might‘ube drawn from an analygis of the actor's
vbehav1our._ - z

In thls thes1s, we have Aemployed attribution

theoryl assumptlons as the basis

: proposal
regardlng candidate 1mage formatron. SQQ?ifrcally, we

have suggested vthat the 1ndlv1dua1 voter seeks
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information about the underlylng dispositional nature
of the candldate'.in order to»'comprehend a rather
important causal agent within his ‘political
environment, while leader actions might serve as useful
: reflectlons 'of this disp051tlona1 ‘nature, we have
suggested_ thatb.norms commonly associated with the
political rofe\ would .tend to " render amblguous any

1nferences .drawn from such behavioural analyses. )

This devaluatlon of - behavioural data as a
basis for character 1nferences may help to account for
the apparent 1mportance of the candldate S demographlc
.and group assoclatlons as.cue traits for the percelver.
By 1mplicat10n, it may herp us tq understand as well
the COﬂdlthnS under whlch $cand1date behaviour_ may
yield more useful character 1nformat10n. In general, we
might expect the usefulness of the act to 1ncrease when
.the' polit1ca1 norm of opportunlsm can be rejected as a
plau51b1e reaé%n for the action. »

The-proposal has not been exhaustiveiy tested

"in this thegls. Rather, our defence of its tenablllty -

has been based on two kinds of arguments.

P;rst, we have attempted to‘ show that"the,
. proposal .1s not 1ncon51stent with reported findings in
the current porrtlcal llterature. There is reasonably

strong evldence' that voters regard the personal
’ f’ . ;o '
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characteristics of leadership candidates as important
consiéerations: there is convincing evidence}_as Well,
that voters often rely on the demographic and group
prdperties’ of candidates asfbéées for’their character
inferences.'

‘To be sure, there is no comparable support in
the 1literature for the core of the proposal pertaining‘
to the parameters of  behavioural anainis.
Neverthéless, we have adrgued that there is some
- inairect or circums;antial support  for- this .acccunt;
MOreoVer, we have tried to demonstrate ;hat .this'

‘account complements and, in some respects, parallels

“ s

séme recent theo:tical develépments in the wvoting
literature. , B

' Second, our empirical test of the prop;éal has
“centred almost exclusivgly on the¢ éenability of two
generai ‘hypotheses régarding the perceiver‘s'analysis
of political behayiour,'We have tried to demonstrate,
fifst, that qonventibnal in-role behaviour is lafgély
uninformative as a source of character ;nferepces;
secﬁnd,, we havqf attempfed to show that out-of-role
behaviour by é political actor is-more informative ‘in
this,regard thaﬁ‘the same actor's corresponding in-rblg'
behaviou;. | |

-, To ‘test the first‘ﬁyppthesis, we‘désignéd an
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experiment in which subjécts read a hews itém reporting
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ah i{ndividual's public address to a uhion gathering.
. We mahipulated ~ both- the  role 6£ the speaker
(political/nonpolitical). ahd the amount of behavioural
aata~tevea1ed abqg} him (neutralypartlsan behav1our).

| As expected, we fbund that subjects exposed to
.the honpolitical speaker were able to make better use

of addltlonal behav1oura1 inférmation than Subjects

N exposed to ‘the paolitical Epeaker. That is, there were

eéﬁsiderably more 51gh1f1cant dszerenees betwéen the
éhétaeter ptofiles .of the partlsan and neutral grqups
within the héhpblitiéal:épéékér- éondition ‘than ‘there
were between partisan and 5eutra1 groups within the
paiiEieal épéakér‘ééﬁdiﬁion. |

“However, it was ﬁéé the case, a8 predicted,
that these éxpéséd to6 the political Speaker éhtirély.
diécouhted the aédlt1enal behav1eural data, Apparently,
the additional patt1san behavzour did alter their
1mpr§SSibhs of the aétoi S6mewhat. This findihg
‘suggeéts tﬁafjpbiitiéai béhaViéui éan have an impact én
impresszon formation even though i; éonforms 1largely
with nermative expeetatzons. As aigéusséa'in ehapéer
111, a number of attributlbn feseaféhers - have ‘'hoted a
éiMllar téndenéy fér beéhaviour to engulf the field,

regardless of constraints, in judgements of Ehe actor's
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attitudes. ‘

Although the- golitical behaviour was not
entirely diécounted, we regard the pattern of”findings
in thigiexperiment to be'generally supportive. of our
theofetical' proposal. Besides the différénﬁial impact
of thé behaviour within thé nqnpolitical and the
political épéaker cohditidns,‘ we fohnd‘ differenéés
betweén thé political and,nonpoliticalvgroups.in theif
pe:ceptions. of‘the speaker's;ingenuéusness. Congistent
‘with our assumption ‘regarding 'oppottuﬁism *as | a
political norm, subjects exposedjto the speakér as a
honpolitician tended to see him as more ingenuous than :
those exposed to him as a politician. |

- This diffe:ence was replicéted in subjects'
comparisons of real political and nonpolitical Canadian
publi;i figures. Using judgements of éincérity and‘
Erustworthiness as reflective of\'ingenuousdess, we ﬁ
'foungza highly consistent pattern 6f-response in which
the noppolitical figures were invariably _seen as
relativély more ingenuéus.

To test the second hypdthesis, Qe deSighed two’
exper iments, each'manipulating the in or out-of-role
context of a political action; In the "martyrdom".
experimeht, we attemptéd to show tha£'“an out-of-role

o ’

- policy selection by a political 1leader (unpopular

+
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poliey) would convey to subjects more dispostional

information about the leader than‘an-identical policy
,geleetionvthat:was seen to be in-role (popular policy) .

In the "Eisenhower” experlment’ we hypothesxzed that a

.

pr1or\ Qpblxc 'service accompllshment by a polltlcal

TTrh——

leader would generate‘stronger dlspos1t10nal inferences
2

about him whed the aecompllshQEEF“W§s—~set a time

before hlS{ entry = into poliﬁics (out—ei:igle

achievement) rather than during his political caree?\\\\\\\\\\
" (in-role achievement). - , .

In general, the results from the”"martyrdom“

‘exper iment were suggestlve only: anda those from the
"Eisenhower" .experiment . falléa to support . our
hjbdthesee. | ) | |

| In,the martyrdom ~experiment, oyr initial
enalysisﬁwrevealed that the popular/unpopular context

manipulation surrounding the ‘target: leader's policy

. selection

ffected attributions of motivation for
the selection, any had affedted subjects' ‘evaluations
off/&he target 1beder. However, it did not affect the

stfength of inferences made, nor did it. affect the

causal’ impor tance ascribed to the target leader.

Seco . analyses of ,'target—nontargei leader
differenceé\ig\iifi:i\%olarity and importance shggested
that the impact Ege;manipulation was more clearly
expressed4in’tﬁese comparat ive-measures.

—
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: o
In the "Eisenhower"™ experiment, however,%the
few significant differences observed between the groups

were opposite in direction to those predicted. Subjects

exposed to the in-role poliéical aﬁhﬁ£vement gave the

. & S
target a more positive evaluation|and aseribed greater

importance to him. All other dr%ferences were not
significant. ‘

Both ‘experiments were replicated i;}er minor
changes nad been made to enhance the JeffectineneSS of
fthe manipulations. The reSults.of4these replications
' were sUpportive of the "martyrdom® hypothesls, but’ not
of the "Eisenhower"” hypothe51s. |

1

In the "martyrdom" replica;igg, it is clear -
, - > .
that the out-of-r ~unpopular policy selection

. ' ’ O
permitted subjects to - make gen

inferences regarding the character

~.,

the target political leader. Some of these dlfferences,4
however, were expressed jointly in ratlngs of bet? the
target and nontarget 1ead°rs. o

In the replication of . the "Elsenhe,fzj

- experiment, the impact 'of the achievement context

. manipulation, weak at best, was seen to ,depend oq %ih&g”cf “

e

pattern of frnd .ngs led us to question the valldi%-

popular1ty of the target's pollcy selectxona

our manipulation. in this case. Specxflcaﬁix ﬁﬁé
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Suggested that the achievement manipulation may have

involved 'unant1c1pated effects regarding the political

or nonpolltxcal role of the target. In th1s case,

.group differences could be attr1guted to more than the

Our experlments_zwere de81gned prlmarlly to

. Yy,
examine the tenablllty of our operat10nal assumptions

in applying an attrlbutlon approach to political

. phenomena, Neverthefess, he f1nd1ngs mlggt also be

évaluated in terms 'of what they suggest h about~‘

(£
attrlbutlon theory in general Coa g& M“

First, AQe conclude that,* for the most> part,

-

&?e~exper1mental results lend ‘addltlonal credence to
%

the“ dlscount1ng pr1nc1p1e in attrlbutlon theory. 'In

the first experlment the design was such as to prov1de

al falrly direct test of - the Principle. The f1nd1ngs

from thls research suggest that whlle the behav1our was

o

not enlrely dlscounted in the presence of a plau51ble
external .explanatlon, it seemed to yield fewer
additional 1nferences about the actor than when the
‘plaus1b1e external explanation was absent‘

In the  second _ experiments and . thelr

a

replications, . the dlscountlng pr%nc1ple was tested only

v -7 ¢ [

a
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 in{%a -relative sense. That‘ is,'there was no control
'grouo }n-these experihénfs that dxd ~not recgeive ithg

;behav1oura1 data. Ev1dence of relatlve dIScountlng is

‘ found 1n comparlsons of the 1nferences made by in and

,'out-of role/behav1our groups. _

| 'gIn general,, these éxée?imen%alyﬂreéults aré

cons1stent w1th -a dlscount1ng intérpretétion. in thg{

"martyrdom”  experiments, - for ' which motivational

perceptions are. ‘available; cwe vfouhd that yfbe.

L

out-of-role. béha#iour,_led to?a\clearer‘peroeption of

_the actor's ‘motivation fo spfehaving, and led to

‘stronger 1nferences‘ generally about the character'of
-the actor.‘ Comparab1é3 data in the "Elsenhower
'_exper1ments regardlng attrlbuted motlvatygy for. the in’

and out-of role achlevements wer$ not collected. ‘

To data ‘also lend - some support 'to‘ the
aosumption 1mp11c1tw at least in ‘the Jones aﬁh‘bavis‘f
-model (1965) that a strong 1nferenoe ‘ooncerniﬁg tha
;,presencg {of a_‘characéér trait 'enhances the cauSal
signficance aSstiafed»withrfhe actor.

In the latter four experlments, we found that -

ER -

;group dlfferences 1n attrlbuted 1mportance of the actor.

2

Qendéd’ to mlrror dlfferences in the extremlty of trait

W

. attributions made *  about him.  In the orxginal

_'martyrdom"' and, "Eisenhower " experimehts, ‘the linear



e
D)

. 256°

i E S

.. correlation between overall extremityl‘spd attributed
causal®™ importance was highly .signiicant in the

-

- predicted direct1on (r=.39, pg.001).  pifal¥milar
relatlonshlp between these Qariablesfwas ¢ led for
L )

L

the two repl1cat10ns (r=.49, p <. 001)
' The correspondence model developed by Jones
and Davis (1965) deals w1th the relatlonsh1p between an

act and a. speC1f1c dlsp051t10n of the actor. For the

o,

most part, we have ‘not tested thls model d1rectly for

- to '604%50 would requlre prior »speclf1cat1on of the

s Re

inferred . causal dispositions. -~ Since we were “not

f

usually in..a“fposition to make thls klnd of speC1f1c
pred1ctlon, we .chose to use as our pr1mary dependent_'
var1ables, global indlces of 1nformat10n level.
Nevertheless, - in three of the five
experiments,pthere is at least one attrlbute for which
"we: might make this ‘klnd of pred1ct1on. In the first
‘:experiﬁent, we suggested p f1ve ’ spec1f1c ,tralt
,Ettributions that mlght be affected by the behaviour'
,man1pu1;t1on At the very least, ‘the’ correspondence-
model would 1ead us  to expect fewer behav1our ‘group
dlfferences in’ these attrlbutlons in- the polltlcal role
group, relat1ve to the nonpol1t1ca1 role group. Wh1le;
'1t is dlfflcult to compare "the magnltudes of behaVLour
o

group differences, the data presented prev1ously in

J ‘ 4“@ ' l.}{
K

4 v "

hd
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_ | 7 Py
’Table 5.6 reveal virtually ilentical ¢ patterns of

- d1fferences across all attrrbutxons but that d&ncernlng

o w?
target partlality That is, the 1mpact of the behaviour

‘manlpulatxon on_the correspondence of these 1nferences -

gwaSV not 'apﬁarently less “in the” gol1t1cal role

4

'condition; "While there are_ a- number of reasons

unrelated ‘to the-,correspondence model that mrght'

account for this falled predlctlon, the fact remalns

2 . . o

‘that  the correspondence model receives no direct

"-support from thls test

\

subjects were aaked to estimate ’the targetvleader's

*personal" attltude on the rlght to str1ke issue. Slnce

‘the policy context man1pulat1on pertalned to thls issue

4

directly, we nlght pred;ct a ' more correspondentk

_inferencé' cbncernxng ‘this attitude in each of the

out—of—role contexts. e ' T vﬂ%

T

As reported in Chapters VI and VII

\

no sxgn1f1cant group% dlfferences ‘in‘ this

'}attribﬁtron in enther _experiment. There were also no

‘significant group differences = when target nontarget

b ]

leader' differences were compared;‘The;magnltude of ally

group ratlngs on th1s varlable suggest that;‘regardless

)

of the popular or unpopular context of‘ the seiection,

‘sub]ects perceived the anti- -strike or, anti-labour

: - B . i} .
. In both of the "martyrdom” experiments,,

there were -

att itau"ée.

[l
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policy  as an expression of ‘the leader's  personal

attitude.

While previous attitude_attribution\research

might lead us to expect that subjects in the in-role.

‘condition would tend to make some therences from the.

policy selection, we:would not ordlnarlly expect such

attributions to be proximate ‘in magnitude to those of

the'out-of—role COndition. Thus we must conclude ‘again

’that the correspondence model receives no support fromr

o

these d1rect tests.

Certainly, we do‘notfclaim that ourlefforts-in

' considerably more modest. \,ﬁ _ .
| Fzrst, we belleve that the person ‘perception’
Sliterature' can tell us - a good deal more about the
dynanlcs of candldate 1mage Format1on than we presently,’

know. Indeed the persan perceptlon approach appears to}“

-

~~jaddress dlrectly some -Of the ‘more press1ng questlonSQ

currently belng asked by students of votlng behaV1our.'

Hopefully, this thesis represents a @step toward the

application of relevant theory tdé&hese concerns. .
5 .

To ‘this end, we have suggested an approach to

the examlnation of image formatlon that allows for both
z@ -

"regarding ~candidate image, formation. 'Our claims are
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- co2s9

'perceiver-determined" and Fstimulus—détermined”

aspects of the image. Although the proposal at this

.’poinq is little more than a skeletal outllne, it

appears to conform generally to the contours op extant,

p011t1Ca1 f1nd1ngs, while problng into areas hitherto

1gnored in the traditional theoretlcal 11terature.
»Secondly,_|we have dlscussed and attempted to

apply one duite limited account -~ of attribution

“processes ‘to"the"perception of political candidates.

The correspondence‘§f§ount of attrlbutlon, suggested by

Jones and Davis (l§65), numbers among its virtues both

a theoretical -simplicity, and an.established body of

relevant research.  We beliévev,that ‘the account - is

.‘)

highly - relevant to  the Circumstances - commonly
s rroundlng the percept1on oF polzt1cal cand1dates.

However, 1ts virtue of 51mp11c1ty is also itS-

',limitatlon. The~>account is lxmlted to the behavaoural-

G

_ana1y51s of ‘ope actlon at one p01nt in time. Certalnly,

e}

" not all of our- percept1ons of candldate behav1our are
.isolated in this manner . Subsequent theoretical
..development oEIOUr proposal must entail the use of more

_ c0mplex, but more . flekible _attribution models that

eencompass ;ﬁthe analys1s of 1mu1tiple instances ;of'v

fbehaviour. Kelley's recent dlscu351on - of causal .

"schemata (1972) appears prom151ng in thlS respect.
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Finally, we have endeavoured to provrde some

empirical evidence d@ ;the.. tenabllity , of / thlS

appllcatjon. The experimental programme was de51gned to -

demonstrate the relevance of ,speciflc attribution

pr1nc1ples to our understandlng of perceptlon patterns

in the polltlcal env1ronment. The choice of

»experimental-design has permitted' us to 'maintain a

degree - of control over 1nformat10n and context not

Possible in more natural observatlon 81tuat1ons. .,

“F’»Wh11e this choice of design has, we believe,

: enhanced the internall validity‘ of our argUment, we -
recognize that this quality has vbeen bought at the'“
prlce of‘some external va11d1ty. The generallty of ourm

f1nd1ngs are- 11m1ted in two rather 1mportant respects.il

Flrst, _as noted prev1ously, the Judgements of

- our subJects are- based only on a very limited exposure;

to the pol1t1cal candidates. We vrequ1re'additional

informatlon‘ regardlng the »1mpact of behav1our on

‘Judgementg over a longer duratlon -of exposure.
: _

Second godr : laboratory sxmulations were
designed to av01d the intrus1on of ubJects' part1san

6139051t10ns 1nto the judgemental task Clearly, then,

we requ1re addltlonal data gathered in’ cxrcumstances.

where this varlable is not controlled before applylnq

’

~our findlngs to a real polltlcal system., Spec'flcally,‘w_

e
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we would want to 'assess the degree of 'facilitative

J , "’

distortion“ \Fa%§§§sf2by partisan dispasitions\‘“in?ff ;
a

ar

judgements oﬂ v

r

}¢Wh11e dbnes and hlS colleagues have suggested that

ous out-of role political behaviours.

"fac1litative distortion"'in these circumstances ?is‘”a’

function of the ambiguity of the behavioutal ana1y31s,

additional .research vis'-requ1red tOj understand heht

‘significanc f “'this - perceptual phenomenon ?in‘ 5[4
political S tting.'-% '“‘i figf:i ‘,{ifafﬁ;.tj?;?:’

. " an areaffor tuture fesearCh that has been

\ almost: en'irely' 1gnored 1n the theoretical treatment

here conce ns the linkage between trait attribution apd

subsequent be:jyiour.!That is, under what 01rcumstances

./ will the ttr bution a quality to a candidate affect

s

-the perce ver s VOh'ng behav1our? Ini our' empirical

.analysis ,?W included sone data based “on the vote ¥A

.7 Asi} noted f,inff@th Introduction, "-'"have-
intent_onally excluded a theoretical -con81deration of

i,thej,dnature this linkage because itv,.adequate
tréa?&ent would@ take into quite diffe:ent :
(be Gy e

v

Ven 5theoretical territory}v‘andiiwoﬁld tequire a~good deal ;f>
m #

theoretical attention th” we wowld _he able —to.._‘v"‘

’i

' 917 it.“_ Neventheless,? wg;recognize that until thlS f%i#

2

y Sl el S Mg

v T X s A, R
o e e e
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s

linkage is. spec1f1ed the underly;ng purpose for our

efforts in thls‘ thesis remains unfulfilled

N

. -
T g
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Th° purnose of th1s study is to investigate how -

oplé ?orm impressions of other peonle.“There are two quite

parate and. unrelated parts$ to the study. The instructlon
fwr eomple*ihg each part should be self‘-explanatory._1 ’

N Proceed through this booklet one page atnr ugttme.
'Once _you - have completed a page, go or to the nexts

'the bookleb as y u work. s o -.&(5\

Ai _,3‘.

cdo-operaticn, Please be as
you can.‘ B }15 TR '

Please do not "ask any, QU°St10nS .and do not consult
with your ,neighbcurs.' We - are not 1ntere%ted oin-. cyour. .-
nider»ity, .80 ‘there is no need to write ‘your. ﬁame on the '
booklet. The sucgoess of this iﬁgdy depends heav11y on - your

nest and as conscientious as‘”

Tpre, but . L
ie s 1mpo'tant t you do not leaf back and fo;thgsmhroughé
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In this part of ‘the s'udy,‘wL will'ﬁrésnnt a news

. item describlng a person with whom you are unramiliJr._Raad

- the news 1tem carefully several times, and attﬂmpu ;m a

 mental picture of thy. individual 1hyOlVed You may- *JN@

- much timz as you want.

S . w oy e e o
,‘l . Once  you  feel that. you. havc formed ’thﬂlngSt
B mplete impression possible. frcm the news item, % oy, to
" Bhe next page, but dc ol look back ug@in.t There we"will* ask
~ Yau to deseribe  the” person onba set of ratlng scales. Th"~;

5 scales tako the; _filow1ng form ' Sk 7 .
‘.’-%@q;ﬂ g o . . . . . ' . " Y s S .
i N Bnautiful E : -.':“%- : bl it a o rougly

;w.ﬂct Confldent : S RIS L;‘: Vn?y Cor

‘ideﬁf
E On thﬂ flrst scale in °ach pair, yOU are 3sk°d to*’
tate. the 1nd1v1dua1 on. tha adJectkye dimersion 1n question

(in this case, Baautlful -Ugly). Place a checkmark “i®. the

"scule interval that bnst reflecus your m‘*tul plcture of thn.

1nd1v1dual*

On the ~ se@cohd scale in es h p31r (ﬂot Corfident -
vvory Confluent) you. are asked to ‘assess the yonfldenco you ..

‘g,would place 1n the accuracy of your dﬂscrlpuxve Juugem¢nt.

Place a checkmark in the scale interwval that beo;,_reflects

A"ygur fezling cf confidernce 1n this judgenent.

. In the 1ast sectlon of Part I w2 will asx you to

o ,answer scme general. background qUPStIOBS about tho news item

and> about yuurself _ o .

Q ‘hw e You ubay proceed at ‘ your own' opc“d but 1t 1s

1mportant tha you do not leave any questlons blan

Bty -
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%vﬁﬁ‘ﬁbelégaths;to tgg%Prov1nc1al Counc11 of the Mine,
Mﬁﬁbral and omelter*wprkers were addressed last week by Mr.
Kenneth Butte. Mr. .3
C. Federal riding
gathering of unlo
safety in the m1ne$

Mmloops~-Caribeo, chose 1o speak to ‘the
rfflClalS on *the topic of‘lndustrlal

9

L e AmOng other thlngs, Butte talked ‘to delegates abcut :
recent /technologlcai advances in.. the . deyelopmen - of:

’"deep-plt" 'safety’ equ1pment ‘The’ saf@ty i'ssus is: expected

to -+ ‘be a  major borie .of" contention in upcomlng
labour manabement negotlatlons wlthln thn 1ndustry ‘ '

Mr'. But,te; has 3f>e n a re31dent of Br1t.is"1 Columbxaf»

for the past twenty years. Qver that time, he  has followed

-closelya the. course af ‘resource development ir the provxnce;
He recentiy resigned -his sen1or p051t10n4vwith a private-
consultzng firm adv1sing govérnment .and 1ndustry to run full

time in the electlon expeotéd sometlme thls -Summer.
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i ' ,  BUTTE SPEAKS. TO MINERS
‘ neral DS1E33tes to the Provinein Council of the Mine,
“ . Mineral and Smelter Workers were addrcssed'last weex by Mr.

¢Kenhethf‘8utte. Mr.. Butte), a”pcliticalﬂcandidato in the B.
'_'C._Federal.riding'cf‘KamICOpS-Caribgo, c¢hose tc speal tC tha
'kgather{ng ¢l unicn efficials ¢on- the tcpic of industrial
Bafety In the mines. =~ ', . T o DU

’

I Amcng Sther things, Butte talked to delegates about
recent technolcgicall advarices *in  the Ldevclopmont, of
?ﬂ'eep—pit" safety equipment. In . additior,, he  expressed
SLroeng-- support for  labgur's argument that safety Measures
should rnct be treated: as "regctiable fringc benefitsn, Where?
human lives are at'stake{nheLSaid,' it is ~imperative th&t
resourcé vaelcpment Lot cutpace cur ability to prcvide safe
.wbrkingicchditipns. In such Cases, he added, it is betrer: te

“err - cn . the side ¢f caution eVen "at the expense cf some .

'j; grow;h."Thc_sarety issue-is_expéptcdrto be a majcr borie of
o -eontention in;ppccming_labourAm;nagqment neggtiaticns.within
“the industry, S o £ ‘ : ‘

\

Mr. Butte has been 2 resident Cf'Bri;ish‘Cclumbia ;

fc} the,past.twcnty,yéars.”OVer that time, ho has  follcwed
‘closely thc;cqgrsc.oflréSOurcewdevelcpména,in.the pPrevincee,
- He recently resigned his senior poSiticn;.with & privagts

“ccnsulting;ﬁ&%mwﬁ@yibing goquhMentjand:fadustry.tc.run.full

“H.time in’ghéfeleggiqusxpggted'sgmeﬂlmeighig}summerw ,
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=  BUTTE SPEAKS TO MINERS °
o Delegates to-. the Prov1nc1al ‘Council of ¢t

“Kenreth Butte. Mr. Butte, "a member of thi Natiornal Rnsource

Advisory. Council , chose to speak to théﬁgathnrlng of union:

offlcxals on the toplc of 1ndustrlal safety in the. mlnes.

-

Among other thlngs, Butte talknd to delegates about

recéent - teghnolcgical  advances . in the  development of
,"deep—pit“ safety equipment. The safety issue -is expected
to be: a major - bcne of contention in upcoming

1abour-maﬁagemenz/negctiatipns within the industry.
L Mr. But

closely the\cqurse of resource development in the province.

He recently/ resigrned his senior position with a private
corsultlng flrmtadv151ng government and industry to assumne

his present/p051tlon on th1s ’ovornment research bedy.

e

e has been a resident of Britlsﬁ Columbia
-~ for the past/twnnty years. Over that time, he has followed
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the industry.
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BUTTE SPEAKS TO MINERS .
! ~ Deleépgates to the Provincial Council of .the Mine,
Mineral and Smelter Workers were addressed last week by Mr.,
Kenneth Butte. Mr. Butte, a member cf the Nalicr.al Rescurce
Advisory Council, 'chose -to spzak to the gathering cf union
off1c1a1° or. the topic of industrial safnty in the mines.
Amcng cther things, Butte talned tc Jclegates abcut
recent technolcgical advances in the development c¢f
"deep-pit" safety’ equipment. ~In additicn, he oexpressed
streny  suppert for labour's argument that safety measures
should mot be trfcated as "negotiable fringe benefits". dWnere
‘humnan lives are at .stake, he saidj it 1is imperative. thpt
resource develcpmernt nCt\CUtpaCe our ability tc prcv1dc safe
working ccrnditicns. In such cases, he added, it is bett tc
err on the side of caution even at the expense ¢of some
growth., The safety issue is expected to be a majer bone of
contenticn in upcumlng labcur-management negctlatlong w&thln

Mr. Butte has been a resident of British Columbia
for the.past twenty years. Over that time, h2 has fcllowed
closely the coursce of resource develcpment in the province.

He recently resigrned his senicr positior with a private

consulting firm advising gecvernment and 1nduatry Lo assume
his prcsent p051tion ¢n this geverument rcsearch body o
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Jd. : Coneerrln " the union’ dcmandsj ?br wsafer, workln"

ccrnditions' in thn mines, wwjf 1mpre551on do you thlnk Butte | S

~wanted tc convey to hlS audidnce? S ) > -
| | .' _ . R R

THAT HE HAD . 5. .+ THAT HE HAD
WO SYMPATHY = ¢ ¢ Pt 1.t 7, 7t STROHG SYMPATHY

FOR DEMANDS, : . IR -FOR‘DEMANDS, )

. ? ; IR 4 .

2. -0On the same issus of ‘mine safety, hoa mu“h sympathy dbi
you think Butte dctuallx has for the unlon demancs” :

[

HO SYMPATHY @ :_ L s s s e {”' : STRONG SY4PATHY

- ’ : o Wt
T 3. Given Butte's positicn,. and given the.nature of his
audiernce, to what ‘extent was his ‘spesch - ccrsisten cr

iricensistent with what ycu might ordinarily ex nctV )
g p p

o
2

CONSISTEMT ' : | “ f? ©. °  INCONSISTENT
WITH EXPECTATIONS :__ :. &t & wt_- :___:__ .t : WITH EXPECTATION}

Pléasc answer thé follgwing questfops abcbﬁ yddrse}ﬂ,
Age _ (in y?a?é) : SRR : R "‘.Tu ,J\‘;
Sex. Male ?em;ib R (chéék ot.e) | | -
Fééulty enrciled in at W. ﬂ.RU;

A‘.

Citizenship (a) Canadlan .
(b) cther (please spe01fy)

University‘Educatiop (check highest level completed) E .
- L o e ‘ : N Y §
Less than crne year. o

1 year of University -~ - =
2 years cf.University .
3 years of University . ;

. 4 years of University L ' '
Post-Graduate Degree 7 : -

Hocw much interest dc you have 1n politics generally? Check
cne cf the fcllcwing. : U .

Very Interested

) - A
Somewhat interested e
Not very interested
Not at all intercstedi
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- © . part 11/ .

— . - 3

11m1ted pfrinmarily tc cre rcle eontext (fcr ~example, as
teacher, writeér, pclitician ér .athelete). As Q' ccnsequance,
‘it is sometimes difficult to determine, the ‘true' or core
"nature, ¢f the perscrn - to scpardte ‘the man from the rcle he
is occupying. ‘ . o oL ‘

, I“ this part .of the 5uudy, Wwe will rname a number of
publlc figures in Canada, For each individual, we “will ask
ycu toc. describe as best you can your 1mpre551on of the true
nature cf the perscn. :

2
=,

Very oftan, our _expcsure to ancther perscn is

L

The method used, hnre to'record your impressions is.

-similar tc that  .used in Part I. Scales are presented in
pairs. On the flrst SCalG in eac¢h pair, rate the individual
¢ the adjective OlﬂeﬁSth.lndluduEd On the second scale in
each pair, asses yuur fenllng of Cunfldence in the accuracy
cf your judgemern ,

Work falriy qulckly thrcugh »hls part but be suyre
tc complete zll scoles.

\ P " '

[A)



'BOBBY ORR  BOBBY HULL  PIERRE BERTON  PIERRE TRUDEAU  JOE CLARK
. ED BROADBENT v
~ AS
. A PERSON
BOLD : : : : TIMID
" NOT COMFIDENT. : : VERY CONF IDENT
UNTRUSTWORTHY - : TRUSTWORTHY
. . NOT CONFIDENT VERY ,CONF IDENT
SLOW :__ : FAST
NOT CONFIDENT VERY CONFIDENT
PARTIAL : : IMPARTIAL
\'4 X . . A )
NOT CONFIDENT z VERY CONFIDENT.
STRONG WEAK
. — |
. NOT CONFIDENT ; . VERY CONFIDENT
. GOOD : H : BAD
< ‘ ' i
NOT COWFIDENT : : VERY CONFIDENT
PASSIVE :_ % : ACTIVE
NOT COMNFIDENT 2 _ VERY CONFIDENT
DELICATE : ,/r)- RUGGED
'\;\ NOT CONFIDENT VERY CONFIDENT
~ SHARP : DULL.
NOT CONFIDENT VERY COMFIDENT
~ SINCERE : INSTNCERE
NOT CONFIDENT : VERY CONFIDENT
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. How wo Wwould like to ascertain your faelings about |
Lhe three mojor pelitical perties in Conada. |
—— - Three scales { are presented below. Fer cach scale, "-"@
' . please irdicatpk with a checkmark in the appropriate’ o
intervael how much cleser you feel to ornze party e ?
‘rather  than  the cotier, [Be sure tc ccuplaete all
8 threa scales, ’ ' "
. -
LIBERAL PARTY o i ‘' PROG COUSERVATI: ﬁ\
OF CANADA D : : T : : t___ ¢ PARTY 2F CANADA
- < ‘ , _
NEW DEMCCRATIC 3 . LIBERAL PARTY
PARTY OF CANADA : : : : : : - :

OF/CANADA
PROG CONSERVATIVE - : | | "EYW DEMACRATIC
~PARTY OF CANADA s S : oo PARTY OF CAlADY

-~

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FCR YOUR CO-OPERATINN. 'WE AJOULD WELCOME ANY
COMMENTS OR SUSGESTIONS THAT YOU MAY HAVE ABOUT THIS 5TUDY>

]

-~

!
( B



APPENDIX B

ETHE MARTYRDOM AND EISENHOWER EXPERIMENTS
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FOLITICAL FERCEITTGN STUDY - YART 1

The. purpooe of this study ig to ipvestigate how people form
1mpresslono of political oysteﬂo, political organizaticns, and
polltlcal lcaders. To do this,. we ‘'will ask you to "place" your-
self in the isaginary pol;tlcal sjstem that is described on the
‘following pages. In that descripfioo, we will first provide you

) with some bagfground 1nfbrmation zbout the general characterlstics
* of the country Fvie will then describg some recent events in the
country, and talk” aboutﬁthe persons dnd groups lesponsiblo for

 .those evyents. Lo
' !

P
e

All aspects of this country are entirely fictitious. They.

have no counterparts in reality, nor is this relevant to the pur- -,

~

"poses of the study. We wlll noé ask you to make compalisons betueen
“this flctltlous cguntry and any real systems with uhlcb you may be

femiliar. .
/
. i ‘ h
R, You are asked to place yourself in this country in the role
/ of citizen end observer. Absorb the contents of this boo&let to gain

-8 fam1liar1ty with your new aurroundlngs. Although we anticipate .
"that yqu will nehd about fifteen minutes for this part, you may haVe
as much time as you wish to examlne these passages. In completing
this part, it is important that you reflect serloualy on the mental‘
pictures of the things and people you arerreadlng sbout. We are pri-

marily interested in your capac1ty to form impressions.

7 Once you feel sufficlently familier with this new environment,
close thls booklet, set it permanently asude, and go on to the second
booklet. The second booklet ~ Part 2 - w1ll attempt to explore your
1 the first. It is very - ,
*mportant that you do not loek back at tRe first booklet after you

1mpreeslons of the things talked about i

have opened the second one.

Both booklets are deslgned tobge f- explanatoxy. Please do not
aak any questlone and’ do not consult Ulth your nelghbouio We&are not
' ‘concerned atout your 1 entity, eo please do not write your name on
elther ‘booxlet. The’ aucceSS of this study depends, heavily on your °

co operatlon. Please be as honeqt and as consc1ent10u§ as you can.
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THE SITUATION

The country we are asking you to think sbout, called Scanlon,

is an establisfied member of the vd&ib‘€3§munity. Scanlon could be ~

::i?n with a moderetely di-
(4' GOV ! ¥ "'%s had a atable tra.di—‘

.
0

described es a developlng ,'fin

- vergified’ soclel struct
’ U“."‘ R y;%"
tion of-democratié governmby i

Like every country in thisgiﬁaginary world, Scanlon is jost ,
now recovering from a devastating world crieis that has lasted for
four years, During this crisie, the two polltical parties that have
,traditiowallv coxpeted for power, co- operated in a non—partiaan ,
government to help the nation through its troubled times. With the
passing of the crisis, however, the two parties have dissolved their
temporary partnership to compete in the ordinary way.

‘ The two parties, called thevNational,and the Public Actioo
_parties, each achieved a share of success prior to the crisis. While
neither party in the pre-crisis years adopted rolicies that would
anger or mlienate significant sectors of the socfety; each berty hasg
generally been thought to represent or,sympathlze with somewhat, dif-
ferent political intereate. The Publzc Action Paeriy, for example, hes
usually received stronger financial and voting support from the urban-
ized industrial sectors, of the nation. The National Party, on the other’

/ hand, has usually been stronger in the rural aress, and among the
‘auburoan‘middle c{ésseer’One could not say, however, that the party
systeo has been sharply polarized along these lines. Both parties in
velection campaigns have tepded to mage genersl eppeals to the nation

‘as a wvhole, ané vote switching from election to election has not been
uncommon within the electorste. There is po reason to suspect that ‘the

recent crisis has altered any of these aspects of politics in Scanlon.
. . ]

—

With the return to normal times ‘and the calling of an election,
both the National Party and the Public Action Party have held conven-.
tions to select thelr new political leaders for the upcoming electlon
cempaign. The conventlons were competltive and colourful affairs,
‘attracting co 4

(Page 2 - MArtyrdom Experiment - Both Conditions)

iderable media coverags.
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THE SITUATION '

‘ Ny \ N X : ) : o .- '

The country we are asking you to think’ about, called Scanlon,
‘is an established member of the world community.’ Scanlon could. be
deacribed -a8 a developing industrial nation with a moderately di--
versified social 5truoture. Politically, it hae had a stable tradi-

-

tion of demdc;%tic government.

‘ Like every country in thig imaginary vo'rlcl, w Just ,
now recovering from a devastating world crisia that ted for - ;‘4
four. Years. Durlng this crisis, the two political parties that have - t
traditionally competed for power co-Oparated in a non-partiaan

‘ governnent to ‘help the nation through its troubled times. The non-.
partisan governrient was headed by a three men'"Governing Triumvirate" .
comprised of one representative appointed by each of the political
parties, and a third 1ndependent member choaen from the community at
large. It is generally believed that the. brilliant policies pursued

by this "Governing Triumvirate" are the main reason Scanlon has been
able to return to normal functioning faster than any other country in

the vorld. With the recent return to normalcy, however, the non-p&rtiean
government ‘has disbanded so that the two parties can compete in the.

ordinany vay.

v

e two parties, called the National and the Public Action partiee,
each achieved a share of success prior to the crisisy Hhile neither -
party in the pre—crieis Yyears adopted policies that would anger oy -
'alienate significant sectors of the' society, each party has generally
been thought to represent of sympathize with somewhat different political
'intereets. The Public Action Party, for example, has usually received
stronger financial and voting support from the urbanized industrial
sectors of the mation. The National Party, on the other hand, has
usually been stronger in the rural’ereas, and among the suburban middle
dlaesee. Cne could not. say, however, that:the party ayatem has been ’
Bharpky polarized -along theae lines. Eoth parties in election campaigns
have tended to make general appeals to the nation as a whole, and vote

switching .from‘ election to eleotion has not been uncommon within the

(Page 2 - Eisenhower Experiment - Both Conditions)
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_ At the .National Partyﬂconvention,-Auat;n Reld d;feated fhree
other candidates to win the leadership of his party. At 47 years of
ege, Reid brings to ‘the thionnl Party leadership considerable prac-
tical experidnce grined from his business career, and more recently,
from his civil service employmeﬁt.,Reid'S"victory'at the convention -
surprised few political observers. It is generally acknowledged that
his cenpaign for the leadership was the best brganizéd and the most
thorough of the four candidates. Reid has demonstrated frqy‘both his
public addresses and from his private discusaions, that he has the
ability to communicate effectively with rénk”and file party memberaf
and to "mend fences" within the Nationad Party. Both Reid and the
_National Party are confident of success in ‘the coming election.

~ The new leader of the Public Action Party - John Hampfon-Jones
- is a lawyer, aged 44, vith a family background in manufacturing.
Hampton-Jones is a party veteran ‘of tventy years. For twelve of those
years, he was an elected representative, and an ackhovledged member
of the "inmper councils" of the Public Actioh"Party. Although he is
almost unknown outside of political circles, he is apparently well

thought of and p0pular among party membera. In aﬁdition, he was the

candidate favouréd by the executive at the leadership convention.
'Hamptoh-Jdnésvis expected to be a YAIuable asset for the Public‘Action'
Party in the upcoming election. His perfo;mance at’the convention
greétly impressed those who watched him on television as well as those

who observed him in ;Erson.

. (Page 3 - Martyrdom Experiﬁéntl- Both Conditions)
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bldctoraté. There is no reason to suspect that the recent crisis has

altered any of these aspects of ﬁolitica in Scanlon.

With the return to normal times and the calllng of an election.'
both the National Party and the Public Action Part]khave held con-
ventions to select their new political leaders for the upcoming elec-
tion campaign. The cohventians were competitive and colourful affairs,
‘attracting considerable media coverage. T

- At the National Party convention, Austen Rpid defeated thres
other candidates to vip the leadership of his party. At 47 years of
age, Reid brings to the National Party leadership considerable prac-
tical experience ‘gained from his business career, and more recently,
from a career in city politics. Reid's victory at the convention sur-
prised few political observera. It is generally aclmowledged that his
campaign for the leadership was the best organized and the most thorough
of the four candidates. Reid has demonstirated frcm both his public
addresses and from his br&vage discussions, that he has the ability . to
commmicate effectively withvrahk end file party members, and the
ability to "mend fences" within the National Perty. Both Reid and the
National Party are confident of success in the coming election.

The new leader of the Public Action Party —“Jahn Hampton-Jones -
is a lawyer, aged 49, with a family background in manufacturing A
novice to party politics, Hampton-Jones first came to the nation's
;ttention during the crisi‘a period when he was appointed to the
"Governing Triumvirate' as the independent member from the commiinity )
at large. He is said to have served in that capaclty with distinction.
In fact, many knowledgeable observers feel that his contributions to
policy vere largely responsiblegfor the . impressive record of the crisis
government. It is generally conceded that the Publio Action Party vas
fortunate,to recruit Hampton-Jones to their party and persuade him to
run for the leadership. His performance during the crisis years and his
personal popularity make him a valuable asset for the partj in tﬁe coming

‘(Page 3 - Eisenhower\Experiment - Nonpolitical Condition)

election.
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@lectorate. There is no Teason to suspect that the recent crisis has
altered any of ‘these aspects of politice in Scanlon.

' , : “¥
With the return to normal times and the'éii}ing of an eleétion,\
both the National Party and the pubiic Action Party have held cén-
vedtiona to §elect their;new political leaders f&r the upcoming elec-
tion campaign. The conventions were competitive and colourful affairs,

- attracting considerable media coverage.

At the National Party convention, Austen Reid defeated three

other candidates to win the leaderqhip of his party. At 47 Years of age,
Reid brings to the National Party leadership considerable:practical
experience gained from a career in bueinesp,_and more recently, from a
term in city politica. Reid's victory at the convention surprised few
political 6bservers. It is generally acknowledged’ that his campaign for
the leadership was the best drganized and the most thorough of the four
candidates. Reid has demonstrated from his public addresses and from °
his pr;vate discussions, that he has the ability to communicate effec-
tjvely with rank and file party members, and the ability tq/"mend fences"
within the National Party. Both Reid and the National Parﬁé are confident

' /

of success in the coming election. 5

The new leader of the Public Action Party < Joh& Hampton-Jones - is
a lawyer, saged 49, with a fanily background in manufacturing. A veteran
of party politics for more than 20 Years, Hampton-Jonea first came to
the nation's attention during the crisis perio& when he was appointed
to the "Governing Triunvirate" as the Public Action Parti's representative.-
He is said to have served in that capacity with distinction. iIn fact,
many knowledgeadble 6bservera feel that hieéjf;ributions to policy were
largely responsible for the impressive record of the crisis government.
It is generally conceded that the Puglic Action\Pgrty\ikﬁ fortunate to
have such a man in their party-pripe and ready to leég/ihem-in this v
first election of the post-crisis period. His pg;fcfﬁince during the crisis
and his personal popularity makefhim a valugbLg/asset for the party in

that election.
(Page 3 - Eisenhower Experiment - Political Condition)
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(nevs item)

- y | : August 23
REID TO STIMULATE ECONOMY

The leader of the National Party, Austen RBeid, launched
his election campaign last night with a promise to attack
the problem of unemployment within Scanlon's labour force.

Speaking in the Capital city, ¥r. Reid told an audience
of 3,500 that the country's present problems atemmed ' from
ngconomic stegnation" caused by "the strangulation of govern-
ment spending o#er the past few years.'" The cure, ‘he said,
must. also be found in the public sector. If elected, he pro-
mised to stimulate the economy by initiating major government
construction projects in-cities across the country ;1th unem=
ployment problems. Reid estated that his party's proposed
building program vwas designed primarily. to ease the "tight
money" situation presently discouraging needed expansion in
"the economy. Greater circulation of money, he said, would
quickly generate jobs: for those now out of work.s

He added that the new facilities built/through the program
vould permit government to provide faster and more efficient
public services to citizens. ‘

The National Party leader told reporters that bis party's
. election campaign would focus on "this crucisl issue of getting
the ecomomy going again." The building progrem, he said, was
only the first of a series of measuras designed to achieve this
objective. Other programs would be presented over the course

of the campaign.

PP B I K 2 I AR
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(novs 1iten)

August 23

HAMPTON-JONES TO IMPOSE TRADE UNION CONTROLS

Jolin Hampton-Jones, the leader of the Public Action Party,
—Jj//”’:;;:y criticized the country's labour leaders in his first mejor
policy statement of the current election campaign. Addressing an
audience of 4,000, Hampton-Jones warned of serious labour strife
,and the possibility of alcrippled econony if the trade unions con-
tinue to push for substantial vwagae hikes in this immediate post-
crisis period. "Responsible government," he said, "could not stand
idly by and permit costly strikes to paralyse the still-fragile
post-crisis economy." To counter this threat, the Public Action
leader promise&, if Qlected,bto pass legislation binding labour
and management to governiept-mediated arbitration propedﬁres. He
added that such ﬁeaaures could be relaxed greadually once the
qconony is "firmly back on its rails.” )
N When polled fox their reactzona to the Public Action leader's
speech, post political observers agreed that HanptonoJonea will
get a sympathetic hearing from the voters with this hardline
- message to labour groups. This policy, they said, ‘eoincides with
a rising sense of uneasiness and apprehension within the nation
about the prospects 5f economic stability in the near future.
Recent militant uﬁion demands, and the threat of 9isrnptivé strikes,
have brought these sentiments to the éurface. Thus it is quite poéQ
sible that many voters will find Hampton-Jones' policy platform both
- reassuring and appealing.
- The Public Action leader conceded to reporters that this might
jbe ‘the case. He added, however, that "labour—management relationa will
become the most important problem faclng the nation in the next few
years. The public should be made aware of this, and the govérnment
should be prepared to éope with it."

R OE R KX R RN R N

(Page 5 - Eisenhower Experiment - Both Conditions)
(Page 5 - Martyrdom Experiment - Popular Policy Condition)
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v(newé item)

gt -
August 23

E

HAIEHUN-JOPES TO IMPOSE TRADE UNIOH CCLTROLS
+ Jobn Hampton-Jones, the leader of the Public Action Party;
today criticized the country's labour leaders in-his first ma jor
policy statement of the current election campaién. Addressing an
audience of 4,000, Hampton-Jones warned of serious labour strife
and the possibility of a crippled economy if the trade- unlqns con-
tinue to push for substantgal wage hikes ifi .this immediate post-

- erisis per1od. "Respon51b1e governmeny," he said, '"could not stand
: idly by and permit costly strikes to paralyse the still-fregile

post-crisis economy." To counter this threat, the Public Action
leader promised, if elected, to pass legislation binding‘laﬁour
and managenent to government-mediated arbitration pro;édureé. He
added that such measures could be relaxed gradually once the
economy is "firmly back on its rails." B

When polled for their reactions to the Publi~ Action leader's
speech, most polltlcal observers agreed that a campa:gn besed on
proposed anti-labour legislation could seriously endanger any
chances of victory for Hamptonngnes‘in the coming election. Trade

unions, ‘they' said, have anxiously awaited the end of the crisis

to press their aemands. Now that the end haa~come,.they will fighf
any sttempt to disarm their strike threat in the impending
pegotiétiqns. With this platform, Hampton-Jones will face power-

" &

The - Public Action leader conceded.to reporters that this might
be the case. He added, however, thét "labour—managément relations
will become the most important problem facing the nation in the
next few years. The publlc should be made aware of this, and the
government should be prepared to cope with it."

R R KX KR KR KN ER N

(S?ge 5 - Martyrdom Experiment - Unpopular Policy Condition)
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NEWS COMMENTARY

. ANTON FLETTNER.
=~ (October 3)

With the present election campaign drawing to a close, few
political observers heve 80 far ventured to predict 2 winner

“between Austen Reid's: Netional Party and the Public’ Action Party

led by John Hampton-Jonee. Host cormentators have been reluc tant

" to stake their rqputations on political weathervanes bred and -

nurtured on pre-~ ~crisis elections. To complicate matters, the

voters ae'usual havexéiven us little help. Pre-election polls

have been so muddied with undecided‘votere“tha no one is attempting
to predict even how close the electlon will be, let alone who will -
eventually win it. ‘ ‘

The caffpaign iteelf has. produced few eurpriees since the
opening barrages by both leaders. Austen Reid for his part, has .
not wavered very much from his original‘platform to boost the
economy through public'ependiny progrems. Although this is not
the sort of platform to fire imaginations or etart tarroom br&wle,
it has the potential (and political virtue) of affecting la.rga
numbers of voting age citizens. Whether the public will reopond
to this diet of 'bread and butter' 1esues, ‘however, is a question

~ I will bravely defer until the polls close tomorrow evening.

Im&lic Action leader John Hampton-Jones has been no less con-

.sietent than his opponent in this campaign. He told ue in his -
; opening address that the regulation of strikes and labour relatione

uoula\head hls list of legisletive priorities. Since them, he has
etumped the country from end to the other attempting to pound home

to votera the dangeis that are involved if these measuree are not
adopted. At the beginning of the cempaign, it was generally expected
that Hampton-Jones would face “sympathetic audiences with this message.
While nothing has\haopenéd 4o elter this expectatlon, the reactions
of Scanlon voters “has always teen éifflcult to_gege, especially .

~ during election canpaigns.

*‘I}*:l*_**’******

(Page 6 - Eisenhower Expefiment -~ Both Conditions)
(Page 6 - Martyrdom Experiment - Fopular Policy Condition)
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NEWS COMMENTARY
: _’ . N . BY .
' ANTON FLETTNER
(October 3)

~ . N

1

‘With the preaent election campaign drawing to & close, few

. political observers have so far ventured to predict a ulnner

between Austen Rezd's National Party and the Publlc Action Party

Jed by John Hampton-Jonee. Most commentators have been reluctant

to stake their reputatlons on ‘political weathervanes bred and
nurtured on pre- -crisis electlone. To complicate matters, the

voters as usual have given us lltt’e help. Pre-election polls

have been so muddied with undecided voters that no one is attempting
to predict even how close the election will be, let alone who will
eventnally win it.

The campaign itself has produged few surprises since the
‘opening barrages by both leaders. Austen Reid, fo his part, has
not wavered very much from his original platform to boost the
economy through public spending pnograma. Although this is not-
the sort of puatform to fire 1mag1nations or start barroom brawle,
it has the potential (and political virtue) of affecting large
numbers of voting ege cltizens. Whether the putlic will respond
to this diet of 'bread and tutter! issues, howéver, is a question
I will bfaveLy defer until the polls close tomorrow evening. °

Public Action leader John Hampton-Jones has been no less con-
sistent than his opponent in this campaign. He told us in his
opening address that the fegulation of strikes and labour relations
would heed his list of legislative priorities. Since then, he has
stumped the country from one end to the other attempting to pound home
to voters the dangers that are involved if t?ese measures are not
adopted. At the beginning of ‘the campalgn, it was generaxly expected
“that Hampton-Jones would face hostile sudiences with this message
Vhile nothing has happened to altei-}hla expectation, the reactlons
of Scanlon voters has always been difficult to gege, espec1ally
during election campaigns.

LR AL R AR 2R . B K AR I 2R I 3

(Page 6 - Martyrdom Experiment ~ Unpopular Policy Condition)
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THIS COMPLETZS PART I CF THE STUDY. IF THERE ARE SOME ASPECTS OF
THE DESCRIPTIONS THAT YOU FEEL‘ UNCERTAIN ABOUT, PLEASE TURMN BACK
TO THEM NOW AND REFRESH YOUR MEMORY. IF YOU FEEL SUFFICIENTLY
FAMILIAR WITH THE SITUATION DESCRIBED EERE, GO ON TO PART II IN
| THE SECOND BOOKLET.

IT IS IMPORTANT YHAT YOU DC JOT LOCK BACK TO PART I AFTER You
HAVE OPEXED THE PART II BCOKLET. B
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4 pmed oo v—— )

First wa would 11ke‘tn'géther gome Lzesground information
gbcut you so tha’ we can later assess the social composltion of

uy, sample, - , &gﬁ

i, MAge _ (in year's)

Z, -Sex. Maly Female _____ (gheck crs) .

arn amimrvate

@ ey s oy

o Faculty enrolled in at U.;oﬁ 8,

3
"L, Primary Ouuunaﬁion.

5S¢ Citison u“p. (a) Cenadian ' J
(b) Other (pieaco specify)

6. Iniversity E&ncation (chack highest level ecmpletad)
leaa than one year
i yesr of University
¢ yayrrs of gniversity
3 yoeurs of niversity
v+ years of University
Pogt.Graduate Degree

.

7. ilow many courees, if any, havs you ccmpleted 1n Political
Science? In arswering this cuostion" c0wnt ocnly the courses
“that you hava completed, 41sc. lat two alc—y°ar courses
equal -one Juil year coufsus. so that i you have completed
one full y2a- course gné onse half year "ource, your total
would be 13, »

Number of courses _

80 ow much interest do you hava in po1if1ﬁs gsner&llg” Check
ne c¢f the followxng. , . , | o

Very Interested e ’
- Somewhat interested ——

Not.Very Intqrested

Kot at all Interested —_—

«
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"The purpose < this section of the stucy is to measure
the meanings you associate witn some of the political objects
you read about ii. Part 1. We will zsk you to judge each of . Ty

thies. obJects azs.1st a series of descriptive scales. In making
‘your rating of ar object on these gcales, we want your judge~
ments to reflect 2n accuratz impression of the ot ject as ¥
pictuzs it, ‘
>
d the

£t the top of each page of this section, you will fin
nane of' a person, or of a politicsl group. Below the name are a
‘set Of oiscripitive scales. You are asked to work down ‘the page
' consicdering each scale as separate snd independent of the rest,
'Thewginexvl form nf these scesles is illustrated in the following '
ergmple. . VA -

FAIR : _ ! : : : t 1 +...1 UNFAIR

As you can sye, tue scale has nine intervals with opposite ad
jectives at iha.«nds. To complete the scale, place @ checkmark
in the interv.l’<hat best reflects you:~ impressicn of the object
(named at the op of each page) slong the FAIR-UNFAIR dimension,
If you picture the obJect in quesitler as yery closely related to
- one end of the :cale, you should rlace your checkmark as f0llows:

FAIR ./t o __a__ 1+ 11 .13 UNFAIR
. OR L ,
FAIR 1__ 1 S SN | ! t ? 1/t YNFAIR

—_e -

If the object seem: considerably relsted tc one eide as opposed
- to the cther, tnen vou ehouid check as follows: : .

FAIR 1 _t__s___+__s__1___1___s UNPAIR

FA:IR ' T t $ t 1 1/ ¢ ¢ UNFAIR

et e A

" the object to be rated seoms only gonewhat related to one end
opposed to the other end of %the scale, then you should check
; follows: : '

FAIR 1 syl it ! ! : UNFAIR .
FAIR 1 " 1 : 1 Pt h//s v .1 UNFAIR '

IJf the object to he rated znems only glighily related to one siae
as opposed to the other, %ian you should-creck as follows:

. ,A.-‘M‘ -
00

(.-

8

.. capo—

: 7’ : ‘
FAIR 3 1 A S SR S t____1 UNPAIR

FAIR‘; S | t 1t ,‘/x ? st UNFAIR

If tne object to Lo rated seems equally releted or associated with
both sides of the scale, then you tshould cheelk the middle interval.
: ; "y v

FAIR ¢ _ : t 3 S T S s s+ UNFAIR

i ety GSre
Py
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LIZPORTANT ' ' .

1. Be nure to cozplats zvery scale, Do not omit
any sca'»s under sny clrcumstanc

2« Flace ¢riy ona checkmark on any scales

3. Place the chackmark wilthin’' intearw of the
scale &2 shown in the examples, and not on the
divicer “etwean intervals,

4, If & 2¢slie se3ms comdlelely irrelevant or un-

’ ‘relatec wo an sbject suech that you are unable

to0 meke any. judgement at all, place a checkmark
in tre widdle interval of the scale, and print
the letters N.R. (for Not Relevant) in the margin
besice the scale, . : '

7

\n
s

I'zke ezoil judgement iandensndently. Work quiekly,
end dc not worry ovesr oarticular judgementao It
is your Immedizte "feelings™ about the odject -
that we want. CE

You are asked 1y complete sats of scgles for esach leader
3nd each politicel party in this study, as well as the
odject *MOST PCLIWICAL LEADHERS AS PERSONS®". Hewever,
plsase note %ias you sre »sked on some pages to judge
Hanpton=Jonres or Reld as poliyicsl leadera, while on
Gther peegec, yon arc asked 1o jucge them w8 a PATEON,.
Therefore, be sure €9 remd the tmp of each page carefully
oefo*e proceac;nn to ‘mark thae scszles on that pageo

o

o



__wJOIN HAMPTON-JONES  AUSTEN REID MOST POLITICAL LEADERS NATIONAL PARTY
PUBLIC ACTION PARTY '

HONEST : : T : : : v : : DISHONEST
L}
SOFT : H : : : R B : "o HARD
L]
CUNEMOTTIONAL : ' @ : S : ; C EMOTTONAL

NONCONFORMING

: CONFORMING

RUGCED : . DELLCATE
/
LN
UNTRUSTWORTHY :__ ° : : TRUSTWORTHY
-
ACTIVE PASSIVE
DISPENSABLE B : : : : INDISPENSABLE
GOooOD : _ P : : : : : : BAD .
!
RELAXED : TENSE

305
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’ PUBLIC ACTION PARTY

UNCOMALTTED L : S : : L COMMETTED

ESSENTIAL : : : : : : T DONGHESHENTIAL

FAST : : R : : : : Do : OSLOW

§EL.FISH : : : : .l T : : : o UNSELFISH

POWERFUL : : S : . . POWERLESS

INCONSEQUENTIAL CONSEQUENTIAL

DULL : : : : : : : . . . SHART

SINCERE : D : : : : : .t : - ’INSI.\JCEI‘\E

. Ve
TIMID : : : : s : L : BOLD s

UNUSUAL . USUAL
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MNow we wcuvid like to apeartain Yow sou, us a citigen of
Seenlon, woald vato in the olection thri has beon called, On
the Beale below, wo pra asking you to ladiee’e tiy Aikelih
of your voting gither for thqg Natioral ’srty zr for the Public
~etion Perty, Place o chealmmark 3n the -ntez el that bont ra-
Tlects your voiing likelihood, The more sertain ynu feel about
voting for ora Farty rathar “han 1he ov.2r, “ho clivser your
checkmark gheuld te to the appropriate 1ind o the cesla, The
less ceviain your creice is, the cloge: your caezxmarX should be
t0 the cenzre interval of the zcale," s ‘

Lo THis ;SEﬁKE“'_;

EXREMELY LIXELY ' EXTREMELY LIKELY
TO vOT¥ FOR THT ., 3 ' t 1 '....t¥C VOTE FOR YHE

(%)

(2)

{¢)

(£)

t
SUELIC (0T ON PARTY  NOT SURE HATIONAL PARDY

)

Somd/people Yend t- make their vesing desision on the basis of
“he political Piguree involved, whil. others ftsngd to make' their
declsion on the Laisg of poriy., Te 21t a batisr jdos about the
tasis of your dacicion on the scale nbeve, plezse complate the
Yollowinz vote liketihood ssales as A¥ each a3 a separate voting
cholces For eamech s:ale, placc = che'knark in vhe intervsl that
best reflaces vhe likelihood ox yoir cesting = vote for one
object rather than the othar, : : ,

[N

VOTE

HAMPTONWONES s__ . 4 '_%___t___5 YOTE REID

Il

VOIE PUBLIC | L N VOTE .
ACTION PARTY s__ s 4 t__S__ 0 t___i___: HAMPTON~JONES
‘ NOT SUKZ
. N | VOTE PUBLIC
VOTE REID ¢+ 4 s i 'y 4 _t___1 ACTION PARTY
B - W07 SURZ
VOTE T VOTE

HAZFTON=JONES s__ s__ 2 4 . t..t___&___: NATTONAL PARTY
: NOT SORE

VOTE

- MATIONAL PARTY s ¢+ 4 . C__8.__i___y VOTE REID

TS Y Suen | gt

. m'w
NCT SURE
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v Whan Reld and ‘ampton-Jones chese their polley platforms

or Whis electloi: eampalgn, which of the follewing two factors
© . ue you think was tre importuni to esch lauder in determining
Lig particula: solctions

to chu.se the best pollicy for the country

or '
to choc-e a policy that was ctiractive to voters.

(rnra¥der each leader in turn, =nd indicete on ithe appropriate
sueia below which fr tor you think wag mors inportant te him

in seiecting hic pariiculsr policfo‘lf you {24l that the leader
In question considereil both of these tfwctors %o be equally im-
“portant in his select.on, than yvou should check the centre
interval of hie scals If you feel that one factor was more
!mportant to him tian the other, you should check the interval

oir the gppropriate sice of the scale that bes: reflects the pre-
gonincnce of that factor. The more predowinant the ‘factor, the
¢ioser your scheck siculd bPe to the and of the cale, On the thirgd
scale in this set, w»ould you indicate how you feel most politicia

vsually make this ityne of decislen.
) : .

y AUSZEN REID
© C:H00SE POLIC CHOOSE BEST

{z) ATTRACYIVE TO s : ___t : 1 i _t ! + POLICY FOR

VCTERS ' _ CCUNTRY

, JOAN HAMPTON-JONES o
£RO0SE POLICY o CHOOSE BEST
{) OTTRACTIVE TO t__ _a___a__ &___s___t__t__ ¢ ___s___1 POLICY FOR

L g

VOTERS : + COUNTRY

g " [MOST POLITICIANS o
CACOSE POLICY . : CHOOSE BEST
(=) 2TTRACTIVE TO o : 8 : i ' ¢ ¢+ POLICY FOR
VOTERS ; w S COUNTRY

0

2. Prom what yéu know of Hamﬁﬁen-Jones and Reid, how would. you
sseesg the pursonal atiituds of each leader on the issue of
e Trade Union's Right to Strike.) B

AUSTEN REID

(2) ‘SYMPATHETIC 1 s ' : 3 : s : + t OCPPOSED

JOYN EAVFHON-JONES
(bi SYMPATHETIC «__s___s___ 1 4 ' __#___1___s OPPOSED

et —_ Erennadi et e e R
»

-
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Section B

In this stuuy. we have nsked you to imagine yourself
in a ficticlous ccuntry observing aspects of that country’s
pclitical srsten. We are eware, however, that this is often
difficult to de. Pecause 1t is iinportant to our study, we
would ask you %o answer the following two quections as
honestly as pozusible. '

First, how di:ficult was it for you to imagine yourself
in the country decicribed here? Tn.t 1s, could you estimate
the degree of involvement that you were atle to devalop with
the system itse’f and with the wvante and pcople in that
system? Please ifnilcate your estimated degree of involvement

by placing a cacc!mark in the eppropriate interval of the
following scale. .

NG, TNVOLVEVENT

- GREAT INVOLVEYENT
IN THE SYSTER N T s ' s ! t t

1IN THE SYSTEN

Seconcly, to what extent did you find yourcself projecting
aspects of a r.al system (such 21 Coanada or the United States)
on the situatiin described in this study? That is, to what
extent did your answers reflect your images of raal parties
énd real leaders rather than mer>ly the descriptions set out
in this study? ’lease indicsteon the scale below your feeling
about the basis for your snawers.

Y

ANSERS PASED
LARGELY ON

REAL PZOFLE ¢ ! 3

/

AND PARTIES

Flease expand cn
at present, e wouls
other sspects of the
back of this page if

ANSYERS BASED
ONLY ON IFMAGES

s t 1 1 F} 1 1 OF INAGINARY

SITUATION
o

these answers if you feeli they are unclear
alss wvelcome conments and suggestions about
study. Pleas2 usg the space below and the
necessary 1or your commenis. ‘

”Thahk you for your co-operation,
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POLiTICAL PERCEVYTION STUDY - PART I

The purposce .of this étudy is to investigate how pecople form
impressions..of political systems, political organizations, and
political leaders.. To do this, we will ask you ﬁo ”blacc" your-

_self in the imaginary politicdl system that is described on the
folloQing pagés. In that dcscriptioh, we wili‘first provide you
with somé backgroqu information about the gefieral characteristics
of the country. Wé will then desc¢ribe some recent Events in the
country, and talk about the persons and groups responsible for

those events.

Ali aspects of . this countr§ afc entirely fictitioﬁs. They
have no counterparts in reality, nor is this relevdnt to the pur-
poses of the study. We will not ask you to make comparisons between
this fictitious country and aﬁy,real §ystcms with whichlyou’may beg
familiar. - . ' ' '

“You are asked to place yourself in this country in the role
"of citizen and observer. Absorb the contents of this booklet to gain
a famiiiarity with your new surroundings. Although we anticipate
that you will need about fifteen minutes for this part; you may -have
.as muéh time as you wish to examine these passages. In completing
this part, it is im;ortant that you reflect seriously on the mental

pictures of the things and people you are reading about. We are pri-

marily interested in your capacity to form impressions. .

N

Once you feel sufficiently familiar with this new.environment,
close this booklet, set it pérmanently asidc,{and éo‘on to the second
booklet. The second booklet - Part 2 - will attempt‘zo explore your
impressiqhs of the things. talked about in the f@rst. It is very

"important that you do not look back at the first booklet after you

have opencd the second one.

Both booklets are designed to be.self-explanatory. Plcase do not -

ask any questions and do not consult with your neighbours. We are not
- e

concerned about your identity, so please cdo not write your name on
ejther booklet. The success of this study depends heayily on your

.
co-operation. Please be as honest and as conscientious as you can.

N -

-
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THE SITUATION ' .
The country we are asking you to think about, called Scanlon,

is an established ﬁember of the world community. Scanlon could be

described as a developing industrial nation with a moderatelyldi-

versified social structure. Politically, it has had'a stable tradi-

tion of democratic government.

Like every country in this imaginary world, Scanlon is just
now recovering from a devastating world ¢risis that has lasted for -
four years. During this crisis, the two political parties that have

’ tfaditioﬁally competed for power, co-operated-in a non-partisan
government to help the nation through its troubled times. ;With the
passing of the crisis, however, the two pérties_have dissolved their

' temporary partnership to compete in the orxdinary way.

The two parties, called the National and the’Public.parties,
each achiévéd a share of success‘prior to the crisis. While neither
party in the pre-crisis years adopted policies that would anger or
alienate significaﬁt sectors of the society, each party has generally
been' thought to represent or sympathize with somewhat different
political interests. The National Party, for example, has usually
received strongér financialland voting support from the urbanized
industrial sectors‘of the nation. The “Public Party, on the other
hand, has usually been Stronge: in the rural areas, and among the
subufban middle classes. One could not ‘say, however, that-the party
"system has been sharply polarized along these lines, Bdth parties
in election campaigns_bave tended to make general appeals to the nation
as a whole,’and vote switching’from election to election has not been
un;ommon within the electorate. There is no reason to suspect that the

recent crisis has altered any of these aspects Ofﬂpolitics in.Scanlon.

With the retﬁrn'té normal times and the calling of an élecﬁion,
both the National Party and the Public Party have held: conventions to
select their new political leaders for the upcoming election campaign.
The conventions‘wereocompetitive and colourful affairs, attracting con-

siderable media coverage.
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At the Nat10na1 pParty convention, Austen Reid defeated three
other candxdates to win the leadershxp of his party. At 47 years
of age, Reid brings to‘the National Party leadership considerable
bractical experience gained in city polltxcs, and more recently, as
a National Party organizer. Reid's victory at “the conventlon sur-
prlsed few political observers. It is generally acknowledged “that
his campaign for the leadershlp was the be§t-organlzed and the
most thorough of the four candidates. 1In both publlc and prlvate
forums, Reid has demonstrated the ability to communlcate effectxvely
wlth rank and file party members, and to '"mend fences' within the
Natxonal Party. “Both Reid and the Nationmal Party are confident of

success in the coming election.

The new leader of the Public Party - John'Hampton - is an
economist, aged 49, with a family background in manufacturlng A
long tlme economic advxsor to the party and an elected representative,:
Hampton first gained nat10na1 promlnence during the crisis period
when he was appointed to represent the Public Party in the coalition
government. His contributions durlng that perlod have been well-
publicized. In fact, many have c1ted his economic policiesand
judgement as the major reason for the success of the crisis govern-'
ment., Pub11c Party off1c1als believe that Hampton's proven leader-
ship ab111t1es and polltlcal experlence with the party will b&”a

definite asset in the coming election.

(Page 3 - Eisenhower Manipulation - Political Achievement Condition)
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At the National Party ébnvention, Austen Reid defcated threew
other candijdates to win the lcadership of his party. INSRY yoears
of agé, Rejd brings to the National Party lcadership considerable
practical cxng;icnéc saincd in city politics, and more rcecently, ‘as
a National'Party organizer. Reid's victory at the convenlion sur-

prised few political observers. 1t is generally acknowledyed that

“most thorougT o(’thb.four candidates. In both puBlic and private
1

foryms, Reid 'has demonstrated the ability to communicatc c[fegLivcly'

his campaign, for the leadership was the best orgénized and the
i B

National Par

‘with rank and. file party*members, and to '"mend fences" within thc
y Both Keid and the National Party are confident of

success in the coming election.
{ . 2 . : :

The new leader of the Public Party - John Hampton « is an
economist, aged 49, with a family background in manufacturing. A
successful economic consultant, with ,no previous political tics,.
Hampton first gained national prominence during the crisis ﬁcr}od
whgn.he emerged as the chief economi¢ advisor to the coalition
ment. His contributions during that period have been well-public
In fact, many have cited hié economic policies and judgement as the
imajor‘reason for the success of the crisis government. Public Party
officials have'workéd for the past several months to persuade Hamptoé\y
te join their party and accept the leadersHip. They feel confideht
that his persondl reputation will be a definite asset in the coming

election.

(Page 3 - Eisenhower Manipdlation - Nonpolitical Achievement Condition)
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(news iteh)
August 23

REID TO STIMULATE ECONOMY

The leader of the-Neééghal-Party, Austen Reid, lauhched
his election campaigﬁ last might with a promise to attack
thenproblem of unemployment within Scanlon's labour force.

Speaking in the Capltal c1ty, Mr. Reid told an audience
of 3 500 that the country's present problems stemmed from
"economic stag%atlgn caused by '"the strangulation of govern-.

" ment spending over the past few years.' The cure,. he sald

must also be found in.the public sectof. If elected he pro-
mised tevstimulate the economy by initiating major government
eonstruction projects~iq cities across the country with unem-
ployment’ problems. Reid Stated,that Eis party's proposed
.buildihg'program.was designed primarily to ease the "tight !
_money" situation presently’discouréging needed expansion in

the economy. Greater circulation of money, he said, would
qu1ck1y generate JObS for those now out of work.

. He, added that the new fac111t1es built through the program
~would permlt government to provxde faster and more’ eff1c1ent
pub11c services to c1tizens. ‘

‘The Natlonal Party leader ‘told reporters that his'party's
election campaign would focus on 'this crecial issde‘of.getting
ehe economy going again." The building program, he said, was
ohly the first of a series of measuresfdesigned to achieve thig
objective. . Other programs would be presented over tﬁe course'of

the campaign.

dededokdekdokkdkddokdeokk Skt ki kkde
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(news item) -

August 23 1

~

HAMPTON TO IMPOSE TRADE UNION CONTROLS :

John Hampton, the new leader of the Public¢ Party, today
lashed out.at the country's 1abouf leaders in his first*major
policy statement of_the-ourrent efection_campaign.. Addressing
an audience of 4,000, Hampton accused labour leaders of ''pushing

the nation'to the brink of disaster with uncomprdmising wage
demands" and threats of strike action. "The next .government,
he.sé;d "must .be f1rm in meeting this threat to prevent costly
strikes from paralysing our fragile post crisis economy." The
Public Party.leadet promised if elected to providé -this leadership
with 1egislétion binding labour and management'to'government ar-
bitration. "I will stand or fall on this issue,' he stated.

When polled for their reactions to the Public Party leaderfs
.speech, most political observers agreed that Hamptonﬂs hardline
:message to ‘labour would probably gain h1m the support ot impor-

tant sectors of the electorate. These observers noted that
promlnent spokesmen from several quarters had been callxng for
just such a policy’ for the past few months. Their probable en-
dorsement of Hampton's platform could have a significént-influencc

on the outcome of this election.

The PUbllC Party leader conceded to reporters that hLS adoption

of thlS pollcy might have such positive electoral implications. He
added, however, that "labour—management relatlons will dominate the
politics of this nation ‘for the next few years. The public should

A e
know now where their next government will stand on this matter."

‘ *******7‘5’:7’(*7’(*}',67;:3’:***7’(***5'(7‘(1':*A
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(news item) ' ;

- [N . /

! August 23

»

HAMPTON TO IMPOSE TRADE UNION CONTROLS

John Hampton, the new leader of the Pub}ié party, today

lashed out at the country 's labour leaders in his first major

7

pollcy statement of the current election.campaign. Addressing
an audienca of 4,000, ‘Hampton accused labour leaders of '"pushing
the nation to the bring of disaster with (ncompromising wage

demands' and threats of strike action. 'The next government, "

" he said, 'must be firm in meeting this threat to prevent costly

?strlkes from paralysing our fraglle post-crisis economy. The

Publlc Party leader Promlsed if elected to provide this leader—

ship wrbh 1eg1slat10n binding . 1abour and managethent to government’

" arbitration. "I wxll stand or fall on thlS lssue," he stated.

When polled for their react1ons to ‘the Public Party leader's
speéch, ‘most political observers agreed that Hampton 's hardline
message to labour could sexlously hurt his chances in the comlng
election. These observers noted that trade unions have anxlously
awaited the end of the crisis per}od to press their demands. Now
that the end has come, they would éctively Oppbse a candidate who
proposed to disarm thei:/stfike threat in tﬂé impending wage ne-
gotlatlons. '

The Public Party leader conceded to reporters that his adoption
of this policy might have such negative electoral implications. He
added, however,. that '"labour- management relatlons will domlnate the
polxtlcs of this nation for the next few years. The public should

know now where their next government will stand on this matter.
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NEWS COMMENTARY
BY
ANTON FLETTNER

R . (October 3)

©

With the present eluction campaign drawing to a vlose, few
political obser;ers have so far ventured to predict a winner
between Austen Reid's Natjonal . Party-and the Public Party )ed. by
“John Hampton. Mosc commentators bhave been’ reluctant to stake
their reputations on political weathervanes bred and nurtured on
pre-orists elections. To complicate matters; the voters as usual
‘have given us little.help Pre- electxon polls have been so
muddied with undecided voters that no one is attempting to pre-
dict even how close the election will be, let alone who will even-

tually win it,

The campaign itself has proouced few surprises since the
opening barrages by both leaders. Austen Reid for his”part,.has
not wavé&eo very much from his originail platform to boost the
economy through public spending programs. Although this is not
the sort of platform to fire Lmaglnatlons or start barroom brawls,
it has the potential (and polltlcal‘V1rtue) of affectlng large
numbers of voting age citizens. Whether the public will respond
toqthis diet of 'bread and butter' isshes, however, is a question

I will Ptavely defer until the polls close tomorrow evening’

Public Pérty'leader John Hampton has been hoﬂless consistent
than his opponent in this campaign. He told us in his opéning
address that the regulation of strikes and labour relations would
head his list of legislative priorities. Since then, he has
stumped the country from one end to the other attemptlng to pound
home to voters the dangers that are lnvolved if these measures are’
not adopted. At the beginning of the Campaxbn, it was generally
expectéH that Hampton would face sympathetic audiences with this
message. While nothing has happened to alter this e¥pectation, tﬁe
reactions of Scanlon voters have always been difficult to gage, es-

pecially dUang election Lampaxgnq

Fededeededest dededesedededededededede dey Kk fedede
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NEWS COMMENTARY
BY
,  ANTON FLETTNER.
(October 3)

With the present election campaign drawing to a close, fé@
polifical\observers have so far ventﬁred Eo predict a winner
between Austeaneid's.NationaL Party and the Public Party led
by John Hampton. Most commentators have been reluctant to stake o \

t

thexr reputations on political weathervanes bred and nurtured on
pre-crisis elections. To complicate matters; the voters as usual
have given us little help. Pre-election polls have been so
muddied with undecided voters that no one.is attempting to pre-
dict even how close the election will be, let alone who will even-

tually win 1tﬂ

The qampéign itself Bas producéd few surprises since the

openlng barrages by both leaders. Austen Reid for his'part, has
« not wavered very much from his original platéorm to boost the

economy through public spending programs. Although this is not
the sort of platform to fire imag{ﬁations or stdrt barroom brawls,
it has the potential (and political virtue) of affecting large
numbers of voting age citizens. Whether the publi; will respond
to thlS dlet of 'bread and butter' issues, ho&ever, is a question

1 w111 bravely defer until the polls close tomorrow evening. : -

3 ’

Public Party leader John Hampton has been no less consistent
than his opponent in this campalgn He told us in his openlng
address that the regulation of strikes and labour relations would =
head his list of legislative prlonltles. Since then, he has .
stumped the country from one end to the other attempting to pound
home to voters the dangers that are involved if these measurescare‘ .
not addp;éd. At the beginning of the campaign, it was generally
expected that Hampton would face hostile audiences with this
message While nothing has happened to alter this expectatxon,
the reactlons of Scanlon voters have .always been dlfflcult to gage,
espec1a11y durlng election campalgns.

Fedededoodededode s ke dodede e gk dede s dededede
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“THIS COMPLETES PART 1 OF THE STUDY. PI:EASF. TURN BACK TO THOSE
ASPECTS OF THE DESCRIPTIONS TI{A’f YOU FEEL UNCERTAIN ABOUT TO
REFRESH YOUR MEMORY. WHEN YE)U FEEI, SUFFICIENTLY FAMILIAR WITH
CTHE SITUATION.l)ESCRIBlﬂ)._ HERE, GO (.)N' TO PART IT IN THE SECOND
BOOKLET, ’

: N
!

IT IS IMPORTANT THAT YOU DO NOT LOOK BACK TO PART I AFTER YOU
HAVE OPENED THE PART 11 B()OKU‘IT. !
. :
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Section A )

In this section of the Study, we are interested in your impressions
of scveral of the political objects discussad in Part 'I. To-tap your
impressions, we will ask you to judgme cach of these objects against a
sct of descriptiverscales. ‘

At the top of cach page of this section, you will find the name

of a.person, or of a political group. Below the name are a set of
descriptive scales. You.are asked to work down the page considering ecach
scale as separate and independent of the rest. The general form of thesc

scales is illustrated below. As you can see, the scale has nine intervals
+ with opposite adjectives at the ends. To complete the scale, place a
checkmark in the  inteyval that best reflects your impression of the object
-(named at the top of the page) along the FAIR-UNFAIR dimension. If you
‘picture the object -in question as very closely related to one end of the
.scale, you should place your checkmark as follows :

*FAIR V/: : : L : : : UNFAIR
‘ OR

FAIR : : : : . : : : ¢, : UNFAIR

If the object scems considerably rclated to one side or the other, check as follows

FAIR : : 14 : : : : : : : : UNFAIR

El

. OR o ;
. FAIR : : : H : : : : 1//: : UNFAIR
If the object seems only somewhat related to one side or the other, check as follow:
FAIR : : : ﬁ/: : : : : : : UNFAIR
= . OR ’
FAIR : : : : : S A : : UNFAIR '
If the object seems only slightly related to one side or the other, check as follow.

o

FAIR : D A : : : : : UN?AIR

OR :
FAIR : : : : : : ‘Z : : : : UNFAIR

If the object seems equally related or associated with both sides of the scale,
then you should check the middle interval of the scale. ’

FAIR : ~ : : : : y/: : : : : UNFAIR
Y

»

1. Be sure td complete every scale. Do not omit any under any circumstances.
2. Place only one checkmark on any one scale.

R ) .
3. Place the checkmark within intervals of the scale as shown in the examples,
and not on the divider between "intervals.

4., If a sgﬁge Seems completely irrelevant or unrelated to an object such that
you are unable to make any judgement at all, place a checkmark in the middle
interval of the scale and print the letters N. R. (for Not Relevant) in

’

the margin beside the scale.

5. Make each judgement independently; work quickly and do not worry over paft-

ticular judgements, It is your immediate "feelings' about the object that
we want,

N
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NATIONAL PARTY

HONEST :

SOFT

UNEMOTIONAL, :

NONCONFORMING
RUGC#D
UNTRUSTY?RIHY
"ACTIVE

DISPENSABLE

GOOD

RELAXED

"AUSTEN REID
MOST POLITICIANS
[

ot

PUBLTE PARTY
JOHN HAMPTON

. DISHONEST

: HARD

. EMOTIONAL

": CONFORMING

’

: DELICATE

: TRUSTWORTHY

PASSIVE

: INDISPENSABLLE

: TENSE
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AUS'IEN REID

oot
L
[ S

o, S oo )
“w~ UNCOMMLTTED : : 2 : : : i i : COMMITTED

— oy

ESSENTIAL : = S T : . : NONESSENTIAL

- ) , FAST : : : : : : R : : SLOW

SELFISH : : . : F : . : : . UNSELFISH.

POWERFUL : : : i : : : : : : POWERLESS

A

INCONSEQUENTIAL : : : : : : oy </ T : : CONSEQUENTIAL

- - \

DULL : : : : N T w:A\\—+\ ¢ SHARE

SINCERE :__ : i i i+ [

ey R @

. : : INSINCERE

TIMID HE : L : : : I . . *% BOLD

" UNUSUAL : : R : : USUAL
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Section B

AN

Next we would like to gather some background information about
you so that we can later assess the social composition of  our sample.

1. Age (in years): . o -
2. Sex. Male Female (check one)
3. Faculty enrolled in at W.L.U.

~. 4. 'Citizenship. (a) Canadian
(b) Other (please 9pe(1fy)

5. ~University Education (check highest level complcted)'

Less than one year

1 year of'Univcrségy

2 years of University

3 years of University

4 years of University
- Post-Graduate .Degree .

£

.. i o R o’
6. How much interest do you(have in politics generally? Check one of

°  the following. 4
~\ ‘ .

Very. interested
. Somewhat interested -

Not very interested

Not at all interested

Seétion C

Now we would like. to know how you would vote in this Scanlon election.
On the scale. below, indicate the ccrtalntv blth which vou would vote for
one party rather than the other.. The more tertain you feel about yodr

© preference, the closer your checkmark should be to the appropriate end
of the scale.

CERTAIN-TO . — CERTAIN TO

VOTE PUBLIC: . : : . . : : : . VOTE NATIONAL
PARTY ' , /@ | ; " PARTY
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Section D

] Some people tend to makc their voting de¢cision on the basis of the
political leaders involved, while others tend to make their decision on
the basis of party. - To get a better idea of the basis of your preference

_above, consider each “of " the following pairs of objects as a separate
ch01cc, and indicate the degrece of certainty with which you would vote for
one object rather tham the other. :

VOTE HAMPTON :. : e U i e : :  VOTE REID

£y
. -VOTE PUBLIC T : : e ;. : v . :  VOTE IAMPTON
 PARTY _ - — 7 .
VOTE REID : : . . : : o : : v: VOTVE PUBLIC
) : v ‘ ~ " PARTY
. R . S . VOTE NATIONAL
) VOTE }{A‘\ﬂ)TON - _ . - P . . . . . . ) PARTY
VOTE NATIONAL :__ :_ : iz : ax __: _: : VOTE REID
PARTY o L O : ' ' e
Section E. . - . , - )

From what you know of Haméton and Reid, how'ldvyou assess the
personal attltude of each leader on, the issuc of a¥¥ade Union's Right

to Strike. . ,
o
AUSTEN REID
. / -’
T (a) SYMPATHETIC : : R T : : : :  OPPOSED
JOHN HAMPTON

(b) SYMPATHETIC : _ : : : S T : ___: OPPOSED
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Section F '

17 When Reid and Hamptdn chose, their policy platforms for this
election campaign, which of the following two factors do you think

was more important to each leader in determininyg hls partxcular selection:

to choose the bcst policy for thc country

o

or

to choose a policy that was attractive to voters.

4" Consider each leader in turn, and indicate on. the appropriate scale

" below which factor you think was more important to him in selecting
his particular policy. 1f you feel that the lcader in .question con-
sidered both of these ¥actors to be equally important in his selection,
then you should check the centre interval of his scale. If you feel

' that one factor was more important to him than the other, you should
check the interval on the appropriate side of the scale that best ~

reflects the predominance of that factor. -
N\ .

:  AUSTEN REID ,
CHOOSE POLICY _ . CHOOSE BEST

(8) ATTRACTIVE TO'____i_ s : .. . . POLICY FOR
"VOTERS | | COUNTRY

N

JOHN HAMPTON -

~CHOOSE POLICY = ~ : * CHOOSE BEST
(b) ATTRACTIVE TO# : : : : : : : : .+ POLICY FOR .

VOTERS , . ' _ ~  COUNTRY

‘ MOST POLITICIANS
CHOOSE POLICY \ o . ' : CHOOSE BEST

(c) ATTRACTIVE TO: : Cd : T : : : :. POLICY FOR
VOTERS B : _ COUNTRY
\' ) o ‘ Y
Section G ~ '

In this study we have asked you to imagine yourself in a ficticious
‘country observing aspects of that country's political system. We are
aware, however, that this is often difficult to do. Because it is
important to our study, we would ask you to answer the following two

-questions as honestly as possible.’ ‘ '

- First, how difficult wag it for you to imagine yourself in the country .
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described here? That is, could yoﬁ,ostimate on the following scale the
degree of involvepent that you.were able to develop with the system
itself and with the events and people in that system? . : }
‘ . ) R GREAT
?g ;ggogggggiT : : : S : : : : :  INVOLVEMENT IN
i ' S : '~ THE SYSTEM

Secondly, to what extent did you‘find yourself projecting aspects
of a real system  (such as Canada or the United States) on the situation
described in this study? That is, to what cxtent . did your answers
reflect your images of real parties and real leaders rather than merely
the descriptions set out in this study? ’

ANSWERS PASED o : ~ ANSWERS BASED

LARGELY ON T _ ) _ _ ) ] , .. ONLY ON IMAGES

REAL PEOPLE — : : ' : T— : " OF IMAGINARY

AND .PARTIES =~ S T ' : SITUATION
Section H

, From what you know of Hampton and Reid, to what degree was each

man politically active in the past. Indicate your assessment on the
following scales. | : ‘ ‘ v -

3

'

AUSTEN -REID

" NOT ACTIVE : . : S C .+ VERY ACTIVE

JOHN HAMPTON

'NOT ACTIVE : =~ - : : : : . g : :  VERY ACTIVE

We would wélcome comments and suggestions. about other aspects of the
.8tudy. - Please use the space below and the back of this page 1f necessary
for your comments, ' ' :

‘Thank you for your co-operation.

e Labe ‘.f".*‘ AT e
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"MARTYRDOM" AND "EISENHOWER" REPLICATIONS
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Notes for Table F.1l.

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

Mean scores for the Target Leader Ratings may range between 1-9,
where the lower score indicates a more positive evaluation,
greater dynamism, greater intensencss, or greater attributed

.1mportance. . , 1

Mean scores for the Target-Nontatget Differences in Rating may
range between -8 and +8 where a positive score reflects greater
positive evaluation, freater dynamism and greater intenseness of
the Target Leadef relative to the Nontarget Leader.

Mean polarity scores for the Target Leader may range between 1- 5
where the higher score reflects greater polarity.

Mean scores for Target—Nontarget leferences in Polarity may range
between -4 and +4 where a positive score indicates greater
polarity for the Target Leader, relative to the Nontarget Leader.

Mean ‘scores for Policy Motivation may range between 1-9, where the

. higher score reflects greater weight on the altruistic motive, and
" the lower score 1nd1cates greater welght on the "political”

motive.

Mean dlfferences in Motivational Attrlbutlon between Target and
Nontarget may range between -8 and +8, where a positive score

' reflects- greater altruism attributed t© the Target Leader,

relatlve to the Nontarget Leader.’ ;
j

Mean attltude scores for the Target Leader may range between

~1-9, . where the hlgher‘soore reflects a stronger attributed

- Antl—Labaur attltude.

. (8

“(9).

- soore indicates greater certainty of decision.

Mean dlfferenceq in- attltude scores between the Target and
Nontarget Leader may ‘range between -8 and +8, where a positive
score reflects. ‘a stronger Anti-Labour attitude attributed to the
Target Leader, relative to the Nontarget Leader.

Mean Vote Certainty scores may.range between 1-5, where the higher

-



