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ABSTRACT

Personality, situational and behavioural theories of political leadership
fall short of explaining the interaction among the leader, the followers
and the enviromment. In contrast, the”transactional approach emphasizes
this reciprocal process of social, cognitive and situational influences.
Integrative complexity theory provides a framework and a methodology for
studying this interaction and its effect on how people process
information.

This stu&y focuses on the Canadian Prime Ministers as a population of
political leaders worthy of investigation. In addition to studying their
integrative complexity level, other aspects of value in understanding |
great leaders were examined. Based on items found in studies of American
Presidents (Maranell, 1970; Schlesinger, 1962) the following dimensions
were studied: difficulty, activeness, motivation, strength,
effectiveness, prestige, innovativeness, flexibilify, honesty and overall.
accomplishments.

Two sets of complexity scéres (on prepared and spontaneous materials)
were obtained in order to test the question: thse complexity is being
rated in prepared speeches -~ the writer's or the speaker's? Prepared
speech scores came f;om the Response to the Speech from the Throne texts
in Hansard, while spontaneous speech scores were based on ektemporaneous
responses to informal questions in the House of Commons. Two groups of
experts (historians and political scientists) on Canadian leaders were
approached for their opinions about the 16 Prime Ministers along the ten
dimensions mentioned. An eleventh item was included as a check on the

experts' knowledge of each leader. ,

There was no difference between the prepared and spontaneous



ii

integrative complexity scores. Except for honesty, there were no
correlations between‘complexity and the 11 dimensions rated by experts.
The experts' ratings did not differ as a function of their discipline 6n
10 of the 11 scales. Only on the amount of information they had ébout
each Prime Minister did the two groups differ. The difficulty of the
political issues facing a Prime Minister had an effect on how he was
rated on five dimensions: activeness, strength, effectiveness,
innovativeness and accomplishments.

Based on the four items found to be most predictive of greatness in
American Presidents (i.e., strength, prestige, activeness and
accomplishments), Canada's five greatest Prime Ministers are:‘Macdonald,
Laurier, Borden, King and Trudeau. Both primacy and recency effects can
be seen in‘these choicés. The difficulty of the issues facing a frime
Minister had an impact on 3 of the 4 components contributing to
greatness. The 5 Prime Ministers selected as great tended to rate high
on the items which correspond to the 3 major dimensions (evaluative,

activity, potency) of the semantic differential.
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INTRODUCTION

Leadership »
"How Hard it is to Keep From Being King When It's

in You and in The Situation"
(title of poem by Robert Frost, 1951)

Since before the time of Plato's philosopher-king people have been
fascinated with the concept of 1eadérship and its attendant
characteristics. History records the effects of individuals like Christ,
Beethoﬁen, Queen Victoria, Marx and Hitler who have had significant
impact on multitudes of people in their own time and beyond. Leaders and
their attributes first attracted intensive scientific attention around
the turn.of the twentieth century. Since that time huﬁdreds of studies
have been conducted in attempts to de$cribe2 categorize and predict the
tantalizing phenomeﬁon of leadership.

~ One major fheory of leadership could be referred to as the Great Man
theory.  According to this view leaders possess a relatively small number
of special qualities, characteristics, or traits that set them apért from
non-leaders., These traits are considered to be stable across time and
situations. Proponents of this view of leadership chose to ignore the
effects of both non-leaders (i.e., followers) and of situational
variables upon the leader. The Great Man theory implied that the role of
leader was a stable one and that variations in the leader-follower
context across situations did not influence the role requirements of the
leader.

In empirical studies, using personality assessments, observers and
peer ratings, some common characteristics among leaders did seem to
emerge with considerable regularity. These included: intelligence, a
high rate of enefgy output, alertness, knowledge, originality, personal

integrity, self-confidence, decisiveness and fluency of speech



(Stogdill, 1974). Unfortuﬁately, neither how much nor exactly which
combination of these qualities were required for a successful leader has
been specified.

Even as the Great Man or trait theory was being expounded,
researchers were looking elsewhere for more complete explanations of
leadership, The situationalists felt that it was a combination of
timing, placement and circumstances which gave rise to great 1eéders, not
personality characteristics,

As early as 1897 (Spencer) the type of leadership to develop in a
group was thought to be a function of the group's particular nature and .
the problems it must solve. Thus diffqrent‘groups would 'require
different qualities in their leaders. A labour union wouldvrequire one
type of leader while a research team would require another and a

‘children's youth group yet another. According to Hollander and Julian
(1969, p. 387) the major focus of the ;ituational apéroach was "the study
of leaders in différent settings defined especially in terms 6f different
group tasks and group structure." Lewin (1942) and his students conducted
several laboratory experiments in situational effects using small
groups. They demonstrated that as the situation changed so did the
emergence or transformation of leadership. They varied the 'atmosphere"
in small experimental groups from authoritarian through democfatic to
laissez-faire. What they showed was that the democratic situations led
to the most constructive and creétive type of leadership. What they did
not find was that under all circumstances democratic leadership was
best. Taken to its extreme the situational view would suggest that there
are no absolute leaders and that just about anyone; regardless of his or
her particular personality traits, can become a leader if the cénditions

are right (Baron and Byrne, 1977).



Many studies undertaken from the situationallapproach to leadership
tended to focus exclusively on the effects éf various envifonménts or
situations upon the choice of leaders. Given é particular situation,
interest lay in discovering what kind of leader would emerge, and how
-successful the 1eadersﬁip was. TFrom this perspective the impact of the
folléwers on the leader's behaviour was ignored as was the influence of
the leader on the followers' perceptions of the situation.

Bdth the peréonality frait and the situational approach to leadership
suffered from their attempt to isolate components within what is
essentially a dynamiC‘sygtem. Because of this treatment of -interacting
parts as single_forces, neither approach could account for certain basic
observations. Trait theory (Great Man theory) could not explain which
characteristics were required for a person to become a great 1éader
(Mann, 1959), nor why traits required of a leader varied from one
situation.to anotﬁer. The situatioﬁal theor&, for its part, could not
account for the differences in ability and willingness éf people to rise
to the leadership pdsition under the "right" circumstances (Beckhouse et
al., 1975; Nydeggér, 1975). |

Concurrent with the rise of the situational view of leadershi§ was
thé emergence of the behavioural approach to the issue. This view looked
at those behaviours carried out by the leader. in the process of leading.-
In the 1950's,v0hio State University and the University of Michigan
together launched a series ofifield studies which explored the construct
of leadership beﬁaviour. They were interested in the relationship |
between specific leader behaviours and subordinate ferformance and
satisfaction. The Chio State stﬁdies led to the development of the
Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ) (Hemphill and éoons,

1957). The LBDQ was later modified successfully by Halpin and Winer



(1957) who used US Air Force bomber crews as subjects. The two major
behavioural dimensions identified by the LBDQ which accounted for the
largest portions of the explained variance in leader behaviour were

consideration and initiating structure. Consideration was associated

with indications of mutual trust, respect and warmth between.éhe leader
and subordinates. Initiating structure was related to the definition and
organization of the.relatidnship between the leader and his subordinates.
The Michigan studies also examined leader behaviour. Their subjects
were supervisors and employees of the Prudential Life Insurance Company
in New Jersey. The researchers initially used nondirective interviews
from which they derived two major orientation dimensions (Katz, Maccoby &
Morse, 1950; Katz, Maccoby, Gurrin & Floor, 1951). These were employee

orientation, related to human relations and production orientation, which

deélt with task performance. It would seem that these dimensions are
comparable to the Ohio State studies' behaviour dimehsions of
consideration and initiating structure reépectively, (Bowers & Seashore,
1971).

Unfortunately, the behavioural approach to leadership, while defining
and describing tﬁe behaviours and roles of leaders, failed to correlate
the two major dimensions of leader behaviour with either performance or
satisfaction of subordinates. Another problem with this approach was its
failure to cénsider the possibility that particular effects of
consideration and initiation of structure depend upon the specific
circumstances of the situation (House and Mitchell 1974; Kefr,
Schreisheim, Murphy and Stogdill, 1974).

At this point it might be useful to note certain featufes of the
leader-led dyad. A leader is pé?t of a giggg in which there is always a

leader-follower relationship. The leader's role is central to the group



.in‘the‘sense that his or her presence in the.grdup is significant and
decisive, but all members of a group influence one another (Filella,
1969).

By combining the divergent and narrowly focused views of the trait,
situation and behavioural approaches, theorists developed a new approach
to the study of leadérshipr This‘one4emphasized the interaction of
personality'traits*and situational demands. One exponent of this new,
more integréted view Wés Fiedler. His contingency theory of 1eadershi§
(1967) attempted to account for the interrelationship among the ieader's

'motiVaFional characteristics, the situational characteristics, and group

productivity. Fiedler held that it was the leader's style of interacting

with his group members and the favourableness of the group-task situation
which determined leadership effectiveness. He developed a measure of
1éader style called the Least Preferred Co-Worker Scale (LPC). This
scale located a leader alqng'a single dimension with eéds labelled "task
oriented" and "person oriented." The LPC scoré‘was viewed as a stable
personality trait. Leader style was related to the task structure and
the situational fa§ourab1eness in such a way as to predict the likely
effectiveness of the leader, /

In a revision ﬁf his theory fiedler (1973) said that the LPC score
was an index of a hie;ércﬁy of goals. 1Initially a leader pursues his or
her primary goal, which is either personal relations (for high LPC
leaders) or task completion (for low LPC leaders). Once this is
achieved, attention is focused on the secoﬁdary goal. This is task
completion for the high LPC‘s and personal relations for low LPC's

In more recent years the focus has shifted from emphasizing the
leader's needs, influence and qualities. N;w such issﬁes as the effects

of environmental pressures are being studied as they relate to the



leader's behaviour and effectiveneés (Hunt, Osborn & Schriesheim, 1978).

Osborn and Hunt (1975) proposed an Adapt}vefReactive Theory of
leadership. Here, the leader's behaviour is seen as adapting to the
conditions of the organizational system in which he or she is opefating
and reacting to the needs, wants, desires and pressures of his or her
subordinates. The implications of this approach have yet to be tested
empirically.

Most recently we seem to be concentrating on the transactional view
of leadership (Baron and Byrne, 1977, p. 596) whereby '"leadership is
viewed as a reciprocal process of social influence in which leaders both
influence followers and are inflgehced, in turn, by them." Situational
aspects affect both parts of this dynamic interaction. This approach is
in effect only an extension of Case's (1933) perception of the emergence
of leadership. He held that leadership is produced when three factors
intersect: (1) the personality traits of the leader, (2) the nature of
the group and of its members, and (3) the event (change or problem)

/

facing the group.

Political Leadership

"Everything may depend upon the farmer, industrial worker, soldier
and scientist, but we customarily hold only political leaders ‘
responsible for all conditions affecting agriculture, industry,
security, and culture. They stand at the center of our communal
expectations." (Paige 1977, p. 3)

The political leader is indeed the focal point of many desires for
communal improvement., The citizens of most nations look to their leaders
not only when times are good but also in times of economic hardship,
industrial unease and agricultural distress. Today with alarming

regularity headlines confront us with the terrible news of assassination



attempts upon world leaders. Editorials go on to explain the ripple
effects that the loss of important world leaders will have on the reét of
us. As Seligman (1950) poiﬂts out, thére is little doubt that in the
twentieth century we have seen a tremendous rise in the emphasis on
politics by leadership, and have also witnessed the growing importance of
political leaders in creating and m&intaining democratic societies. Yet
in spite of the significance placed upon the role of political leadership
we have not until recently seen an equivalent emphasis in working tow;fds
a clearer understanding of the nature of the position nor of the
requirements of the role.

Not until 1956 did the first significant analytical study of
political ieadership appear. In his article, Seligman (1950) called for
what psychologists later termed the transaptional approach to leadership
theory (Baron and Byrne, 1977). He suggested that we study, on the one
hand, the social and environmental factors affecting "political
leadership" behaviour and on the other hand, the personality traits that
interact with these factors. It is interesting to note that while
Seligman suggested this approach in 1950, it was not until the 1970's
that psychologisés began torrespond.

In looking at the historical development of the study of political
leadership, we find that the major contributions have occurred in the
last four decades. Prior to that, the focuslof attgntion relative to
political 1eadershi§ moved from Plato's philosopher-king té Machiavelli'g
Prince to the more modern contributions of Carlyle's (1841/1907) history
as defined by great men's biographies, Weber's (1904—1905) idea of
charismatic; traditional and rational-legal authority and more recently

Lasswell's (1950) psychoanalytic interpretation of political motivations.

Paige (1977) feels that Sabine's (1937) History of Political Theory



was a contributing factor, as well as a prime example of, the lack of
attention given to the systematic study of political 1eadership. He
thinks that this text had a significant influence on the outlook of
generations of political scientists. In this book there is only one
reference to the concept of leédership. The entry referred to Fascism
and National socialism., Although Sabine discussed ideas related to the
notion of political leadership, the ideas were scattered throughout the
text and left as unrelated éoncepts (Paige, 1977).

In spite of Sabine's impact the last forty years have seen a growing
interest in the scientific analysis of political leadership among
political scientists and others. The issues confronted in the study of
political leadership are not much different from those encountéred in the
analysis of leadership in general.
| Carlyle's (1841/1907) theory that the history of the world is but the
biography of great men seems to be reflected in the works of modern
researchers such as Wolfenstein (1967) in his psychoanalytic study of
revolutionary leaders and Barber (1965, 1966, 1972) in his attempt to
predict leader performance on the baéis of the active-passive (propensity
for activity) and the positive-negative (affect) dimensions. Each of
these researchers sought to understand the personal characteristics of
ieaders. They assume that dispoéitional characteristics have a great deal
to do with the emergence of great leaders.

However, in concentrating on the leader's personality traits these
researchers and others like them failed to take into account that the
leader's personal characteristics and values must suit the needs and
expectatioﬁs of his followers (Katz, 1973). Great leaders have lost
their positions, not because they have changed but because the needs and

wants of the followers have changed. The Shah of Iran, for example, had



a devoted following who supported his Western—oriented policies. But
‘when a religioﬁs leader, the Ayatollah Khomeini, challenged his
.deviations from traditional Islamic faith, the Shah's influence began to
crumblé with tragic results for the country.

Still there is a need to study the personality characteristics of
politiéal leaders. At times, such traits may even be the critical factor
in influencing followers and engendering in them attitudes of devotion,
as in the case of charismatic leaders such as Napoleon, President
Kennedy, and Ghandi. The thing to remémber when stﬁdying personality
characteristicsvis to relate the/traits to the social field in which they
are operating. Leadership is a dynamic process iﬁvolving the leader, the
led and the environmental circumstances of their relationship.

As in the general leadership literature, so we find in the field of
political leadership, a controversy over which end of the
situation-disposition continuum to focus on. Opposing the Great Man
theory of leadership is the situétional view which is preoccupied with
the cultural determinants of political leadership. The culturalists (or
situationalists) assume that social conditions are so firmly structured
that the leader cannot manoeuver within them, and that there are a number
of people who because of_the circumstances could assume leadership
positions (Katz, 1973).

Ratz (1973) sees leadership as a relationship between the leader and
the followers and the ways in which they communicate and interact within
a social context., He lists four major dimensions of the social settings
in which leddership takes place., The first is the degree of formal role
structure, For example, in the military a great deal of role-determined
behaviour exists whereas in‘a public meeting only a little structure

would be imposed on behaviour. The second dimension is that of primary
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)
versus secondary relationships, Is the relationship of the followers to

the leader direct, as in a club meeting, or secondary, as in a political
rally? The third dimension is the relationship of the "leader-followers"
unit to other systems. 1Is it an independent or dependent soft of’
relationship with other organizations or groups? The last dimension Katz
discugses is the mixture of types of institutions within the system,

Here he seems to be speaking of a relatively large group of followers. '
The types of institutions vary ffom primarily democratic to dominantly
.authoritarian.

On historical grounds, it can be arguéd that the assumption of the
immutable impact of the situation appears to be based on shaky ground.
Hook (1943), in defending the personality viéw of politiéalvleadership,
‘hypothesized not only that the significant results of particulaf events
can be ascribed to a specific individual, but also that no other
individual could have behaved in a similar manner. Therefore one might
argue that even with the general social unrest in 1939 Europe, without
Hitler the particular atrocities of World War II would never have come to
.pass.

In his review of research on political leadership, Seligman.(1950)
analyzed five approacﬁes to the study of that body éf work. The first
emphasized the social status or position>of the leader; focusing on the
leader's demographic background. According to Seligman its major
contribution is.a "statistical tabulation of collectivities of leaders"
(p. 908). He concluded that this appr§ach has produced little of
significance, and would be much improved if it'looked at social class
impediments faced by potential 1eaders and the extent to which these
might interfere with the free;recruitment of leadership.

A second approach to examining leadership focuses on the type of



social structures existing-ih the political milieu. While wo;k in the
area of social atmospheres (Lewin, 1942) w;s done in small group
laboratory experiments, Seligman felt that the results could apply to
political life in such ways as "understanding the inner workings of large
politieal parties" and "the study of chief executives in their inner
circles" (p. 909). This approach awaits further applications and
research.

A third approach to studying leadership is to look at it in the
context of»formal industrial organizations. After pointing out a series
of seemingly crucial limitations to the generalizability of this approach
Seligman conceded that factors other than political omes couid be
examined for their contribution to.thé underétanding of leadership
behaviour,

A fourth méfhod is one we should now be familiar with, the study of
personality types. The probiems inherent in this approach have been
discussed in the previous section. Seligman wisely points out that "a
good full-length treatment of particular political leaders that will
attempt-to cast psychoiogical factors in their social contextual mold is
needed" (p. 911).

A fifth apbroach to leadership analysis is the political biography.
This was the approach taken by Carlyle (1841/1907) and centuries before
him by the well-known Greek, Plutarch (ca. A.D. 40-120), who wrote at
least fiftY.biographies of Greek and Roman leaders (cited in Paige 1977,
p. 16). Seligman holds out hope for this approach. Although, he says it
lacks "criteria and conceptualization" it abounds in rich insights which
- he thinks are to be gained through the application of the theoretical
perspective of social science (p. 912).

Looking at the analysis of political leadership from the point of



view of a political scientist, Paige (1977) reviewed six current
approaches to the topic. In each he noted their relationship to
political leadership. The first approach is through the notion of

power., Paige refers to Dahl's (1963) Modern Political Analysis as a good

summary of an approach to political analysis in terms of the notions of
influence and power. He says that although Dahl does not link these

- \
. concepts to leadership himself, he defines influence as "a relation among
actors in which one actor induces others to act in some way they would
otherwise not act." This coincides with McFarland's (1969, p. 155)
definition of the leader as "the one who makes things happen that would
not happen otherwise,"

Dahl's measurement of leader's influence places emphasis on the
behaviour of the followers. The five.measures he‘suggeSts are: "(1) the
amount of change in the actor influenced, (2) the sgbjective
psychological costs of compliance, (3) the amount of difference in the
probability of compliance, (4) differences in the scope of the responses,
"and (5) the number of persons who respond" (cited in Paige, 1977, p. 17).

The second approach to ﬁolitical analysis that Paige discusses
focuses on the study of decision-making. Snyder (1958) stressed the
processes of organizational decisidn—maﬁing by officials in a "decisional
unit." OQut of a series of alternatives, he suggested, one project would
be selected through the interaction of fhree "variable clusters"
("spheres of competence", "communication and information," and
"motivation") to achieve the outcome desired by the decision-makers.

Like Dahl (1963) Snyder did not link his theory of decision-making to‘
political 1eadership. That connnection is made by Paige,(1977).‘

A third approach to political aﬁalysis comes through Deutsch's (1963)

discussion of cybernetics. Paige (1977) interprets this approach as
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viewing "leadership as the behaviour of a steersman-communicator who
decides, controls, allocates, learns and innovates" (Paige, p. 21).
Deutsch sees government less in terms of power and more in terms of

steering.

Eastonfs The Political System (1953) is representative of the fourth
approach Paige discusses., In attempting to shift the discipline's
emphasis away from the concept of power, Easton said "political science.
is the study of the authoritative allocation of values as it is
influenced by the distribution and use of power" (1953, p. 146). Paige
suggeéts'that Easton sees leadership as a '"need" that is "imposed" by
requirements of the genmeral political system. Thérefore, like power, it
is not a central concern of government.

Iﬁ his later work Easton (1965) focused on the bghaviours of
political leaders. As Paige points out, he introduced the notion of
leadership as "gatekeeping", and the function of the leader as a
"structural mechanism" for controlling the conversion of wants into
deménds and demands into social poliey.

The fifth approach to political analysis that Paige discusses is
structural functionalism. Paige treats Almond's (1960) paper as a
significant introduction to this approacﬁ. In it no explicit mention is
made of the functions of leadership within the political system .
Instead, related behaviours such as "initiation, modification and
vetoing" are mentioned.

The sixth and last approach to political analysis dealt with by Paige
is the one he terms '"the new political economy.'" - Its major proponents,
Ilchman'and Uphoff (1969) do not deal directly with the concept of

leadership but rather with the job of the "statesman." However, Paige

suggests that leadership behaviour will be highly visible in this



approach to political science because it deals with the decisions made
concerning the allocation of scarce resources. The interest of the
"political economists" (a new kind of political scientist) is in
improving the choices made by the '"statesman' And by other '"resource
allocators" (Paige, 1977, pp. 30-31).

.While only one of these six approaches examines political leadership
explicitly they all deal with the concept to some degree. Paige
- attributes this general lack of focus to the "European intellectual

]

influences" upon political science in the West. The combined impact of
three kinds of determinism--evolutionary, psychological, and
economic--served to creéte an atmosphére_in which no individual politicdl
leader was thought capable of al;ering the course of events. (If this
were true one would expect the Great Man theory of leadership within
political science to have gained very little favour). Despite tﬂis
restrictive influence, Paige believes that "wherever relatively free
social science inquiry is possible, it is likely that the scientific
study of political leadership will arise" (p. 40).

Twenty-seven years after Seligman's pivotal paper, Hermann (1977)
published a book which focused exclusively on the personal
characteristics of political leaders. Her definition of personal
characteristics says thatvthey are comprised of factors on a continuum.

At one end are "traits," which are those characteristics remaining stable

across a wide variety of situations. On the other end of the continuum

are "'states," those personal characteristics which are related to

specific kinds of situations. Although it is true that this approach
still places the major emphasis on the leader rather than on the led or
}

their interaction with each other, her definition of '"states" makes it

obvious that she understands the impact of situationally defined

14
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conditions.

Measuring the personal characteristics of political leaders can be a
wearisome task. Securing access to a leader, gaining his or her
cooperation and finally trying to prevent the interference of image
maintenance behaviour all enter into the job and complicate the data
collection,

There are a variety of techniques being used to assess the personal
characteristics of political leaders. Hermann (1577) has enumerated six
of them and has pointed out which problems are avoided through their use.

The first is the questionnaire, which is the most difficult technique
to use with political leaders. These people are often inaccessible,
unwilling to participate and have a vested interest in maintaining a
particular image. The second method is the interview. There are two
kinds. The first, the research interview, which is conducted
specifically for research purposes; the second, the acquired or political
business interview which may be conducted for reasons other than
research. Obviously the first type of interview gives the researcher
more control over the topics discussed. The acquired interview however
does not require the permission of the political leader in question to
use the information for research.

Because of their frequent public exposure observation is useful in
assessing political leaders. One type of observation is self-observation
where the leader writes about himself. Another type uses informants such
as colleagues~to outline the leader's personal characteristics and their
effects. A third type is participant observation in which an observer
participates in the process he is observing. Fiéld observation is é
fourth.type where the political leader is observed in.his natural

political situation by an observer who describes what is happening. This
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last method of observation obviates the need for cooperatibn by the-
_ leader but does not control for image management,

Hermann discusses biographical statistics as a fourth way of
assessing a political leader's personal characteristics.. This method is
similar to Seligman's social status approach. Noﬁe of the assessment
problems found among the other techniques is found in this method.

Another technique Hermann discusses is simulation. The definition
she uses for simulation is: "a flexible imitation of processes and
outcomes for the purposes of clarifyiﬁg or explaining the underlying
mechanisms involved" (Abelson, 1968b; p. 275). The advantage of this
approach, whether if be computerized, all-person or person-machine
simulations is the availability and accessibility of the "simulated"
leaders and lack of image maintenance problems. The major qﬁestion about
the use of this method céncerns its validity.

A final technique in the analysis of political leaders is content
analysis. According to Hermann this method involves the coding of spoken
or writtén work into meaningful categories. Some decisions to be made in
categorizing content revolve around the issues of quality versus quantity
and structure versus content. The advantages of this technique are its
availability and acceésibility. Only the problem of image maintenance

-

must be considered,

Integrative Complexity

In contrast to Hermann's (1977) content analysis of verbal material
is the structural notion of cénceptual complexity (Harvey, Hunt and
Schrodgf, 1961, and Schroder, Driver & Streufert, 1967). . This theory
analyzes the s;fucture of iﬁformation processing (i.e. the way a person

combines information from both external and internal sources for adaptive



purposes) and is only minimally interested in the measuréﬁent bf'gontent
variables such as attitudes, beliefs and needs.

Historically, the theory of conceptual complexity grew out of the
developmental personality theory proposed by Harvey, Hunt & Schroder
(1961). This theory viewed conceptual complexity as a personality trait
with four major stages of development that range along a
concreteness—abstractness continuum. These four stages were labelled
Stage I - dependent, Stége I1 - counterdependent, Stage III - other
directed, and Stage IV - independent. Dependence, counterdependeﬁce
other-directedness and independence all refer to the nature of the
relationship between an individual and authority.

It is assumed that development occurs as a progression ffom a
concrete and rigid method of concept formation and organization to a more
abstract and flexible perception and integration of schem; and rules for
adapting to the environment. Which one of the four stages an individual
reaches is said to depend omn childhéod training conditions. Development
could be arrested at any of the stages if conditions for progress were
not met., Harvey, Hunt & Schroder outlined four training conditions that

they called (1) reliable unilateral training, (2) unreliable unilateral

training, (3) protective interdependent training and (4) informational |,

interdependent training. These four conditions lead to the development
of Stages I to IV respectively. According to the Harvey, Hunt & Schroder
theory a training environment that provides all the rules for behaviour
and also reliably administers rewards and punishments would'cguse a
person to develop only to a Stage I; or dependent level of conceptual
complexity. At the other extreme of the training dimension is the
informational interdependent enviromment. This environment is assumed to

be so structured that the trainee has all the components necessary for
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independently generating effective rules of behaviour. Under this
condition the trainee is allowed to experience the consequences of
behaviour and to evolve his own internally generated rules, concepts, and
coqnecting links.

While training conditions are said to determine a person's
characteristic level of conceptual complexity over the long term, the
en&ironment is assumed to have short-term effects on the level of
conceptual complexity expressed. For example, in npvel and ambiguous
situations individuals will tend to revert to a Stage I level of
information processing. Gradually, as information is filtered, organized
and inferrelated, the characteristié level of functioning will be resumed.

The theory of information processing outlined by Schroder, Driver &
Streufert (1967) concerns itself with how people integrate, combine,
organize, and‘connect their rules for perceiving and differentiating
‘informational inputs. Their theory seeks to correct what they felt were

. : p
shortcomings in the Harvey, Hunt & Schroder (1961) version. This earlier
version while claiming to be content free, actually depended heavilf on
one domain of interpersonal relations (reaction to authority) to define
the stages of development. In a truly content freé theory the
information processing mechanism should apply equally toAfhe entire range
of possible domains. In addition, Schroder, Driver & Streufert (1967)
noted that there is a Iack of empirical evidence supporting the
contention that the process is developmental in naturé.

In the second version of the theory; Schroder, Driver & Streﬁfert
(1967) focus on a personality variable that is structural in nature: a
person's characteristic level of cdﬁplexity in processing information

under changing decision-making conditions. They consider levels of

complexity to vary as a function of particular elements in the
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environment. These will be discussed below.

The Schroder, Driver & Streufert theory of information processing
complexity is largely concerned with how a person perceives different
kinds of information and how these perceptions are then organized for
adaptive purposes. Perception is measured in terms of the
differentiation or placement of a given set of stimuli along unique
dimensions. Organization is seen in terms of the nature of the linkages
among the various aspects of the stimuli which were placed along those
unique dimensions. The number of connections among these aspects and the
character of their interrelatedness determines the level of complexity.
Basically the theory deals with '"the nature of the relationship between a
person and the objects of his world" (Schroderlet al., 1967, p. 9).

The characteristic level of information processing develops over
time. It "evolves through the development of'new and conflicting
differentiations" (i.e. new interpretations of the same event) "and the
use of new and more complex rules to interrelate and unify these
differentiated components" (Schroder et al., 1967, p. 45). The level
reached is a consequence of learning and learning is limited only by an
individual's "neurological potential."

According to Schroder, Driver & Streufert (1967), the kind of
training environment an individual experiences affects both the
particular responses or rules for relating to environmental stimuli and
the nature of the coping strategies used with particular classes of
stimuli (p. 12). They describe two basic kinds of training environments,
the unilateral or deductive environment where rules for behaviour are
externally generated and the interdependent or inductive environment in
which rules for behaviour are internally generated.

In the unilateral deductive training environment the training agent



(parent, teacher, guide) structures the environment by providing all the
necessary rules for "correct behavior". The trainee's responses are
controlled through the application of rewards and punishments. Under
these conditions the trainee learns the basic responses required to
satisfy the trainer. And he or she also learns to adapt to changing
environmental conditions by looking to exfernai rules as guidelines for
"correct" responding. The consequences of the oversimplification of a
~unilateral training enviromment is to inhibit the emergence of
élternative pérceptions of the same stimuli and to interfere with the
potential development of abstract structural charactéristics (Schroder,
et al., 1967, p. 48). These characteristics have some behavioral
similarities to the Stége I and II functioning individuals under Harvey,
Hunt & Schroder's (1961) theory.

Within the interdependent or inductive training environment the
training agent structures the enviFonment so that all the components
necessary for generating adapfive schema or rgles for behaviour are
present. This kind of learning enviromment encourages exploration and
questioning, while at the same time allswing the trainee to experience
the consequences of his or her interaction with the enviromment. Through
the exploration of his or her environment the trainee learns to generate
new and different perceptions of objects and events and to integrate
these in more complex ways.

The interdependent or inductive training condition allows the trainee
to learn to apply self-generated rules and schema when adapting to a
: chaﬁging environment. On the other hand, the unilateral or deductive
training condition teaches adaptation in terms of the application of

'fixed, externally given rules (Schroder et al., 1967, p. 49).
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Levels of Conceptual Complexity

The two structural variables that determine the level of information
processing complexity are differentiation and integration. As mentioned
earlier, differentiation refers to the number of different attributes or
components a . person sees in a set of stimuli within a situation, and
integration refers to the extent to which complex interrelations develop
among these differentiations. Low levels of integration reflect a
compartmentalized view of the differentiatea characteristics. Increa;ing
amounts of interactions among the components is a sign of increasing
structural complexity.

Characteristics of a low level of complexity have been outlined by
Schroder, Driver & Streufert (1967). Differentiation at this level tends
to be éigid, with objects, events and issues being perceived as either
belonging or not belonging to a particular catégory. No fine gradations
are made along any perceived dimensions. Integration among
diffeyentiated categories tend to be hierarchical. Seeking fast closure
when solving problems reflects the avoidance of uncertainty and conflict

|
that is characteristic of this level of complexity. Behavior at this
level tends to depend on external cues. The low complexity individual
tends to over-generalize responses to a range of stimuli. Subtle changes
in the situation will go undetected until finally the threshold for
category inclusion is passed; at that point, dramatic changes in
behaviour occur.

At high levels of conceptual complexity Schroder et al. (1967)
characterize functioning as being less determined by the environment and
more a product of internally generated schema. More differentiations are
made and more complex interrelations occur. Complex rules for comparing

and contrasting alternative interpretations are used and multiple points



of view can be considered simultaneously. Perception.of changing
-environmental conditions occurs rapidly and behaviour can be readily
adapted to meet new situations. Individuals at this end of the dimension
tend to search for novelty and for more information. ¢

Effects of the Environment Upon Levels of Information Processing

Complexity

While training conditions have a long-term impact upon the
development of characteristicllevels of information processing, there are
several environmental conditions that affect information processing in
the short run., They are envirommental complexity, noxity and eucity.

Environmental coﬁplexity varies as a function of informational input
load. The input cémplexity varies across two features-—the number of
aimensions of information presented during a set time and the diversity
of information, including the number of alternatives added by each piece
of information (Schroder et al., 1967, p. 55).

Schroder, Driver & Streufert (1967) hypothesize that increasing
environmental complexity and load appear initially to increase
information processing complexity (as measured by the degree of flexible
integration used in decision-making) to a peak, then cause the level to
decrease under conditions of “information overload" (Schroder et al.,
1967, p. 61). The relationship between environmental complexity and
level of integrative complexity seems best to be described by an inverted
U curve.

Environmental noxity réfers to '""the amount of threat, pain or
frustration in the environment" while eucity refers to '"the amount of
éromise, pleasure, and reward" (Schroder et al., 1967, p. 67). Schroder,
Driver & Streufert (1967) report that when environmental complexity and

interest are held constant at a high level, increasing noxity decreases
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the level of cénceptﬁal complexity (p. él). Onnthe other gand increasing
eucity increases the level of complexity when the environmental input
load is held constant (p. 81). Schroder, Driver & Streufert suggest that -
there is some evidence (Driver, 1962, cited in Schroder et al., 1967),
that when eucity and noxity become superoptimal the information
prﬁcessing structure may diminish to a less complex level of function
(pp. 83-84).\

The effects of §arying degrees of ambiguity or uﬁcertainty in a
situation depeﬁd upon the level of complexity of the individual in the
situation. In general in an ‘ambiguous éituation the abstract individual
will spend more‘time processing information about the situation than will
the concrete individual. ' As uncertainty in the situation increases the
abgtfact person willlincrease his or her amount of information seérching
and processing more thaﬂ will.the conceptually copcrete person. The
vconceptually simple person's peak searching and processing times occur at
lower lgyels of environmental uncertainty and demand than do a complex
peréon's peaks. The comﬁlex person's conceptual complexity should
increasé rapidly as a function of increasing information input load.

With more\information more connections can be generated. In tﬁrn more
information is required to evaluate the plausibility of fhe additional
integrations. The concrete person on the other hand will tend to
structure the information so as to reduce the number of alternative_
interpretations. Thus lower coﬁplexity individuals will tend to spend
less time searching for, or processing‘information.

Upon reaching a decision abstract people are more likely to qualify
the outcome by retaining a sense of uncertainty and hesitancy abéut it

“than are concrete,people‘(Schroderlet al., 1967, p. 114).



Measuring Integrative Complexity

According to Schroder, Driver & Streufert's (1967) theory, complexity
caﬁ be measured in verbal material. They use the semi-projective
Paragraph Completion Test (PCT) to generate the scoring material. The
PCT consists of sentence stems which tap a variety of interpersonal
domains; For example, rela&ionships.with'authority are sampled by stems
such as "Rules" and "Parents', while responses to interpersonal
uncertainty are elicited by stems such as "When my friend acts
differently towards me," or "When I am criticized."

The completions that individuals are instructed to write in response
to these stems are scored on a 7—point scale (See Appendix B). The
guidelines instruct the rater to score the material for differentiation
~rules and for the nature and degree of linkages among the rules expressed
in the responses. (For a detailed scoring manual see Schroder et'al.,

1967, Appendix B).

Integrative Complexity

In the third generation of the structural complexity theory of
information processing, Suedfeld (1976) analyzes a different aspect of
the notion. -He suggests that rather than focusing on a relatively stable
personality characteristic he would consider complexity to bé a purely
cognitive aspect of information processing that interacts with the
environment. In this respect complexity is a state specific variable
that can vary across situations, whereas Schroder, ﬁriver & Streufert's
(1967) primary interest is in complexity as.a relatively stable,
dispositional variable.

In Suedfeld's (1976) version the issue of the individual's

characteristic level of complexity is not addressed. Instead he



explicitly looks at the environmental conditions that affect the manifest
level of information processing. Under increasing degrees of
environmental stress, for example, integrative complexity would rise to
an optimal peak and then diminish as stress continues to ihcrease.

Schroder, Driver and Streufert (1967) claimed to have left behind the
evaluative component of structural complexity that was implied in the
original version of Harvey, Hunt & Scﬁrooer (1961). However, the feeling
that to be more complex was “better“ than being simple still emerged.

For example, in Streufert & Schroder's (1965) study of changes in levels
of information processing as a function of increasing input complexity,
the authors suggest that concrete individuals tend to be "tied to" their
environment. As a result they react "in a direct (retaliatory) way" to
each and every input, whereas more abstract individuals avoid‘reacting to
every input. Streufert & Schroder (1965) infer that there is an inverse
relationship between quality and -quantity of decisions.

In the Suedfeld (1976) iteration with the focus on the interaction
befween situational components and processing structure, the
non-evaluative nature of the theory can more easily be seen. For
example, situations spring readily to mind where a simple, concrete level
of information processing woulo be far more adaptive than a more
abstract, hypothesis testing approach. Responding quickly and exactly to
a fireman's instructions during the evacuation of a burning building is
just one case where a simple level of processing and responding would be
most adaptive.

Suedfefd and Rank's k1976) version of the integrative complexity
theory differs f?om the earlier ones in two other ways, involving the
methodology and the context of hypothesis testing. The methodology uses

verbal material found in various public documents: letters, speeches,
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transcripts of interviews, editorials, etc. Material relevant to a
particular issue (or historical period, major crisis or individual) is
selected and randomly sampled. The scoring units or paragraphs are rated
by trained judges following a revised (Suedfeld, 1978) version of the
scoring manual (Schroder et al., A€967) developed for rating the
Paragraph Completion Test responses.

With this change in methodology, from scoring sentence completions to
rating archival material, comes thé opportunity to broaden the context of
hypothesis testing. We can go back into history and score the complexity
of well-known historical figures whose written work has survived. We can
now ask questions about world events, historial issues and about’
individuals from the past. Easy access to such rich material has
tremendously expanded the usefulness of this techniqqe.

The following studies have used tﬁis approach to examine questions
concerning the relationship between the environment and information
processing i# a variety of historically exciting periods.

Suédfeld and Rank (1976) tested the hypothesis that differing
political environments would fequire drastically different gypes of
leadership. They examined the integrative complexity of revolutionary
leaders during their period of eminence prior to a successful attempt to
overthrow the existing governﬁent. During this period effective
leadership calls for a single-minded, dogmatic approach. However,'
continued success in a government in control would require a more
flexible,‘compromising and pragmatic stance in its leader., Therefore,
individuals who were successful during the revolution and who maintained
their position of leadershipvin victory should show a pattern of low
integrative complexity prior to the takeover of power and increased

complexity afterwards. Written material for nineteen leaders chosen from



five successful revolutionary movemeﬁts during the 17th, 18th, and 20th
centuries were scored for integrative complexity. The results show that
indeed successful leaders were those who exhibited an increase in

complexity from a pre-revolutionary takeover low to a post-victory high,

In another study Suedfeld, Tetlock & Ramirez (1977) scored the
integrative complexity of speechés by representatives of Israel, Egypt
and Syria, the USA and the USSR. Given in the United Nations General
Assembly, the speeches were concerned with Middle Eaét conflicts,

Sampies were taken from a twenty year period between 1947 and 1976. The
reéearchers were interested in whether changes in integrative compléxity
in the speeches wére related in a systematiq way to the recurrent
outbreak of armed hostilities in the Middle East, The results indicated
that in the months prior to each Middle East wér (1948, 1956, 1967 and
1973) the complexity of information processing decreased significantly
from its peacetime level in all sPeeches except the Russiaﬂs. Further,
the Israeli level dropped to the 1§west score each time., Interpreting
these results Suedfeld et al. (1977) suggest that the prewa£ drop in
complexity is related to the seriousmess of the possible negative
consequencés for the particular country. They go on to suggest that to
the Russian government thé nearness of wér in the Middle East may
represent the possibility of éositive outcomes for the USSR and therefore
dées not lead to a decrease in complexity.

Another study by Suedfeld & Tetlock (1977) applied the integrative
complexity techniques to the analysis of communications among high level
decision-makers during crises in international relations. In two studies
they examined five crises, two resulting in war (WW I and the Korean Warj
and three being resolved peacefully (the Agadir incident of 1911, the

Berlin Blockade in 1948 and the Cuban Missile crisis of 1962). When the
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archival material was scored it appeared that_peaéefully resolved
“conflicts are characterized by higher levels'of communicative
(communicative both among meﬁbers of one party to the conflict; as well
as between parties)'complexity, and crises ending in war, with lower
levels.

Levi & Tetlock (1980) analyzed records from both private and public ;
statements made b& Japanese policy makers in the period leading to the
Japanese decision to go to war with.the United States in 1941. The
authors were testing the '"disruptive stress" hypothesis (Hermann & Brady,
1972) that suggests crisis-produced stress has detrimental effects on
individual.policy makers; cognitive coping responses. fheir/results,.
however, showed no evidence,K of decreasing complexity as the decision'to.-
go to war drew near, Only one central leader (the Chief of Staff of the
Imperial Naﬁy) showed the expected change. It was suggested that perhaps
he perceived that greater losses would occur within his department than
elsewhere shoﬁld Japan go to war with United States.. These results tend
to weaken the argument for the generalizability of the disruptive stress
hypotheéis for explaining how cfisés quaiitatively influence decision
making. However, the results may also be interpreted‘to mean that the
disruptive stress hypothesis does not apply to an extended period of
frustrated negotiations 5ut might still explain decisioﬁ—making behaviour

~in the case of rapidly inteﬁsifying belligerent actsvfollowing an initial
dramatic event (Suedfeld 1980).

An interesting trend emerged from these data. Integrative complexity .
scores were consistently lower in the Liaison Conferences where policies
were being formulated than in.Imperial Conferences whefe these policiés
were béing presented to the Emperor and his advisors for their approval.

Levi and Tetlock suggest that when interpreting measures of cognitive



structure, researchers should consider the social context in which the
statements are made, R

To investigate the degree of influencevthat psychological variables
have on high-level political decisions, Tetlock (1981) examined the
foreign policy preferences of United States senators. He focused his
analysis on senators who varied in their commitment to American
isolationism. Injchoosing this variables he intended to test McClosky's
(1967) hypotheses concerning the psychdlogical superstructure of
isolationism. McClosky argued that isolationists (those who oppose
giving aid or commitments to other nations) vary from nonisolati;nists on
a variety of dimensions, includiné tolerance of ambiguity and cognitive
inconsistency, categorical versus flexible thinking, and emotional
responses to in- and out-groups (Tetlock, 1981, p. 738). -

Tetlock scored the integrative complexity of senatorial speeches in
the 82nd Congress that were relevant to foreign policy. He also
performed an evaluative assertive assessment thét measured intensity of
speakers' attitudes towards a particular group or issue on the same
material (Osgood, Saporta and Nunnelly, 1956).

Tﬁe results supporéed McClosky's (1967) hypotheses as applied to
isolationist senators in the 82nd Congress. These people were
significantly less integfatively complex than nonisolationists, made
fewer complex policy statements, held more extreme and polarized
attitudes, and evaluated out-groups more negatively and in-groups more
positively.

Porter & Suedfeld (1981) investigated the relationship between the
integrative complexity of five eminent 19th and 20th century novelists
and various personalland social stresses in their individual g

environments. This is the first study to focus on the effects of
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enviroﬁmental stress on the information processing of non-political
individuals. The results indicated that events in a person's life can
result in changes in integrative complexity. Not surprisingly,
complexity tended to increase with age. Decreased levels of complexity
were associated with illness and one's terminal years (that is, the 1as§
few years prior to death). Integrative complexity varied as a function
of the arena of conflict. International hostilities were correlated with
relatively low levels of complexity whiie civil unrest was correlated
with higher complexity levels. This differential response to conflict,
depending on whether it is civil or international, may be a reflection of
the varying levels of threat perceived under the two conditions. 1In the
case of internal disruptions, information.concerning the various sides of
the issue is relatively easy to obtain. This availability interacts with
the likelihood of frequent public debates over possible solutions to the
problem to produce an environment where more flexible and open—eﬁdgd
information processing can occur. This kind of processing may.tend to

diffuse some of the threat posed by the situation:

Evaluations of Canadian Prime Ministers

Continuing interest in poiitical leadership is reflected in both the
popular (Gwyn, 1980) and the professional 1iteratﬁre (Hermann, 1977;
Paige, 1977). What makes our leaders successful, effective, under what
motives do they operaﬁe, what are their common characteristics? All of
these questions are frequently asked. An abundance of research
concerning American leaders is available showing the heroic effort of
researchers to answer 5ust sﬁch questions. The suécess or failure of the
United States Presidents as leaders have been ranked (Schiesinger, 1948,

1962), their motives have been categorized (Lasswell, 1930, 1960), both
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their performance and their greatness as president have been analyzedv
(Maraneii, 1970; Simonton, }980) and the development of their
presidential style in terms of active-passive energy and
positive-negative affect has been outlined (Barber, 1972).

We can find studies about American presidents from just about every
aspect of leadership previously mentioned: personality traits,
situational determinants, behavioural aspects and environmental-
dispositional interaction.

What we cannot find is an equivalently broad selection of research
literature related to our national Canadian leaders., There are
descriptive books dealing chapter by chapter with each Prime Minister's ~
term in office. Authors such as Donaldson (1969), Hutchison (1967) and
Ondaatje and Catherwood (1967) have outlined the major political issues
faéing each Prime Minister, given some biographical history of each maﬁ
and discussed their individual characteristics. And now almost all of
our sixteen Prime Ministers have had individual biographies written about
thém. However, to date, there has been no systematic ranking, rating or
comparison of our Prime Ministers. Nor has there been any quantitative
examination of their effectiveness in office.

When looking at our sixteen national leaders is it reasonable to
;ssume that each one has an "absolute" value on such dimensions as
honesty in Aealing with the public, strength of role, amount of current
prestige, etc.? Further, could experts in the field of Canadian history
and Canadian political science both recognize such a value, should it
exist? Are professionals whose perspective is perhaps broader and more
long-term (i.e. the historians) betterbequipped to evaluate a leader's
position along a particular continuum than professionals with a more

current and perhaps. narrower focus (i.e., the political scientists)?
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One purpose of this study is to ask the experts their opinions of the
Prime.Ministers on a variety of dimensions. These ratings will then be
examined for their intérnal consistency among memﬁers on each dimension.
Next they will be analyzed for differences between professions.,

A long-standing problem in fhe analysis of the integrative complexit&
of speeches given by political‘répresentatives of one‘kind or another has
been the issue of whose complexity we are actually scoring. Is it the
complexity of the speaker? Or is it that of the speech writer? Whenever
this question is posed the assumption has been that the two are not the
same; that is, that the speaker has had the speech written by a '"ghost"

‘writer. " In the past, the response to this questién has begn that even
when a ghost writer is‘involved.the compatibility of complexity levels
can be assumed. It is unlikely that a very concrete s?eaker will
comfortably deliver, time and again, speeches of abstract complexity.
Furthermore, it is assumed that speakers haye some céntrol over the
structural aspects, if not always the content, of thgir own speeches.
William Lyoﬁ Mackenzie King for example, was known to habitually alter
his prepared speeches. In some instances he eveﬁ deleted "purple
passages'" (Courtney, 1976, p. 90).

In this study the issue of whose complexity is being scored will be
addressed indirectly. Samples of the prepared speeches, in the form of
Responses to the Speech from the Throne, w%ll be scored for their
integrative complexity. It is irrelevant to the issue whether these
speeches were prepared solely by the Prime Minister or by a speeéh writer
of perhaps jéintly by both. 'The only requirement is that they have been
prepared in advance of delivery. \

Then samples of extémporaneous speeches, collectéd’froﬁ the Prime

Ministers' spontaneous résponses to unexpected questions will be scored

1
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for integrative complexity; Since these responses will be sampled from
‘debates occdr;ing outside the formal question period (where some -
responses may have been prep;red) it is assumed that they will represent
the integrative complexity of the P;ime Minister alone.

These two samples of complexity will then be compared to:see if there
really is a difference between prepared'speech complexity and spontaneous
speech complexity. If no difference is found we will continue to assume
that speech writers match the integrative compiexity of the speeches they
write to that of the intended speaker.

Once the Prime Ministers have been rated and ranked on the ten
differént dimensions (difficulty of political issues, activeness,
motives, strength of role, effectiveness, prestige, innovativeness,
flexibility, honesty, and accomplishments) it will be of interest to see
what systematic relationships may exist among and between the dimensions,
and also between the dimensions and the Prime Ministers' level of
complexity. For example, it would appear likely that increased levels of
complexity would be positively associated with flexibility of approaches
- to implementing programmes and with innovativeness in problem-solving.
Thié study will examine the correlations among the dimensions rated by
the experts and between the dimensions and the integrative complexity
scores of the Prime Ministers.

The purpose of this study is to examine experts' opinions about our
Prime Ministers, on certain dimensions, to analyze the integrative
complexity of both prepared and spontaneous speeches of the Prime
@inisters, to determine whether any systematic relationship exists
between expert's ratings-of the Prime Ministers and the 1eaders;
integrativé complexity and finally what ‘relationships exist among the

dimensions scored by the experts.
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" METHOD

Expert Opinions Questionnaire

Starting with‘Schlesinger's“(1962) opinion poll items and Maranell's
(1970) extension of those questions a revised set of items relating to
various attributes of the Canadian Prime Ministers and the nature of the
times in which they were in power was developed. The initial items were
modified, refined or replaced after consultation with two historians and
one political scientist.

A pilot test using the revised items was run on five historians and
one political scientist. The results indicated that the items were
understandable and could be rated without an experimenter present to
explain fhe format. The responses showed that experts could
differentiate among Prime Ministers.on each.of the items.

The final set of questions consisted of ten items dealing with
evaluations of the Priﬁe Ministers and their ‘situation. . An eleventh item
served as a check on the amount of information the rater had about each
Prime Minister (see Appendix A).

For each of the first ten items the rater was asked to score every
Prime Minister on a scale from 1 to 7. The. points were labelled and a
glossary was provided explaining, where necessary, the meaning of the
labels in this context,

In order to examine the possibility of systematic bias the following
personal information was asked of ‘each expert: age, sex, professional
specialty within his or her field, academic rank, highest degree held and

the institution from which the highest degree was. received.
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Rater Selection

Lists of 96 historians and of 139 polifical scientists, specializing
in Canadian studies, were compiled from university calendars. These
experts were faculty members of universities across Canada.

Packages of material were sent to the historians and political
scientists (see Appendix A). Each package contained a cover letter
explaining the nature of the study and the request being made; a two-page
information packet describing integrative complexity and giving a brief;
referenced account of research that had used integrative complexity as a.
measure; a 13-page rating booklet; and a stamped self-addressed énvelope
for returning the questionnaire. An offer was made in the cover letter
to send the results to the respondent sﬁould he or she so request. A
space was left on the personal information sheet to indicate interest in
receiving the results of the survey.

The anchor points were randomly set so that a low score did not

"poor" score or one which might be considered

always represent a
politically undesirable. Except for the eleventh item an option of not
scorable (NS) was provided.' This alternative was included in response to
the comments of the pilot study participants, who fel; that some Prime

Ministers had been in office for too short a period to be fairly rated on

certain dimensions.

Integrative Complexity Scores

Two sets of complexity scores were obtained. The first was
calculated from prepared speeches and the second from spontaneous
speeches.

The Response to the Speech from the Throne was used as the prepared

speech. These speeches were found in Hansard, which is a book that
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reports verbatimlthe debates in the House of Commons. Hansard is
available from 1875 on&ard. For the 1867 and 1873 speecheé, the
Scrapbook Debates were uéed'as source material. These books contained
méjor speeches from the House but not in first-person form; rather, they
are in third-person verbatim form. It was not difficult to return the
speeches to the first person for scoring purposes.

The Responses to the Speech from the‘Throne for thirteen of the
sixteen Prime Miniséers were photocopied. Because appropriate material
could nof be located for Abbott (1891), Bowell (1894) and Tupper (1896),
these Prime Ministers were omitted from the rest of the analyses. Only
the speech in the first session of parliament following én election was
used. For Prime Ministers Macdonald and - King, who were re-elected to
office after having been voted out of office, tﬁe Response Speech for
“each newly returned term was sampled. 1In the cases‘of Meighen and
Trudeau, only the Requnsé Speech from the first electionlwas used, but
for different reasons. Hansard does not.record a Response to the Speech
from the Throne for‘Meighen's second, brief term in office in 1926. In
Trudeau's case, it has only been jﬁst over a yearlsince he was returned
to office after a brief period in Opposifion; Because of this, only the
Response Speech from his initial election to office in 1968 was sampled.

Sampling from spontaneous speeches was a more complicated matter.
Spontaneous speeches were ones that seemed to occur as tpe result of an
unexpected question from the floor of the House of Commons. Because many
questions asked during Questibn Period and during the Inquiries of the
Ministries were submitted for consideration in advance of their official
presentation in the House, it cannot be assumed that the responses were
entirely unprepared. For that reason only responses to questions

occurring outside these formal periods were used as samples of
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extemporaneous speech. Except for Mackenzie (1873-1878), for whom
Session Two was sampled, all responses to informal questions were chosen
from the first session of Parliament following the Prime Minister's
taking office. Again, appropriate material could not be foun& for
Abbott, Bowell and Tupper.

Each speech was divided into scorable units. (In archival work,
Suedfeld (1978) has defined a scorable unit as a section of material,
usually several sentences long, that focuses on one topic. In some cases
a paragraph in the original material may be broken up into two or more
scorable units, each in turn being called a paragraph). The paragraphs
were numbered sequentially. Using a random numbef table, ten paragraphs
were arbitrarily éelected from every speech, yielding a total of 260 |
samples. For Prime Ministers Macdonald, and King, wﬁo had multiple terms
to sample, the paragraphs were selected from the first session in each of
their terms. The nuﬁber of paragraphs selected from any one term
corresponded to the proportion of total-time-in-office that that term

represented.



RESULTS

Expert Opinion Questionnaire

Returns

Of the 96 historians approached, 37 returned completed
questionnaires; 15 others sent baék the materials, declining to
participate in the study. The reasons for refusal ranged from
. discountings of expertise in the required area to attacks on the study's
validity. A variety of constructive remarks accompanied a portion of the
completed ret#rns. These will be discussed in the next.chapter.

A total of 60 political scientists returned completed booklets, while
11 sent letters of refusal. Again there was a similar range in the tome
of the letters. The helpful comments which came from both participants

and nonparticipants will be discussed later. -

The Experts

Twelve of the 37Ahistoriaﬁs who completed the questionnaire chose to

do so anonymously. Of the 25 identifying thémselves, iA requested copies
( .

of the results of the study. Only 10 of the 60 political science

participants omitted their names. Thirty-three of the remaining 50

indicated a desire to receive copies of the results.

Ninety-four of the 97 responhents indicated the institution where
they‘currently teach as well as the university from which they had
received their highest degree. All ten provinces were represented (See
Table 1 for details). Their training was not limited to Canadian

N
universities, although by far the largest number of the experts were

educated in Canada. Fifty-two respondents were graduates of Canadian

universities, 28 of American universities, 13 graduated from British
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Tabhle 1

Distribution of Experts Currently Holding Academic

Positions in Canada

39

Province

British Columbia
Alberta

Saskatchewan
Manitoba

Ontario

Quebec

Prince Edward Island
New Brunswick

Nova Scotia

Newfoundland

Total

Number of Raters

18
11
2
5

51

94
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institutions and one from the University of Paris.

Interrater Reliability

To find out the interrater reliability of the ratings, Cronbach's
-coefficient alpha was .calculated for each of the eleven scales. The sum
of the ratings was treated as the value on which reliability was
assessed. The first analysis was made for the 37 historians and 60
politiqal scientists separately. Since thelresulting,interrater
reliabilities were all satisfactorily high, (.94 to .99) across both the
37 and 60 respondents, the séores from the two groups of raters were
pooled and interrater reliabilities were determined for the ratings
-across this combined sample of 97 respondents. In Table 2, the
interrater reliabilities are given -- over the 97 respondents —- for each
of the 11 scales. The alpha coefficients for the 11 measures were .977
or higher, indicatiqg that the raters were not only measuring the same
quality within each diménsién, but also fhat'they had good agreemenf on

the rank ordering of the Prime Ministers within each scale.

The Prime Ministers

During the years 1891 to 1896 Canada had four Conservative Prime
Ministers who were virtual "caretakers." When Macdonald died in 1891 the
two likeliest successors, Thompsén, aged 47 and Tupper, aged 70, both
declared their lack of interest in the position. Thompson demurred
because he was too young and a converted Catholic from Nova Scotia,
attributes guaranteed to lose him votes in Ontario. Tupper deélined
because he was comfortably retired in London. Consequently, 70 year old
'Sir John Abbott was chosen. In his own words he was selected because he

was ''not particularly obnoxious to anybody."



Table 2

Interrater Reliabilities for the Responses of Historians and

Political Scientists Taken Together

(97 raters)

Dimension

1. Difficulty of the political issues

2. Active versus passive approach to.governing

3. Motivating consideration - idealistic vs. practical

4, Strength of role

5. Effectiveness as party leader

6. Current prestige

7. Approach to solving national problems - traditional vs.
innovative

8. Flexibility in implementing policies or programmes

9. Honesty in dealing with the pubiic

10. Significance of overall accomplishments

11. Amount of information rater has about each Prime Minister

Interrater
Reliability

.982
.988
977
.994
.988

.996

.985
.992
.983
.996

.992
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Abbott,‘in effect, governed from the Senate while Thompson provided
the leadership in the Commons. Faced with economic depression and
charges of serioﬁs governmental scandal, Abbott resigned in poor health,
a year and five months after taking office.

Sir John Thompson replaced Abbott. His unselfishness and high
standards had eafned him the respect and love of his countrymen but
within two years the Conservatives lost their best leader for that era.
Tho;pson was dead at the age of 50.

The third replacement, éir Mackenzie Bowell, 61, was perhaps the
worst leader ﬁhe Conservatives éould have selected. He has been
described as '"stupid, bigoted; céﬁceited and a slightly paranoié little
man" (Donaldson, 1969, p. 52). He is the only Prime Minister to have had
a full scale cabinet revolt. After seven of his Cabinet ministers
resigned and warned off potential replacements, Bowell was forced to
resign. He held office for one year and four months.

The final successor to Macdonald was Sir Charles Tupper. Almost 75,
Tupper finally claimed the role to which he had an undeniable right.
Unfortunately when he went to the electorate to secure his positiom, the
unresolved issue of the Maﬁitoba Catholic schoqls proved too great an
obstacle. Tupper lost. His was the shortest term of any Canadian Prime
Minister—--three months.

Many of the experts felt that these four men were in office for too
brief a period to be reliably scored. Consequently they have been
dropped from all further analyses. Because Clark was a contemporary
Prime Minister and informétion concerning his performance in office is
readily, available, most experts rated him. Clark,-therefore; was

included in most of the analyses. Unless specifically stated otherwise,
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the twelve Prime Ministers who became the focus of attention in
subsequent analyses are: Macdonald; Mackenzie, Laurier, Borden, Meighen,

King, Bennett, St, Laurent, Diefenbaker, Pearson, Trudeau and Clark.

Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient

To compare the rankings of fhe twelve majorlPrime Ministers By the‘
historians with those by the political scientists,'a Spearman gank
correlation coefficienf was determined for each leader according to his
- mean score for each scale in the -questionnaire. The corfélation
coefficients are reported
in Table 3. As c0uid be expected from the high interrater feliabilities
given earlier, the agreement between the rankings by the two groups of
‘experts was Qery high, with the coefficient for only one scaie lower than

.90.

Multiariate Analysis of Variance of Mean Ratings

To testvthe overall null hypothesis that historians and political

scientists do not differ in their mean raeings of~any of the twelve major -
¢ .

Prime Ministers, eleven separate multivariate analyses of variance were:
perforﬁed, one on each dependent variable (i.e. the eleven dimensions
seen in the questionnaire in Apbendix A). Means were not substituted for
missing data ip order to avoid artificially reducing the variance. As h’
result the number of raters’involved in judging the Prime Ministers
varies across dimensions. Table 4 shows the means, F ratios,
significance levels and numbe?s of raters for each dimension.

Only on the eleventﬁ item, which deals with the amount of information

each rater had about the various Prime Ministers, did the two groups of

experts differ significantly [F(35,58) = 6.1154, p€.0001] in their



Table 3

Spearman's Rank Correlation Coefficient for Rank Ordering of

12 Prime Ministers

Dimension

1. Difficulty of the political issues

2. Active versus péssive approach to governing

3. Motivating'consideration'— idealistic vs. practical

4. Strength of role

5. Effectivgness as party leader

6. Current prestige

7. Approach to solving nationallproblems - traditional vs.
innovative -

8. Flexibility in implementing policies or programmes

9. Honesty in dealing with the public |

10. Significance of overall accomplishments

Spearman's r_

.94
.90
.78
.91
.97

.94

.91
.98
.90

.97
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Table 4

Multivariate -Analysis of Variance of Mean Ratings on Eleven Dimensions

by Historians and by Political Scientists for 12 Prime Ministers

Dimension

1.

10.

11.

Difficulty of the political issues
= 31 PS = 47
(1 = easy, 7 = difficult)

Approach to governing
= 30 PS = 43
(1 = passive, 7 = active)

nu

Political motivation
= 26 PS = 38
(1 = idealistic, 7 = practical)

Strength of role
= 30 PS = 42
(1 = weak, 7 = strong)

Party leadership
= 30 PS = 44
1 = effective, 7 = ineffective)

Current prestige
= 31 PS = 48
(1 = low, 7 = high)

Approach to solv1ng national problems
= 27 = 37
(1 = 1nnovat1ve, 7 = traditional)

Implementation flexibility
= 30 PS = 38
(1 = inflexible, 7 = flexible)

Honesty in dea11ng with the public
= 27 = 36
(1 = honest, 7 = dishonest)

Accomplishments
H = 31 PS = 46
(1 = little, 7 = great)

Amount of information rater has about
each leader

= 36 PS = 59
(1 = very little, 7 = great deal)

Means
(standard deviation)
Historians Pol. Sci.

5.57 5.37
(.63) (.83)
4.97 4,81
- (.64) (.68)
4,45 4,27
(.76) (.71
4,53 4,41
(1.05) (1.06)
3.44 3.57
(1.29) (1.07)
4.39 4.42
(1.41) (1.47)
4,14 3.78
(.67) (.89)
4.29 4.36
(1.19) (1.27)
3.27 3.19
(.76) (1.00)
4.08 4,15
(1.49) (1.55)
5.52 5.42
(-66) (-80)

|=

1.08

1.50

.90
.88
.77
1.55
.84
1.83

.69

6.12

.39

.15

.08

+56

.58

.68

.14

.61

.07

.76

.01
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ratings. The historians rated themselves as having more information
about the. individual leaders than did the polifical scientists. This is
not unexpected since political science, as a discipline, focuses more on
political institutions than on political figures, while history, by
definition, deals with people and events throughout time.

6n the other ten dimensions fhere were no signific;nt differences
'between the means of the Prime Ministers' ratingsvby the two groups of
experts. Because fhe two groups did not differ.in their ratings of the
Prime Ministers the scores from each group of experfs were pooled and a
mean score for each Prime Minister on every scale (except the eleventh)
was deterﬁined. On the basiélof these mean ratings, the Prime Ministers
were rank ordered within each dimension. Two orderings are shown for the
information scale, where the experts differed in their ratings. The rank

orderings are given in Table 5.

J
Integrative Complexity

»

Two sets of integrative cqﬁple#ity scores were obtained for the 13
Prime Ministers whose material was availéble. In addition to the twelve
major leaders, Thompson was included in this analysis. The Resbonse to
the Speech from the Throne was repréqentative of a‘"prepared" speech.
That is, one which could have been written by someone othervthanlthe
speaker; because it was written in advance of its delivery in the House
of Commons. Responses to unexpected quésfions from the flopr of the
House represented a "spontaneous" speech. Mean scores for prepared and
for spontaneous integrative complexity were subjected to a t-test for
correlated samples‘to determine whether the two types of complexity

differed.

The mean differences between the two sets of complexity scores was



Table .5

Rank Orderings of 12 Prime Ministers on Eleven Dimensions
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1. Difficulty of Issues - most difficult to easiest

=
.
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1.

3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

10.
11,
12.

. o o

NS WN -

9.

10.
11.
12.

Bennett
Macdonald
Borden

King
Trudeau
Laurier
Clark
Pearson
Meighen
Mackenzie
Diefenbaker
St. Laurent

Approach to Governing —~ most active to most passive

Macdonald
Trudeau
Borden
Laurier
King
Bennett
Diefenbaker
Meighen
Pearson
Clark

St. Laurent

)

Mackenzie

Political Motivation - most practical to most idealistic

King _
Macdonald
St. Laurent
Borden
Clark
Bennett
Laurier
Mackenzie
Pearson
Trudeau

‘Diefenbaker

Meighen




Table 5 (continued)

4.

9.

10.
11.
12,

6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.

Strength of Role - strongest to weakest

Macdonald
Trudeau
King
Laurier
Borden
Bennett
Meighen
Diefenbaker
Pearson

St. Laurent -
Mackenzie
Clark

Effective Leader - most effective to most ineffective

Macdonald
King -
Laurier
Trudeau
Borden

St. Laurent
Pearson
Bennett
Diefenbaker
Mackenzie
Meighen
Clark

Current Prestige — most prestigious to least prestigious

Macdonald
Laurier
King
Trudeau
Borden
Pearson

St. Laurent
Diefenbaker
Meighen
Mackenzie
Bennett
Clark
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Table 5 (continued)

9.

10.
11.
12.

Approach to Problem Solving - most innovative to most traditional

Macdonald
Trudeau
Laurier
Pearson
Borden
Diefenbaker
Bennett
King

Clark
Meighen

St. Laurent
Mackenzie

Implementation Flexibility - most flexible to most inflexible

King

- Macdomnald .

Laurier
Pearson

St. Laurent
Borden
Trudeau
Clark
Bennett
Diefenbaker
Mackenzie -
Meighen

Honesty in Dealing with the Public - most honest to most dishonest

Mackenzie
Meighen
Borden

St. Laurent
Clark
Laurier
Pearson
Bennett
Diefenbaker
Trudeau
Macdonald
King




Table 5 (continued)
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10.Significance of Overall Achievements - most significant to least significant

1. Macdonald
2. Laurier

3. King

4. Pearson

5. Trudeau

6. Borden

7. St. Laurent
8. Diefenbaker
9. Bennett

10. Mackenzie
11. Meighen

12, Clark

11. Amount of information rater has about each Prime Minister — most to least

HISTORIANS

1.5 Macdonald
1.5 King

3. Laurier

4, Borden

5. Meighen

6.5 Diefenbaker
6.5 Trudeau

8. Mackenzie
9. Pearson

10. Bennett

11. 'St. Laurent
12. Clark

POLITICAL SCIENTISTS

1.

W OO WN

10.
11,
12.

Trudeau
King
Diefenbaker
Pearson
Macdonald
Clark
Laurier

St. Laurent
Borden
Bennett
Meighen
Mackenzie




only 0.15 aﬁd the resulting t nonsignificant [t(12) =".94]. Table 6
shows the individual means and the averaged means for the thirteen Prime
Ministers. The direction of the differences was not the same for all
Prime Ministers. For example, Meighen's spontaneous compiexity mean was
considerably higher than his prepared mean. On the oﬁher hand, both

Trudeau and King showed large differences in the opposite direction.

Correlations Among Measures

The means for both types of integrative complexity scores were
correlated with each of the mean ratings on the twelve Prime Ministers
across the eleven dimensions in the experts' questionnaire.- The
correlation matrix is shown in Table 7.

The only significant correlation involving complexity was between
spontaneous complexity and perceived honesty. The higher a Prime
Minister's spontaneous complexity, the more likely he was to be rated as
honest in his dealings with the public.(r = —.56,_2(.05). As can be seen
in Table 7, many of the items in the questionnaire tended to be
interrelated. -Some significant correlations are€ identified below.

As the difficulty of the political issues facing the Prime Minister
increased, he was more likely to be seen as taking an active approach to
governing (r = .70, p<.01), playing a strong role in shaping events and
directing govermment (r = .60, p<.05), and being innovative in his
approach to solviﬁg national problems'(r = ~-.62, éﬁLOS).

‘ The stronger tﬁe rolé the Prime Minister was ratéd as playing, the
more likely he was to be perceived as active in goverﬁing (r.= .89, p&
.01), currently prestigious (r = .88, p<.01), an effective party leader

(r = -.85, p<.01), and having achieved a great deal while in office (r =

.88, p(lOl); The experts were also likely to have more information about
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Table 6

Integrative Complexity Scores for 13 Prime Ministers

Rank Order Prepared Spontaneous ‘Mean

of Mean Prime Speech Speech Speech

Complexity Minister .Complexity Complexity Complexity
1. Clark 2.60 2.50 2.55
2. St. Laurent 2.45 2.35 2.40
3. Borden 2.40 2.00 2.20
4, Trudeau 2.80 1.55 2.18
5. Meighen 1.40 2.55 1.98
6. Thompson 1.90 1.95 1.93
7.5 Macdonald 2.10 ~1.70 1.90
7.5 Pearson 1.85 1.95 1.90
9. Bennett 1.95 1.45 1.70
10. King 2.00 1.25 1.63
11. Laurier 1.45 1.50 1.48
12. Diefenbaker - 1.40 1.35 1.38
13. Mackenzie 1,25 1.50 1.37




Table 7

Correlation Matrix .on 11 Rated dimensions and Two Complexity Scores for ‘13 Prime Ministers

Dimensions
1. Difficulty
(1=easy; 7=difficult)
2. Approach to Governing
(1=passive,. 7=active)
3. Political Motivation
(1=idealistic, 7=practical)
4, Strength of Role
(1=weak,7=strong)
5. Party Leadership
(1=effective, 7=ineffective)
6. Prestige
(1=1ow, 7=high)
7. Problem Solving
(1=innovative, 7=traditional)
8. Implementation
(1=inflexible, 7=flexible)
9. Public Honesty
(1=honest, 7=dishonest)
10. Accomplishments
(1=1little, 7=great)
11. Information
(l=very little, 7=great deal)
12. "Prepared" Complexity
(1=simple, 7=very complex)
13, "Spontaneous' Complexity

(1=simple, 7=very complex)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1.00
70%% 1,00
.26 -.09 1.00
.60% .89%% .18 1.00
-.42 -.60%  -.52 -.85%%  1.00
.34 | 9% .27 .88%%  —.95%* 1,00
-.62%  -.87%% .06 -.78%%  .64*x  -.75% 1,00
.27 .32 67% .53 —.84kk  76%%  -.49 1.00
.50 .58% 47 L68%% - 70%k  .62%  -.63% .59%  1.00
.45 O .32 J88%%  — Q4kk  98kk  —,77k%  ,78%%  ,62%  1.00
.38 J75%% .01 JJ0% - 61% L69%E = 72%k 46 .64*
.27 .22 .28 .17 -.23 12 -.27 .22 .31 .10
-.28 -.15 oY) 41 ~.40 A -.23 -.56%  -.47

-.41

.70%*

11 12
1.00

.17 1.00
-.28 .28

13

1.00

*p <.05 *kp <01

€S
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him (r = .70, p<.01). Surprisingly, such a Prime Minister was rated as
less honest in his dealings with the public (r = .68, p<.01).

Prime Ministers who were rated as flexible in implementing their
policies or progéammes-were 1ike1y to be seen as motivated by practical
rather than idealistic considerations (r = .67;_E<.QS), as dishonest (r =
.59, p<.05), as currently having high prestige (r = .76, p .01), being
effective party leaders (r = -.84, p<.01) and having accomplished a great
deal (r = .78, p<.01).

An intriguing set of interrelationships appeared with the honesty
.dimension. The stronger (r = .68, p{.0l1), more active (r = .58, p<£.05),
and more effective (r = -.70, p<.01) a Prime Minister was rated, the more
likely he was to be seen as less honest. The dishonest leader was viewed
as innovative in his approach to solving nafional probléms (r = -.63, p<
.05) and as flexible in his approach to implementing policies and
programmes (r = .59, p<.05). He was also likely to be rated as currently
having high prestige (r = .62, p<.05).

In order for a Prime Minister to be rated as having achieved
significant overall accomplishments, he had to be perceived as a strong,
active, and effective leader ;ho was innovative, flexible and slightly
dishonest.l Such a man is likely to be considered highly prestigious

today (r = .98, p<.01)!

The Effect of Difficult Political Issues

To assess the impact of both complexity level and of the relative
difficulty of issues facing the Prime Minister upon the.other‘nine
dimensions, a two-way analysis of variance was performed using the
following data. A mean complexity score was obtained for each Prime

Minister by averaging the prepared and the spontaneous complexity
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scores. Two levels of complexity were specified. The six most complex-
men (St. Laurent, Borden, Trudeau, Pearson, Macdonald and Meigheﬁ) formed
one level and the five 1éast complex men (Mackenzie, Laurier, King,
Bennett and Diefenbaker) formed‘the second level., Clark was omitted from
this analysis because of his felatively'brief tenure in office.

Accofdiﬁg to the rank ordering on the difficulty-of-issues scale (see
Table 4) these eleven Prime Ministers were grouped inté "difficult" and
"easy' categories., The resulting 2 x 2 experimental design can be seen
in Table 8. Two-way analyses of variance were then run on the following
nine dimensions: approach to governing, motivating considerations,
strength of role, party leadership effectiveness, prestige, approach to
solving national problems, flexibility in implementing policies, homnesty
in public affairs and significance of overall accomplishments/

Theré were no main effects for complexity and no significant
interactions. However, the relative difficulty of the issues facing a
Prime Minister had a significant effect on how he was rated along five
different dimensions: his approach to governing [F(1,7) = 10.34 p<015],
strength of role [F(1,7) = 20.08, 2{3003], effectiveness as party leader
(F(1,7) = 7.68, p<.028], approach to problem solving [F(1,7) = 5.56, p<
.05] and the significance of his overall accomplishments [F(1,7) = 5.65,
p<049].

It appears that environmental pressure is an influential factor in

determining the historical stature of Canadian Prime Ministers.
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Table 8
Fourfold Table Categorizing 11 Prime Ministers According to Their Integrative

Complexity and the Difficulty of the Political Issues They Faced

Political Issues

Easy - Difficult \
, i
1. Mackenzie 1. King
!
Simple ° : 2. Diefenbaker 2. Bennett

3. Laurier

Integrative
*Complexity
1. St. Laurent 1. Borden
- Complex 2.‘ Pearson 2. Trudeau

3. Meighen 3. Macdonald




DISCUSSION

Four major questions were posed in this study: Was there a difference
between the integrative complexity of the Prige Ministers' prepared
speeches and their spontaneous speeches? How were the Canadian Prime
Ministers viewed by experts in the fields of Canadian political science
and Canadian history? What correlation was there between the experts'
Qpinions of the Prime Ministers .and the léaders' integrative compiexity?
And finally, what relationships existed among the rankings of the various
Prime Ministers by the experts? The discussion will begin with an
examination of the results relating to the question of prepared and

spontaneous integrative complexity.
/

Spontaneous versus Prepared Speech Integrative Complexity

Archival researchers measuring integrétive complexity in the speeches
of prominent political_figures have long maintained,tﬁat any public
speech given by a particular person was a fair reflection of 'his or her
level of information proﬁessing ability. Until thislstudy was completed,
the argument was that all speeches, even speeches prepared by someone
other than the speaker were indicative of the true complexity level of
that speaker. However, one could maintain that some speeches were merely
memorized and delivered, as if by an actor, and that the complexity level
measured'was‘actually that of the speech writer. N

I.would like to suggest that such an argument could not apply to all
speeches given by political leaders. 1In fact, it seems unlikely that
such promineﬁt figures as Prime Ministers or Presidents would merely read
a speecﬁ written by a subordinate at major public functions. What seems

more likely-—and what has been reported (Courtney, 1976) is that

competent writers draft speeches for particular occasions (The Today
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Magazine, Jan. 2, 1982) and these may then be edited by the Prime
Minister, As mentioned in the introduction; King is known to have
repeatedly deleted "purple paséages" from the texts of one of his
speechwriters because the public was too likely to remembe; these parts
(Courtney, 1976, p. 90). ’
The results of this study serve to support the hypothesis that the
speaker's complexity is accurately reflected in the text of public
speeches, regardless of the authorship of such material. There was no
difference in mean complexity between speeches prepared for a specific
occasion (in this case, thé Response to the Speech from the Throne) and
speeches known to originate solely with the Prime Minister (i.e.,
spontaneous responses to questions during debafes in the Commons).

Accordingly, archival researchers may continue to sample public speeches

with the assumption that regardless of authorship, the integrative

complexity expressed will be a fair reflection of the speaker's level bf

information processing.

Experts' Opinions

The second question asked in this study may be subdivided into three
related issues. One, how did historians and political scientists rate
the sixteen Canadian Prime Ministers on eleven different scales or
diménsionst another, whether the two disciplines viewed the leaders
differently; and still another, how the ratings of the Prime Ministers
were related.

It was hypothesized‘fhat the two disciplines which deal with the
behaviour of Canadian political figures and the consequences of that
behaviour should evaluate these according to different terms of

reference. Historians, by definition, "record and explain events" and
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study the significance of particular occurrences. They synthesize the

factual material at their disposal in order to produce scholarly reports

of particular periods (Webster's Third Internatiénal Dictionary, 1966).
In this study the historians were mainly interested in'Canadianlevents'
occurring since 1867.

Political scientists, on the other hand, are more likely to be
interested in the "description of political and governmental institutions

and processes" (Webster's Third International Dictionary, 1966, p.

1755). They might use material from other social sciences such as
psychology, history and economics to assist them in their analyses of
different phenomena,,such as power, within.various societies. The
political scientists in this study were chosen because of their focus on
Canadian content.

Because of this difference in perspective, it was hypothesized that
the two groups bf experts would evaluate the Canadian Prime Ministers
according to different criteria. This would lead to differences in the
values assigned to the various leaders as well as inconsistenqies'in the
overall rankings within each dimension. )

The results did not supﬁort this hypothesis. Not only was there no
significant difference bétween the ratings assigned to the leaders, but
there was also high agreement on the rank order of each Prime Minister
within ten of the eleven scales. This finding was unexpected but
pleasing. If experts with.divergent frames of reference can agree upon
the relative aQOUnts of particular characteristics within various
leaders, then it may be that a predictable pattern of attributes can be
found in our Prime Ministers. This lends support to the Great Man theory

- of leadership, which states that leaders possess a relatively small

number of special qualities which differentiates them from non-leaders.



In support of this view, it is worth noting that the alpha coefficients
of the pooled ratings approached unity. Thus we may infer that
regardless of the definition of the particular quality that th;
historiansland political scientists were evaluating within each of the
scales, they agreed upon the amount of it present in each Prime Minister.
There was onlylone scale which differentiated between the two
disciplines: the amount of information that each rater had about the
individual leaders. As was pointed out in the previous chapter,
historians rated themselves as having more overall information about the
Prime Ministers. From an examination of Table 5 it is clear that the
historians feel ‘that they know more about the earlier Prime Ministers
than about some of the later ones, while the political scientists appear.

to be more familiar with the last four leaders, as well as with two of

the leaders who are of continuing historical interest, Macdonald and King.

This disparity seems consistent with the author's intuitive senée of
the two disciplines. One naively expects historians to have more
information about events and people in the past. Political scientists,
on the other hand, are expected to know more about current events and
institutions. One might also expect them to have more than a nodding
acquaintance with the major Canadian‘Prime Ministers, particularly ones

whose impact on govermmental institutions was large.

Integrative Complexity and the Experts' Opinions

This section deals with the correlation between a Prime Minister's
integrative complexity and his ratings by experts. Excépt for the
dimension of honesty, there was no correlation between the integrative
complexity of the twelve scorable Prime Ministers and the eleven

dimensions they were rated on by the historians and political
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scientists., There is a small but significant positive correlation (r
=,56, 2}305) between the spontaneous complexity level of the twelve Prime
Ministers and their degree of honesty in dealing with the public. Thus
it seems that the more abstract a Prime Minister was the more likely he
was to be rated as honest in his public affairs.

When coﬁplexity was comparéd ;ith the difficulty of the issues facing
the Prime Minister, the’effect of environmental pressure'far outweighed
the complexity factor. Significant main effects for the
difficulty-of-political-issues factor were found on fi?e dimensions:
activeness,Astrength, effectiveness as party leader, innovativeness and
accomplishments., More will be said about this later,

While the low impact ‘of the integrétive complexity factor was
disappointing, it should not have been altogether surprising. The
literatur?Supplies evidence suggesting that a change in level of
integrative complexity is associated with particular and specific
fluctuations in external pressures or demands (Porter & Suedfeld; 1981;
Sqedfeld & Rank, 1976) but there is no evidence to suggest that
complexity, as scored during the first session of Parliament following an
election, will correlate with the Prime Minister's perceived behaviour
throughout his entire term, nor with his current level of prestige.

One approach fo establiéhing the relationship between complexity and
environmental conditions would be to identify specific important issues
that arose within the lifetime of each Prime Minister's government, have
these rated by experts for their relative degree of difficulty and then
sample speeches before, during and after each issue was dealt with. One
might then e#pect to see variations in the level of complexity as a
function of time relative to the emergence, processing and resolution of

the issue (Suedfeld & Tetlock, 1977; Suedfeld, Tetlock & Ramirez, 1977).
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Complexity should also be expected to vary with the degree of difficulty
inherent in the problem. Another factor which may be related to
variations in complexity is the quality of the eventual resolution to the
issue. For example, was the solution successful, was it democratically
arrived at, and was it satisféctgry to all parties involved?

In future studies it would be wise to narrow the focus of interest in
order to pinpoint likely correlations_among’environmental factors,
behavioural responses and integrative complexity, correlations which
might have been lost in this study through the inclusion of irrelevant

material.

Relationghips Among the‘Rankings

Canada has ﬁad sixteen different Prime Ministers from 1867 to the
present. Several of those men held the office more than once. This
discussion of the relative positions of these men, however, will be
restricted to the twelve leaders whom the experts felt most confi&ent
about evaluating. By way of a disclaimer, the author would like to
caution the reader concerning the interpretation of these rankings.
While it is true that there was an exceptionally high degree of agreement
ambng‘the raters as to the amount of any particular characteristic or
quality ascribed to each Prime Minister within the first ten items, there
was some question concerning the exact nature of the quality measured.
While the glossary provided with the qﬁestionnaire gave definitions of
the end points of each scale, some experts found it necéssar& to qualify
their interpretation of some scales. Below is a summary of some comments
made by.individual experts concerning each of the dimensions rated. (All
quotations used will remain unattributed to preserve the anonymity of the

rater.) A brief discussion of the rankings follows each summary.



(a) Item One: How would you rate the difficulty of the political issues
facing the Prime Minister?

Judged on the basis of absolute number of comments generated, this
item proved to be the most contentious of the set. The political
scientists who commented tended to qualify their rétings with explanatory
notations, such as in the case of Mackenzie who had beén scored as 4
because of his "housekeeping functions, [and because he had] no organized
party," or Diefenbaker's score of 5--which ﬁcould be higher, but often he
made them difficult." One rater indicated that the length of term in
office affected the score given.

The historians,.besides qualifying their scores, also questioned the
appropriate interpretation of the item. One wanted to know if this
question ‘included the economic conditions of the time as this is a very
important factor in mediating the impact of other, more obviously
political, issues. This particular respondent suggested that it was
almost an axiom "that when times aré bad gconomically, Canadians
generally fall to squabbling with one another (the federal versus the
provincial governments, region versus-region, French Canadians versus
English Canadians etc.) and that as a consequence political difficulties
are enormously inéreased. Conversely, in boom times, wifh»an expanding
economy, people are less obsessed with their grievances (real or
imagined), and it is much easier for a prime minister to accommodate or
placate the various elements that make up this vast country."

Another historian clarified his'responses.by assuming that the
difficulties evaluated were 'not self created or autogenic."

One final comment worth mentioning about this item came from a
nonparticipant. He felt that "one must ask 'diffiCulty for whom?'
Difficulty for the man himéelf, difficulty in’understanding the issues at

all, difficulty in finding a solution which will ensure his



re-election?" The assumption the author made when including ﬁhis item
was that the political issues fhemselves contained a degree of difficulty
which when viewed relative to other issues could be located along a
continuum, The exceptionally high degree of internal consistency and the
remarkable agreement in ranking among the raters would seem to support
this hypothesis.

As»seen in the previous chapter, tﬁis dimension figures prominently
in the perception of the Prime Ministers on five different dimensions.
Four of the five men who faced the most difficalt political issues.
(Macdonald, Borden, King and Trudeau) are éiso ranked as among the five
most active, effe;tive and strong Prime Ministers. Macdonald, Irudeau#
and Borden are also among the five most innovative Canadian leaders.

Af the other end of the continuum we find Meighen, Mackenzie,
Diefenbaker and St. Laurent. These men were rated as having relatively
easier political issues to face. Meighen, St. Laurent and Mackenzie were
also ranked among the five most passive and traditional Prime Ministers
while Diefenbaker, St..Laurent and Mackenzie placed among the five
weakest and most iﬁefféctive Canadian leaders.

(b) Item Two: To what extént did the Prime Minister take an active
approach to governing? ’

Most of the comments on this item tended to be ﬁualificationé of the
particular rating given. Fof example, Mackenzie's 7 (where 7 means
active and 1 means passive) was for a man "too active" in his approach,
while Diefenbaker's 2 was a reflection of a man who was "active, but not
in administration." Two comments, both ffom historians, challenged the
precision of the item's phrasing. One found it a "meaningless question
unless [the] context of [the] times is taken into account", which he said

he did. The other said"'active approach' is too imprecise." For
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example, "King was very active to maintain Liberal interests and_himself
in power but not to promote change."

Wendt and Light (1976) suggested that activity was one of four
factors involved in the concept of presidential greatness. Their study
analyzed the data in Maramell's (1970) investigation and'fdund, in
addition to activeness, strength, prestige and accomplishments to be
indicative &f the rated greatness of American Presidents. The relative
placement of the Canadian Prime Ministers on these dimensions will be
discussed in turn.

Not surprisingly, Canada's first Prime Minister, Sir John A,
Macdonald, was unanimously ranked as the mostvactive leader. The other
four highly actiQe Prime Ministers were Trudeau; Borden, Laurier and King.

The five most passive leaders were: Meighen, Pearson, Clark, St.
Laurent and Mackenzie. It is possibly Canada's good fortune that three
of its five most passive leaders did not have difficult political issues

to deal with during their time in office.

(c¢) Item Three: To what extent was the Prime Minister motivated by
idealistic versus practical considerations?

It appears that this item might haQe been better stated in some other
form than as an idealistic-practical dichétomy. Three comments pointed
out the apparent inadequacy of these poles. Specifically, the notion of
realism was omitted. "Trudeau is a realist, but very impractical in a
number of areas" said one historian. A political scientist agreed,
stating the rule that "a realist is not necessarily practical.'i

King's motivations were a bit more difficult to judge for one rater
because '"he would stress idealism but in fact was practical.”

The weaker nature of this item is reflected in the Spearman
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coefficient of .78. This indicates that the rank ordering of the Prime
Ministers by the two groups of‘experts differed somewhat more on this
scale than on the others. In spite of the lesser degree of agreement
between groups, the rankings were simila: enough to be averaged.

The five idealists were Mackenzie, Pearson, Trudeau, Diefenbaker and
Meighen. Given the currently popular appraisal of Truéeau as a realist,
it could be that some of the other Prime Ministers at this end of the
dimension may have fit bgtter‘into the realist category too.

The most practical leaders were Clark, Borden, St. Laurent, Macdonald

and King.

(d) Item Four: What‘was the strength of the role the Prime Minister
played in shaping events and directing government? (i.e., Was he the
master or the servant of events?)
in the Aﬁerican presidential studies one of the major factors

influencing the degree of greathess ascribed to a President was his

relative amount of streﬁgth (Maranell, 1970; Rossiter, 1956; Sokolsky,

1964). Given its importance in those studies, it is reassuring to note

the high degree of reliability with whiéh the experts have rated the

element of strength Qithin the Canadian Prime Ministers (see Table 2).

Notwithstanding the demonstrated statistical significance of reliablel

measurement, one political scientist remarked that strength was

"virtually impossible to scoré, [as it was] too dependent on ideological

orientation.'" An historian felt that any evaluations on this scale had

to be very tentative as the implication was that a leader's strength
femained constant, even over a very long career.
The only other comment served to illustrate the ease with which a

seemingly precise question could become open to alternative

interpretations. The respondent simply stated that he "answered for



results, not attempts." The author agreed with this interpretation and
assumed, however wrongly, that the other 71 raters who answered this
question agreed too. |

Strength was another variable in the four-—-element factor identified
as indicative of presidential greatness (Wendt and Light, 1976). The
five Prime Ministe?s who played the strongest roles in shaping and
directing governmental events were Macdonald, Trudeau, King, Laurier and
Borden. These same five were also the most active in their approach to
governing, which was mentioned earlier as an element in the greatness
factor. | | |

Who were the weakest leaders? They were Diefenbaker, Pearson, St.
Laurent, Mackenzie and Clark, the same five who were rated as most
passive,0ddly enoughj, exceétlfor Clark, these men were also ranked as the
most idealistic. From this we might assume that Canadian idealists tend

to be weak and passive leaders.

(e) Item Five: To Wﬁat extent was the Prime Minister effective as a
party leader?

The nature of the Canaaiah system of party politics enters into the
comments on this item. The evaluations depend on "how we define the role
of party leader--organizational, electoral, etc." because "the nature of
'party' organization, and of styles of, and opportunities
for...leadership have...changed greatly" over the years since 1867. It
is true that the concept of a formal political party has evolved
relatively recently and that prior to the 1920's the ideological
boundaries between the major parties were even fuzzier than they are
today. The author assumed that .a leader-follower relationship existed

between the Prime Minister and the elected members of his party. It is
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this relationship that likely served as a basis for evaluating the
leadership effectiveness of those Prime Ministers serving prior to the
advent of formal party'policies. 5

'That assumption may be true bécause thréee of the five most effective
leaders were in office prior to 1920. They were Ma;donald,‘King,
Laurier, Trudeau and Borden. Borden, Macdonald and King were also among
the most practical of leaders, while both Trudeau and Laurier joined them
in being ranked as the five most active Prime Ministers.

Bennett, Diefenbaker, Mackenzie, Meighen and Clark were the five
least effective party leaders. The story circulated about Bennett, who
while alone at his club was seen muttering to himself. "What's he
doing?" asked a member. "He's holding a Cabinet meeting," was the reply
(Donaldson, 1969, p. 134). Small wonder he was ranked as an ineffective
party leader.

Mackenzie, Meighen and Diefenbaker were also seen as among the most
idealistic Prime Ministers. To the qualities of weakness and passivity
found in our idealistic Prime Ministers it seems wé can add one more

unfortunate characteristic, ineffectiveness.

(f) Item Six: What is the current prestige assigned to the Prime
Minister?

This item caused something of a dilemma for a number of individuals.
By far the most common comment was "By whom?" The author's answer was,

1" "
By the experts.,

With a touch of comic irony one political scientist captured the ever
present undercurrent of regional bias when he rated Trudeau as "West 0,
east more" and Diefenbaker as "West 6, east -2." (A score of 1 means low
prestige and of 7, high).

In his 1970 study Maranell attempted to expand the understanding of
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what is involved in the rating of presidential prestige. He found it to
be linked to strength and to accomplishments. va.fhat linkage holds, the
most prestigious Prime Ministers should also be the strongest and have
made the most significant overall contributions.

Macdonald, Laurier, King, Trudeau and Borden are the Prime Ministers
who currently enjoy the most prestige aécording to the experts. The five
wiFh the lowest prestige arevDiefenbaker, Meighen, Mackenzie,.Bennett and
Clark. As can be seen from Table 5, Maranell's pattern matches exactly
in terms of the five strongest and most prestigious Prime Ministers and
almost perfectly.with respect to great accomplishments. Pearson joined
the top five Prime Ministers with the most significant accomplishments,
pushing Borden into sixth position. The leaders with the lowest prestige

were also those who had the least significant overall accomplishments.

(g) Item Seven: To what extent did the Priﬁe Minister exhibit a
traditional versus an innovative approach to solving national
problems?

The two historians who commented on this item felt that it was
difficult to answer for different reasons: one, because "the generation
down to 1911 was really the first'and'hénce formative generation" (i.e.,
the one setting the '"traditional" standards); the other, because '"given
sufficient time almost any major problem will be resolved. And those
leaders who have been in office for enough time can always be seen to be
'innovative'."

The second assessment of the effect of time is partially supported by
the data. Macdonald, Trudeau and Laurier are ranked‘as the three most
innovative Prime Ministers. All three held office for a minimum of
twelve years. King, who was in office for a totai of twenty-three years,

does not fit this pattern. He is ranked as more traditional in his

approach to problem solving than any of the above three.



Of the twelve major Prime Ministers, only two held office for less
than two years. Although those two (Meighen and Clark) rank as tending
7/

toward the traditional approach, they are not the most traditional, as

would be expected if time had the hypothesized effect.

(h) Item Eight: How flexible was the Prime Minister in his approach to
implementing programmes or policies?

The experts had very little to say about this item. Although a
political scientist pointed out that being flexible "can be seen as a
'good' thing and a 'bad' thing," he did not explain how. Looking at
Table 7, one might see a possible explanation. Flexibility in programme
or policy implementation correlates positively with effectiveness as a
party leader, high prestige, a practical motivation and high overall
accomplishments, all evaluations which could be seen as good. However,
flexibility is also positively correlated with dishonesty in dealing with
the public, a questionable attribute at best.

Given these relationships one can see how the three most effective
party leaders, Macdonald, King and Laurier, can also be rated as the
three most flexible men when putting their pblices into efféct; It is
possible that in order to accbmplish their individual political goals
(i.e., Macdonald's National Dream, King's national unity and Laurier's
national independence) it became necessary to take altérnate routes when
obstacles emerged; Perhaps they had to resort to subterfuge when:
explaining the political manipulations required to attain their g;als.
It is certainly the case»that Macdonald, King and Laurier are perceived
as men whose overall éccomplishments were great, Is it possible that
these men felt that the ends justified the means?

Of the three most inflexible leaders, Meighen, Mackénzie and

~

Diefenbaker, the first two are also rated as among the most ineffective
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party leaders and ones whose overall accomplishments are seen as few.
The same two, however, were ranked as the most honest Prime Ministers, a

deplorable correlation.

(i) Item Nine: By the standards of his time, how honest was the Prime
Minister in his dealings with the public?

This item generated the most surprising and perplexing data of the
questionnaire. While the experts had little difficulty in completing |
~this item, one did excuse himself by noting that "before Arthur Meighen's
time or perhaps ﬁorden'g, the public generally knew very little about
national policies or political behaviour."

The surprising element was the fact that there was such high
agreeﬁent on the relative honesty of the Prime Ministers. The author had
felt that a judgment about someone's honesty was more open to personal
bias than many of the other items rated. For that reason, less éf a
consensus was anticipated.

The perplexing note arose from the relationships discovered among the
degree of public honesty and passivity in governing, weakness in shaping
and dffécting events in governmental terms, ineffectiveness in leading a
.party, currently'low public prestige, and being rated as having
accomplished very little overall. The greater the degree of honesty, the
more extreme was the'rafing of each of these characteristics or qualities
in a leader.

To be considered an honest Prime Minister seems almost an insult.

The men doomed to the rating of most ﬁonest,are'Mackenzie, Meighen and
Borden.  They are perhaps the three least well remembered leaders outside
of the "Forgotten Four'" of 1891 to 1896. Even the experts rated
themselves as knowing less about the honest Prime Ministers than about

the dishonest ones.



In a more neutral vein, the honest Prime Ministers tended to be rated
as more flexible and traditional in their approach to solving national
problemsﬂ

Who were the three most dishonest leaders? They were the same men
who rated among the top four in degree of current pfestige and among the
top five in‘having achieved significant overall -accomplishments: King,
Macdonald and Trudeau. It appears that one factor (and one whose
individual contribution has not yet been established) in the equation

summing to a ''great" Prime Minister is the element of dishonesty.

(j) 1tem Ten: What is your subjective evaluation of the significance of
the Prime Minister's overall accomplishments?

Comments on this item were specifically élarifications of individual
reséonses. Two experts agreed that the four men of the period 1891 to
1896 were in office for too brief a period to be rated. Another expert
offered these summations with his rétings: King (6) "divided us least";
Pearson (5) "divided us most but accomplished a lot"; and Trudeau (6)
pushed through imporfant legislation." (A score of 1 means little; a
score of 7 means great).

According to the Wendt and Light (1976) study, the fourth element.in
thé presidential greatness factor was that of overall accomplishments.
This is the final element of that factor, the other three being strength,
activity, and prestige. Since this study was an extension of Maranell's
(1970) investigation, it is expected that the four greatness variableg
that Wend£ and Light found in Maranell's data would also cluster together
in this study. They do: accomplishments are positively correlated with
strength, activity apd prestige. In addition to these, the item is also

positively correlated with effective party leadership, innovative problem
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solving, flexible‘implementation of policies, and being well known to the
experts. One wonders which comes first in this final relationship. To
become a well—kﬁown leader must the Prime Minister possess ail these
qualities? Or having become a leader, do experts search more diligently

for evidence of these qualities in the men?

(k) Item Eleven: How much information do you have about the Prime
Minister?

This item was included -as a check on the experts. Té be able to
evaluate a Prime Minister one needs to have a certain amount of
information. about him. Because of both the comments and the scores given
on this item, the four PrimeiMinisters holding office from 1891 to 1896
had to be eliminated from the analyses, dnly 7 of the experts rated
themselves as knowing a great deal ;bout these four. There were
exceptions, though. One political scientist, while rating himself as
having a great deal of information about Sir Charles Tupper, admitted
that "none [of it was] useful." One historian felt that he knew as much
as could be known about the four.

Interestingly, Clark, who also had a brief term in power, did not
generate nearly so many "Not Scorable" responses as the others. When one
looks at his rating on the amount of knowledge the raters felt they had
about him, the explanation becomes clear. The political scientists rated
themselves as knowing a fair amount about Clark, while the historians,
who knew the least of all about Clark, rated themselves as having
slightly more than a moderate amount of knowledge about him. The
availaﬁility of information outweighed the brevity of office in the
evalqation of Clark. : !

It was on this dimension that the experts from the two disciplines

differed. Of the twelve major Prime Ministers, the historians knew most
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about Macdonald, King, Laurier énd Borden and less about Beﬁnett, St.
Laurent and Clark. 'In comparison, the political scientisfs Knew most
about Trudeau, King and Diefenbaker and considerably less about Bennett,
Meighen and Mackenzie.,

Before discussing the leaders who may be considered Canada's greatest
Prime Ministers, a brief summary of relevﬁqt studies which deal with the

elements of greatness in American Presidents will be given.

Studies of Presidential Greatness

It appears that the major determinant of perceived greatness is'the
President's strength. Rossiter (1956), who was interested in the growth
of prestige and power in the 6ffice of President, exaﬁined the men who
had held that office. He evaluated 31 Presidents on the basis of éight
criteria, the first of which was concerned with the nature of the times
in which the President served. Rossiter concluded that growth only
occurred as a function of the strength of the man in office. -Although he
claims not to equate strength with goodness or greatness, his selectioﬁ
of the eight "great" Presidents was comprised solely of strong leaders:
Washington, Lincoln, F.D. Roosevelt, Jackson, Wilsom, T. Rooseﬁelt,
Jefferson and Truman.

Sokolsky (1964) used different criteria from Rossiter's for
evaluatiﬁg the Presidents. He looked at such attributes as courage,
integrity, ideals, responsibility and unselfishness., After examining the
leaders, he concluded that the greatest Presidents were the sfrongest.

Hamilton (1958) agreed with Schlesinger's 1948 iisting of great
Presidents. He concluded that it was the strong Presidents that win

lasting admiration from the American public.

In his 1962 article on the "great" and not so great Presidents;



Schlesinger suggested that there were five factors, various subsegs of .
which were common to the men defined as great Presidents in his poll of
historians. These factors included being a 1eader~ét a critical time in
American history, taking timely action which produced timely results,
championing liberalism énd the general welfare of the citizens,
ambitiously seeking the role of President, and being a strong executive.

Maranell (1970) found that ratings of presidential preétige
correlated ﬁighly with accomplishment ratings. Strength, he concluded,
was not the samé thing as general prestige, although it was closely
correlated with both prestige ;nd accomplishments.

In their factor analysis of Maranell's (1970) data, Wendt and Light
(1976) found a greatness factor with strength emerging as one of the four
major loadings. Strength alone, however, was not sufficient for a
President to have attained greatness. He must also have been active,
have made significant accomplishments while in office and currently have
a great deal of prestige. In their discussion of the '"cult of the
activist Presidency" Wendt and Light hold that there is a '"definite
appreciation-—if not outright admiration--of apparently forceful and
militant behavior as corollaries of 'greatness' in the sFatesman" (p.
108).

Summarizing these studies, it seems that the quality of greatness in
a President is largely determined by his strength, Sﬁbsidiary factors in
the determination appear to be his cufrent prestige, his activeness and

the significance of his overall accomplishments while in office.

Canada's Five Greatest Prime Ministers

Based on the findings of the American studies of presidential

greatness, the elements common to great American leaders are strength,
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prestige, activeness and accomplishments. The major emphasis, though, is
on the President's strength. If we take the strength dimension as the
primary indicator of '"greatness" in Canadian Prime Ministers, then our.
greatest leaders are Sir John A. Macdonald, Pierre Elliot Trudeau,
William Lyon Mackenzie King, Sir Wilfred Laurier and Sir Robert Borden.
Any doubt about the validity of this selection because of the single
predictor used may be dispelled by an examination of the top five choices
on each of the other three factors contributing to '"greatness."
Macdonald, Trudeau; Borden, Laurier and King are the five most active and
mos£>prestigious Prime Ministers. Only on the last dimension, the one
rating the significance of the leader's oﬁerall accomplishments, do we
have a change in the choices. Borden drops to sixth position while
Pearson joins the top five. 1In spite of this slight changelit seems the

consensus is that Macdonald, Laurier, Borden, King and Trudeau are

Canada's greatest Prime Ministers,

Both primacy and recency effects are'fOund in the selection of great
Prime Ministers, as both our first and our current Prime Ministers are
among the top choices on all measures related to greatness. The impact
of ‘having had difficult issues to face while in office can_also be seen
in the selection of the five greatest Pfime Ministers. They were'éll
rated as having relativély»difficult political issues to face. Although
Bennett was rated as the Prime Minister facing the mést difficult issues
(i.e., those related to the Depression), he did not handle them well, as
can be demonstrated by his low fating on the accomplishment scale. Thus,
to be considered great, it is not sufficient to merely be faced with
difficult issues. One must also do something about them., (Clark also
suffered from this predicament of being faced with difficult issues but

not acting to alleviate them).
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Another interésting observation concerning our five greatest Prime
Ministers is their relativebposition along the dimensions that correspond
to the three factors of the semantic differential. Osgood, Suci and
Tannenbaum (1957) maintain that the connotative meaning of any concept
can be described by its placement on three different confinua:
evaluative (e.g., good-bad), potency (e.g., strong-weak) and actvity
(e.g.,'acfive—passive). They further propose that the direction of a
judge's attitude towards a concept (i.e., positive or negative) is
indicated by scores on the evaluative factor. In the present study the
scales that most élosely corresponded fo the evaluative, potency and
activity factors are, in order, significance of accomplishments, strength
of role and approach to governing.

The five greatest Prime Ministers are, in fact, the five strongest
and most active; and with the exception of Borden (who is ranked sixth)
they héve also accrued the most éignificant overall accomplishments.

The author did not undeftake this research with the intention of
using the semantic differential as a measure of greatness of Canadian
Prime Ministers. Howevef, the important dimensioné‘that emerged in the
study do correspond closely té these three factofs. Perhaps the
connotative meaning of great leadership can be defined in terms of
relative placement along the evaluative, potenéy and activeness spales.

~

Conclusions

On the basis of the results of this study, archival researchers may
continue sampling public speeches when measuring the integrative

complexity of prominent figures. Because it was demonstrated that no

difference in complexity level exists between speeches that were prepared

in advance of delivery (either by the speaker or by speech writers) and



speeches which-were composed entirely by the speaker, they can feel
confident that they are measuring the speaker's integrative complexity.
Further conclusions to be drgwn from this study are (1) that the
perception of Canadian Prime Ministers is not likely to vary between
Canadian historians and Cénadian political scientists; (2) that thé
relative degree of difficulty posed by the political issues facing a
Prime Minister influences the evaluation he receiveé concerning his
activeness, strength, effectiveness as a party leader, innovativeness and
accomplishments; and.lastly, (3) that Cénada's five greatest 3riﬁe

Ministers are: Sir John A. Macdonald, Sir Wilfred Laurier, Sir Robert

Borden, William Lyon Mackenzie King and Pierre Elliot Trudeau.
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THE UNIVERSITY OF BRITISH COLUMBIA
DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY
#154 - 2053 MAIN MALL
VANCOUVER B.C. CANADA
V6T 1Y7

March, 1981

- I am a graduate student working on my Master s thesis at the
University of British Columbia. My thesis deals with the possibility
of a systematic relationship existing between the integrative
complexity level (see next page) of Canadian Prime Ministers and how
each Prime Minister is rated on different dimensions by experts in
Canadian history and political studies.

To obtain valid correlations I need the opinions of specialists
in these fields. Would you be kind enough to assist me in this
project by respond1ng to the questions in the enclosed booklet? The
whole exercise takes less than 30 minutes.

I would be pleased to send you a copy of the experts' averaged
rat1ngs, and the correlations between the ratings and the complexity
scores of the P.rime M1n1sters, if you woq]d 1ike them.

Enclosed is a description of integrative complexity and of
several studies in which this tool has been used to supplement
historical insights.

Yours truly,
Elizabeth Ballard

EB:pw
Encls.
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What is Integrative Complexity?

Integrative complexity, also known as conceptual complexity, is the way
in which an individual expresses his fesponses to problems, uncertainty, threat,
opposition, coﬁflict and other environmental variables. It can be measured from
speeches and other published material such -as interviews, articles and letters.
» The scores represent the complexity with which a particular idea was being
processed. Conceptual complexit& ranges from a rigid, all-or-nothing, closed-
ended, unclearly differentiated style characteristic of simple processing to a
flexible, combinatorial, cleatrly discriminated and integrated, information-
oriented, open-ended style indicative of complex functioning.

While this description of the range of integrative functioning sounds value-
laden, the notion of integrative complexity is non-evaluative. There are, for
example, situations in which simple levels of processing are more derirable and

more likely to ledd to success than are complex levéls.

Some Studies Using Integrative Cémplexity

In 1976 Suedfeld and Rank puBlished an article which compared the
complexity scores of revolutionary leaders before and after successful
revolutions. As was predicted, low complexity scores were most common among
the leaders prior to the overthrow of the existing government. However, those
pre-revolutionary leaders who increased in complexity after victory were more
successful in maintaining a position of importance in the post~revolutionary
government than those leaders whose complexity did not show such an increase.

In another study, Suedfeld, Tetlock and Ramirez (1977) found that there
was a significant correlation between the drop in complexity‘levels of the
speeches of UN delegatés from‘Israel and the United Arab Republic and the
subsequent outbreaks of armed conflict in the Middle East between 1948 and 1976.
‘Based on their results, the authors suggest that public statements of spokesmen
from mutually hostile countries reflect the perception of the leadership as to
the near future of their relationship with each other and further, that reduced

levels of complexity precede the outbreak of major armed conflict.
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Articles That Have Used Complexity

. Scores

'Suedfeld P., & Rank, A.D. Revolut1onary leaders Long-term success as a
function of changes in conceptual complexity Journal of Persomality
and Social Psychology, 1976, 34, 169-178.

Suedfeld, P., & Tetlock, P. “Integrative eomplexity of communications- in

international crises. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 1977, 21, 169-
184. , ,
Suedfeld, P., Tetlock P.E., & Ramirez, C. War, peace, and integrative

.complexity: UN speeches on the Middle East problem, 1947—1976 Journal
of Conflict Resolution, 1977 21, 427-442,
Tetlock, P.E. Identifying victims of groupthink from public statements of

decision-makers. Journal of Pefsonality and Social Psychology; 1979,
 Tetlock, P.E., & Levi, A. A nmulti-method study of the Japanese decision

‘to attack Pearl Harbor. Paper presented to the annual meeting of the

Canadian Psychological Association, Quebec City, June 14, 1979.
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"GLOSSARY : )

active: causing or promoting action or chénge_

difficult: hard to accomplish or deal with; demanding e%fort or great care

directing: managing, controlling or administering; supervising and organizing

easy: requiring little work or effort; offering few difficulties

effective; producing or adapting to produce the proper result

flexible: able to adjust or adapt

honest: not characterized by falsehood or intent to mislead

idealistic: one.who formulates or attempts to live in accordance with ideals

innovative: to introduce or bring in new ideas or methods \

passive: not acting, working or operating; submitting or yleléing without
resistance or opposition; receptive to external force

practical: pertéining to or governed by actual use and experience or action

prestige: authority or importance based on past achievements, reputation
or power

shaping: to give direction or character to events

traditional: relating or adhering to tradition; a custom so long continued
~ that it has almost the force of a law



How would you rate the difficulty of the politicalvissues facing the
Prime Minigter? ’ .

Please circle the number which corresponds to your rating of each Prime
Circle NS if the Prime Minister cannot be

Minister on this dimension.

89

scored.
easy - difficult

4 4 _

1. Sir John A. Macdonald 1 7 NS
2. Alexaﬁder Mackenzie 1 7 NS
'3. Sir John Abbotf 1 7 NS
4. Sir John Thompson 1 7 NS-
:5. Sir Mackenziedewell 1 7 NS
6. Sir Charles Tupper. 1 7 4NSV
7. Sir Wilfrid Laurier 1 7 NS
8. Sir Robert Borden 1 7 NS
9. Arthur Meighen 1 7 NS
10. W.L. Mackengie King 1l 7 NS
11. R.B. Bemnett 1 7 NS‘
12, Louis St..Laurent i 7 NS
13. John Diefenbaker' 1 7 NS‘
14, Lester B. Pearson 1 7 NS
15. Pierre Elliott Trudeau 1 7 us
16. Joseph Clark 1 7 NS
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N

To what extent did-the'Pfime Minister take an active approach to gOverning? ‘ o

Please circle the number which corresponds to your rating of each Prime Minister
on this dimension. Circle NS if theé Prime Minister cannot be scored

passive . adtive
| | 4 . 4
1.. Sir John A. Macdonald . 1 2 3. 4 5 6 1 xs
2. Alexander Mackenzie 1 2 3 4 .5 x  6 7 : Né
3. Sir John Abbott .' 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 NQ
4. Sir John Thompson 1 2 3 4 5 . -6 7 'Né
5. Sir M;ckenzie Bowell '. 1 2. 3 4 | 5>,' 6 7 Ns
6. Sir Charles Tupper - 1 2 3  4-“’ 5 fé 7 Né
7. sir Wilffid‘Lau;iér“ 1 2 3 4 s A¥ 6 7 NS
8. Sir Robert Borden 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 NS
9. Arthuf Meighéh' .'. l 1 2 3 4. 5 6 7 | Né
10. W.L. Mackenzie King - - ' 1 2 3 45 5 6 7 NS
11. R.B. Bemnett | 1 2 3 . 4 s 6 7 NS
12. Louis St. Laurent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 NS;
13. John Diefenbaker 1 2 3 6 s 6 7 NS
14. Lester B. Pearson . 1 2 3 | 4 5 6 7 Né
15. Plerre Elliott Trudeau 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 NS,

16. Joseph Clark 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Ns
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3

To what ex;ent was the Prime Minister motivated by ideélistié versus pfgctical

considerations? ‘

Please circle the number which'corresponds to your rating of each Prime ﬁinister

on this dimension. Circle NS if the Prime Minister cannot be scored.

ideélistic -_practical
4 - 4

1. S8ir John A. Maédonald 1 :‘ 2 3 4 5 6 .7 NS
2. Alexander Mackenzie . 1 2 34 s 6 7 NS

3. Sir John Abbott 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 NS
4. Sir John Thompson 1 2. 3 4 5 6 7 NS
5. Sir Mackenzie Bowell 1 2 3 4 s 6 7 NS
6. Sir Charles Tupper T 2 3 4 5 6 7 NS
‘7. Sir Wilfrid Laurier : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 NS
8. sir Robert Borden | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 NS
9. Arthur Meighen 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 NS

10. W.L. Mackenzie King .. 1 2 3 | 4 5 6 7 NS
- 11. R.B. Bennett , 1 2 | 3 4 ‘ 5 6 7. NS |
12. Louils St. Laupent 1 2 3 4 5 6 | 7 NS
13. John Diefenbaker 1 2 3 4 s ) NS
14. Lester B. Pearson 1 2 | 3 4 5 6 7 'NS
15. Pierre Elliott Trudeau 12 3 4 5 6 1 NS
16. Joseph Clark . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 NS




What was the strength of the role the Prime Minister played in shaping events
Was he the master or the servant of events?)

and directing government?
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Please circle the number which corresponds to your rating of each Prime Minister

on this dimension. Circle NS if the Prime Minister cannot be scored.

(servant)

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

16.

Sir John A. Macdonald
Alexander Mackenzie
Sir John Abbott

Sir John Thompson

Sir Mackénzie Bowell
Sir Charles Tupper
Sir Wilfrid Laurier
Sir Robert Borden
Arthur Meighén

W.L. Mackenzie King

R.B. Bennett

Louis St. Laurent
John Diefenbaker

Lester B. Pearson

Pierre Elliott Trudeau

Joseph Clark

NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS
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To what extent was the Prime Minister effective as a party leader?

Please circle the number which corresponds to your rating of each Prime Minister
on this dimension. Circle NS if the Prime Minister cannot be scored.

affective , ineffective
4 4
1. Sir Johﬁ A. Macdonald . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 NS
2. Alegander Mackenzie 1 2 | 3 4 : 5 6 7 NS
3. Sir John Abbott ' 1 2 | 3 4 5' 6 7 NS
4. Sir ‘John Thompsonb ' 1 2 | .j 4 ) 5 6 7 - NS
5.  Sir Mackenzie Bowell 1 | 2 3 4 5 6 7 NS
6. Sir Charles Tupper 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 NS
7.  Sir Wilfrid Laurier 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 | © NS
8. Sir Robert Borden 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 NS
9. Arthur Meighen 1 2 3 4 ) 6 7 ‘ NS
10. W.L. Mackenzie King | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 NS
11. R. B. Benmnett | 1 2. 3 | 4 5 6 7 NS
12. Lqﬁis St. Laurent ‘ 'l." 2 | 3. 4 5 6 7' NS
13.  John Diefenbaker 1 2 3. 4 s 6 7 » NS
1l4. Lester B. Pearson 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 ' K
15. Plerre Elliott Trudeau 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 NS

16. Joseph Clark g 2 3 4 5 6 7 NS




What is the current prestige assighed to the Prime Minister?
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[#))

Please circle the number which corresponds to your rating of each Prime Minister
‘on this dimension. Circle NS if the Prime Minister cannot be scored.

low | tdgh

4 4
1. Sir John A. Macdonald 1 5 7 NS
2. Alexander Mackenzie 1 5 7 NS
3. Sir John Abbott 1 5 7 NS
4. Sir Jphh Thompson i 5 7 NS
5. 8ir Mackenzie Bowell 1 5 7. Né
6. Sir Charles Tupper ‘1 5 7 NS
7. Sif Wilfrid Laurier 1 5 7 NS
8. Sir Robert Borden 1 5 7 NS
9. Arthur Meighen 1 5 7 NS
10. W.L. Mackenzie King 1 5 7 NS
11. R. B. Bennétt 1 5 7 NS
12. Louis St. Laurent 1 5 7 NS
13. John Diefenbaker 1 5 7 NS
14. Lester B. Pearson 1 5 7 NS
15. Pierre Elliott Trudeau 1 5 7 NS
16. Joseph Clark 1 5 7 NS
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7

To what extent did the Prime Minister exhibit a traditional versus an innovative
approach to solving national problems?

Please circle the number which corresponds to your rating of each Prime
Minister on this dimension. Circle NS if the Prime Minister cannot be
scored.

innovative traditional
4 4
1. Sir John A. Macdonald 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 NS§
2. Alexander Mackenzie 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 | Né
3. Sir John Abbott , 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 NS
4. Sir John Thompson 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Né
5. Sir Mackenzie Bowell 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Né
6. Sir Charles Tupper 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 NS
7. Sir Wilfrid Laurier 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 NS
8. Sir Robert Borden 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Né
9. Arthur Meighen 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 Né
10, W. L. Mackenzie King 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Né
11. R. B. Bemnett 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Né
12. Louis St. Laurent 1 2 3 4 5 5 7 Né
13. John Diefenbaker 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Né
14. Lester B. Pearson 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Né
15. Pierre Elliott Trudeau 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 S

16. Joseph Clark 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 NS
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How flexible was the Prime Minister in his approach to implementing programmes
or policies? - ’

Please circle the number which cofresponds to your rating of each Prime Minister
on this dimension. Circle NS if the Prime Minister cannot be scored.

N

_ inflexible : flexible
4 A
1. Sir John A. Macdonald 1 .2 3 4 5 6 7 . NS
2. Alexander Mackenzie : 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 NS
3. Sir John Abbott 12 3 4 5 6 7 NS
4, Sir john Thompson 1 2 - 3 4 5 6 7 NS
5. Sir Mackenzie Bowell 1 2 3 . 4 5 6 7 - NS
6. Sir Charles Tupper 1 -2 3 4 5 6 7 NS
7. Sir Wilfrid Laurier 1 2 3 4 5 6. 7 NS
8. Sir Robert Borden 1 2 3 4 5 6 | 7 NS
9. Arthur Meighen ' 1 2 3 4 5. 6 7 ’ NS
10. W. L. Mackenzie King 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 S
11. R. B. Bennett 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 NS
12. Louis St. Laurent 1 2 ‘ 3. 4 5 6 7 NS
13. John Diefenbaker 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 NS
14. Lester B. Pearson 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 NS

15. Pierre Elliott Trudeau 1 2 3 4 5 ) 7 NS

16. Joseph Clark 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 » NS
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By the standards of his time, how honest was the Prime Minister in his dealings
with the "public?

Please circle the number which corresponds to your. rating of each Prime Minister
on this dimension. Circle NS if the Prime Minister cannot be scored.

honest dishonest
4 4
1.  Sir John A. Macdonald 1 7 NS
2. Alexander Mackenzie 1 7 NS
3. Sir John Abbotg 1 7 NS
4.  Sir John Thompson 1 7 NS
5. Sir Mackenzie Bowell 1 7 NS
6. Sir Charles Tupper 1 7 NS
7. Sir Wilfrid Laurier 1 7 NS
8. Sir Robert Borden 1 7 NS
9.  Arthur Meighen 1 7 NS
10. W.VL. Mackenzie King 1 7: ‘NS
11. ﬁ.-B. Bennett 1 7 NS
12. Louis St. Laurent 1 7 NS
13. " John Diefenbaker 1 7 NS
14. LeSfer B. Pearson 1 7 NS
15. Pierre Elliott Trudeau 1 7 NS
16. Joseph Clark 1 7 NS
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What is your subjective evaluation of the significance of the Prime Minister's
overall accomplishments?

Please circle the number which corresponds to your rating of each Prime Minister
on this dimension. Circle NS if the Prime Minister cannot be scored.

little great

4
1. Sir JohnlA. Macdonald 1
2. ‘Alexander Mackenzie 1
3. Sir John Abbott 1
4, Sir John Thompson 1
5. Sir Mackenzie Bowell 1
6. Sir Charles Tupper 1
7. Sir ﬁilfrid Laurier 1
8. Sir Robert Bordén 1
9. Arthur Meighen 1
10. W. L.iﬁackenzie King 1
11. R. B. Bennett 1
12. Louis St. Laurent 1
13. John Diefeﬁbaker 1
14. Lester B. Péarson 1
15. Pierre Elliot Trudeau 1
16. Joseph Clark :1

NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS’
NS
NS
NS

NS




How much information do you have about this Prime Minister?
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11

Please circle the number which corresponds to your rating of each Prime Minister
on this dimension . :

very little

a gréat deal
4

10.

11.

12.

13

14.

15.

16.

. Sir John A. Macdonald

Alexander'Mackenzie

Sir John Abbott

. Sir John Thompson

Sir Mackenzie Bowell
Sir Charles Tupper
Sir Wilfrid Laurier
Sir Robert Bordep
Arthur Meighen

W. L. Mackenzie King
R. B. Bennett

Louis St. Laurent

. John - Diefenbaker

Lester B. Pearson
Pierre Elliott Trudeau

Joseph Clark

4
12
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
i 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
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APPENDIX B
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Princeton Manual Guidelines

\

Score 1: Response could be generated by single fixed rule; no alternative
interpretations were considered; subtle conditional changes would
produce no changes in the response. ‘Responses which fit the event into
a category (inclusion v exclusion) with a high degree of certainty,
which unambiguously reduce conflict and avoid the use of gradations
(shades of gray and continua) are typically generated by simple.
structure,

a. Viewing conflict, uncertainty or ambiguity as unpleasant or as a
flaw or weakness in people or functioning.

b. Seeking fast and unambiguous closure or resolution, and reacting
in such a way as to engage internally consistent processes which
reduce incongruity or dissonance.

. C. Offering a specific guide or rule for reducing conflict.
d. Implying that an absolute solution can be found.

e. Stating that effects are compartmentalized, are all omne way or all
another way.

f. Presenting only one side of a problem ignoring differences and
similarities with other views.

Score 2: When the response signifies a qualification of an absolute rule
but is not clearly identified as an alternative interpretatiom.

Score 3: Clear representation of availability of alternative rule
structures for perceiving the event, The response must indicate the
simultaneous generation of alternate and different perceptions of the
same information., It also includes a conditional rule for specifying
when each interpretation is used.

a. Listing similarities and differences between view, without
considering relationships.

b. Specification of at least two different interpretations of the
event in the stem,

c. Presence of "either-or'" type responses expressing a possible
conditional rule about two ways of categorizing.

d. Probability statements about the occurrence of different views or
outcomes.

e. Reactions against absolutism in general (implying more than one
view is not necessarily being 'anti' particular view which could
indicate a low level fixed rule structure).

f. The avoidance of dependency on external imposition, i.e., clearly
implying the availability of alternatives.



Score 4: When confident that the fesponse implies alternate interpreta-
tions and also implies that both can interact, but the interaction is
expressed as qualification rather than as the emergence of comparison
rules.

Score 5: Response must give evidence not only of alternative interpreta-
tions but of the use of comparison rules. for considering the joint as
opposed to the conditional outcome of these different perceptions. At
this level differences can be held in focus simultaneously and viewed
as having interactive effects...expresses the joint operation directly
and the other processes must be inferred.

a.

The integration of two conflicting or different interpretations so
as to preserve and not "ward off" the conflict.

The generation of various meanings of alternate perceptions, e.g.,
various meanings of the perception of conflicting views about a
person. .

Evidence that the completion implies the ability to take another
person's intentions (or perceptions) into account and to relate
different perceptions of different people.

Implication that one's behavior is affected by the wéy another
behaves as in a give-and-take strategy game.

A view of social relationship anchored in mutual responsibility
(as opposed to fixed beliefs or rules) in which each person can
"place himself in the other person's shoes'" (relate alternate
schema) .

Score 6: Indication of the simultaneous operation of alternatives and

some evidence of the consideration of functional relations between them.

103

Score 7: . Not only states or implies that alternative perceptions occurred
and were simultaneously held in focus and compared but also indicates
that the outcomes of various comparisons can be considered in producing
causal statements about the functional relations between "ways of
viewing the world."”...

a.

b.

Conflicting alternatives which we viewed as leading to new
organizations and information.

The utilization of alternatives through exploratory action in
order to obtain new information.

Generation of functional relations between alternatives.

Consideration of relationships among similarities and differences
between the sides of a problem or question and the development of
relationships between alternate reasons as to why these
differences and similarities exist. The production of more
"connectedness'" between alternatives by theorizing as to why these
reasons exist. '



