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Abstract: This paper explores the means through which elites are able to influence public
opinion by evaluating competing explanations of how Pierre Trudeau’ s public denunciation of
the Charlottetown Accord resulted in a dramatic decline in support for ‘Yes' side during the
1992 referendum campaign. | test the extent to which this sudden shift in public opinion
resulted from citizens' responses to Trudeau’ s message or to the messenger himself. Using
datafrom the 1993 Canadian Election Study, | test both the extent to which the content of
Trudeau’ s speech raised the salience of certain anti-Accord considerations in the minds of
voters and the degree to which voters simply combined their feelings toward Trudeau and their
knowledge of his position in revising their prior opinions regarding the Accord. After
presenting empirical support for both explanations when each is considered separately, | build
on existing work by conducting an analysis which accounts for the competing explanationsin a
single model. This latter approach demonstrates an important relationship between these two
explanations whereby Trudeau’ s impact was greatest among those who both felt positively
about Trudeau and agreed with his message.

*Prepared for presentation at the Annual Meeting of the Canadian Political Science Association,
London, Ontario, June 2005.



Just over aweek into the 1992 Canadian constitutional referendum campaign, former
Prime Minister Pierre Trudeau publicly rejected a proposal to significantly revise the Canadian
constitution. In the five days following Trudeau’ s speech, support for the Accord dropped from
around 60% to 40%. This striking shift in public opinion offers a unigque opportunity to
investigate how political elites are able to influence public opinion. In particular, this paper
explores the causal mechanisms behind the dramatic effect Trudeau’ s speech had on the
referendum campaign. Previous research on the origins of public opinion hasidentified two key
mechanisms of elite influence which may explain Trudeau’ simpact: i) citizens may have
attended to the substantive content of Trudeau’s comments and reevaluated their overall
opinionsin light of the information conveyed in coverage of his speech, and ii) citizens may
simply have used their impressions of Trudeau as guidance on whether to accept or reject his
overal position on the Accord. Using survey data collected throughout the 1992 referendum
campaign, | evaluate the explanatory power of these two theories. | then demonstrate that
Trudeau’' s impact was substantial among those who felt positively about Trudeau and shared
his opposition to one aspect of the Accord, and quite minima among all other citizens.

This paper therefore has two related goals: First, a detailed and systematic investigation
of Trudeau’' simmediate impact on the referendum campaign in order to respond to lingering
questions about the nature and extent of Trudeau’s effect. Second, to present a potential
advance in our theoretical understanding of elite influence by considering the relationship
between the two most widely cited mechanisms of elite influence: cue-taking and message

priming.

Theories of Elite Influence
Cue-taking

Existing theories of elite influence offer competing interpretations of the extent to
which citizens respond to the substance of elite communications as opposed to reacting ssmply
to their evaluations of the sender. One conception of elite influence suggests that rather than
grappling with the various reasons elites offer in support of a particular position, citizens rely
on their evaluations of the message source in deciding whether to accept or reject the source's
position. By taking cues from trusted elites, citizens can attempt to make reasonable choices

while avoiding the costs invol ved with becoming better informed (Lupia, 1994; Sniderman,



Brody, and Tetlock, 1991; Popkin 1991). From this perspective, elites’ influence depends on
the characteristics of the messenger rather than the arguments messengers offer in support of
their political position.

Trudeau’ s intervention also presents a unique opportunity to contribute to our
understanding of the relationship between cue-taking and political sophistication. Scholars such
as Lupia (1994) and Popkin (1991) frame cue-taking as a means by which less politically aware
citizens can make up for their informational deficits. Work by others suggests, to the contrary,
that relatively more sophisticated citizens are best able and most likely to employ cognitive
heuristics (Zaller, 1992; Lau and Redlawsk, 2001). Assessing the relationship between cue-
taking and political sophistication provides not only a more detailed understanding of the
mechanism behind Trudeau’ s influence, but also speaks to normative questions about the

responsiveness of different types of citizens to political events.

Argumentation

A competing explanation of elite influence suggests that the content of communications
lead to attitude change. While very few citizens appear to grapple with message content in the
manner expected of them in democratic theory, message content can still influence the opinions
of receivers unwilling to engage in much cognitive heavy lifting. Messages may ‘prime’ certain
considerations by increasing the influence these considerations have on an individua’s
summary political opinions. Inspired by lyengar and Kinder’s (1987) early work, a
considerable body of research provides support for the idea of such priming effects (Johnston et
al, 1992; Krosnick and Kinder, 1993; Nelson et al, 1997b). In contrast to cue-taking, this model
of elite influence presumes that the reasons elites offer in support of a given political position

play an important role in the effectiveness of their communications.

A Third Way

Existing studies of elite influence tend to focus solely on one of the two explanations
outlined above. By failing to consider the two explanations simultaneously, however, it
becomes impossible to investigate whether one explanation simply mediates the effect of the
other. Isolated tests of the competing hypotheses provide little insight into the relative

explanatory power of the two models. Moreover, this approach precludes the rather intuitive



possibility that the impact of a given message depends importantly on both the message and the
messenger. In this paper, | offer area-world demonstration of the interactive relationship
between the source and content of a message.

In doing so | raise the possibility that citizens may be somewhat more sophisticated in
their response to elite communications than either the argumentation or cue-taking accounts
imply. Both accounts do require at least some relatively sophisticated thinking about politics.
Cue-taking involves a decision about which cue-giversto follow, which presumably depends
on retrospective evaluations of the quality of advice these cue-takers have provided in the past.
Similarly, while responsiveness to message content via priming can be conceived of as an
unthinking automatic response to a message, to the extent that priming depends on the prior
cognitive importance of a given consideration, then priming aso involves the use of previously
acquired information. If citizens respond to both the content and the source of a communication,
we can be further reassured that their susceptibility to elite influenceis related to their prior
political beliefs.

Previous experimental research has demonstrated the utility of considering both
message and messenger effects in the study of opinion change. Miller and Krosnick (2000)
used two experimental studiesto demonstrate that trust in the media moderates both priming
and agenda setting. Similarly, Druckman has used sources including the Democratic and
Republic parties, Colin Powell, and Jerry Springer to demonstrate that framing effects are
contingent on evaluations of aframe's source (Druckman, 2001a 2001b). To my knowledge,
however, scholars have yet to conduct real-world studies of the relative importance of, and

relationship between, message content and elite cues.

The 1992 Canadian Constitutional Referendum
Pierre Trudeau’ s contribution to the 1992 Canadian constitutional referendum campaign

provides a valuable opportunity to explore unanswered questions about the mechanisms of elite
influence. In the days following his scathing critique of the proposed constitutional
amendments, support for the Charlottetown Accord fell by nearly 20% in English Canada With
both a high-profile messenger and a well-publicized set of arguments, this episode presents a
valuable opportunity to study elite influence. Moreover, we have ameansto explore Trudeau’s
effect in the form of the 1992-93 Canadian Elections Study which includes survey data
collected on each day of the campaign. Despite the availability of this data set and widespread



agreement that Trudeau’ s intervention was critical, important questions remain as to the nature
of Trudeau’simpact. Before discussing the existing literature on this case, some context isin
order.

On October 26, 1992, Canadians rejected a package of constitutional amendments,
known as the ‘ Charlottetown Accord’, by a margin of 54%-46%. The referendum was just a
single episode in an ongoing national debate over the constitution. After numerous failed
attempts from the 1920’ s onward, Canadafinally ‘ patriated’ its constitution in 1982.* Then
Prime Minister Pierre Trudeau propelled this process foreword and negotiated a deal to which
all of the provinces agreed with the exception of Quebec. Angered by the province' s exclusion
from the final negotiations and the content of the agreement, Quebec’ s legislature refused to
ratify the Constitution Act, 1982. Trudeau’ s successor, Brian Mulroney, re-opened
constitutional negotiations in the mid-1980"s with the explicit desire to reach adeal that
Quebec would accept. In 1990, the elite-negotiated Meech Lake Accord failed when two
provinces withdrew their support for the deal. Mulroney then initiated a much wider
consultation process resulting in the Charlottetown Accord.

The Accord contained a series of amendments that would have dramatically atered the
Canadian political system. Most notably, Quebec was to receive a guarantee of 25% of the
seats in the national lower house regardless of its population, and the constitution was to
include a“distinct society’ clause requiring that Quebec’ s unique language and history to be
considered in any interpretation of the Constitution, including the Charter of Rights and
Freedoms. In addition, the Accord would have entrenched the aboriginal right to self-
government, transformed the upper house from an appointed to an el ected body, and shifted the
balance of powers between the federal and provincial governmentsin favor of the latter.

In response to claims that previous rounds of constitutional negotiations had been elite
dominated, the public was both more broadly consulted on the content of the Charlottetown
Accord and |eft to offer afinal decision on the fate of the deal. In order to ratify the Accord, a

magjority of voters nationwide and a mgjority in every province had to vote‘Yes on

! Prior to 1982, the British North America Act, 1867 served as Canadas constitution. Thus Canada was in the
unique position of having to petition British parliament when seeking to amend its constitution. The Constitution
Act, 1982 changed this and created a new amending formula whereby provincial legislaturesin 7 of the 10
provinces (totaling more than 50% of the population)along with the federal government had to pass any future
amendmentsin order for them to take effect.



Figure 1: Support for the Accord and Awareness of Trudeau’ s Opposition
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Note: The darker line represents a five day moving average of daily mean support for the accord measured by the
vote intention question that serves as the dependent variable throughout this paper. The lighter line indicates the
five day moving average of daily percentage of respondents who were not able to correctly identify Trudeau as an
opponent of the accord. Note the dramatic downward trend of both lines in the days immediately following
Trudeau’ s speech.

referendum day. Thus, to understand why this attempt at magjor constitutional change failed, we
must understand how citizens formed their opinions about the Accord.

In this paper, rather than investigating the process behind citizens' final voting
decisions, | focus more narrowly on the dramatic drop in support for the Accord that followed
Pierre Trudeau' s speech.? When Trudeau spoke out against the Accord, he did so despite
widespread elite consensus which brought the three major federal parties, all provincial
premiers, and the business and labor communities together in support of a‘Yes vote. Figure 1
offers adramatic portrayal of the effect of Trudeau’ s intervention®. In the week prior to his

speech, support for the Accord appeared quite stable at just under 60%. Five days after

2 Johnston et al (1996) offer a thorough of the broader question. In essence, they conclude that rather than
attending to general arguments in favor of the Accord or particular elements of the Accord designed to appeal to
different segments of population, over the course of the campaign, citizensincreasingly focused on elements of the
Accord they found distasteful resulting in a narrow victory for the ‘N0’ side.

% Inthe interest of continuity, the Y axisin figure 2 is the same variable as that which serves as the independent
variablesin the analysis that follows. This measure is scored 0-1 with decided voters at the extremes, those leaning
‘Yes and ‘N0’ at 0.75 and 0.25 respectively, and those responding with don’t know coded as 0.5.



Trudeau’ s speech, support had dropped by close to 20 points. Figure 1 actually understates
Trudeau’' simpact to some extent as it reports a five day moving average. The drop in support
was immediate; the mean vote intention score for the evening of Trudeau’s speech was 0.64, it
was 0.52 by the following night. Moreover, awareness of Trudeau’ s position followed a similar
trend with the percentage of respondents who were aware of Trudeau’ s position increasing
dramatically in the days following his speech. Overall, this figure provides strong prima fascia
evidence that Trudeau’ s intervention caused the significant decline in support for the Accord.

While previous studies of the 1992 campaign highlight the impact of Trudeau’ s speech,
thisliterature has failed to specify the means by which Trudeau’ s intervention influenced
public opinion. To be sure, the different mechanisms of elite influence discussed here have all
been raised as possible explanations for Trudeau’ simpact. Since these studies are primarily
concerned with explaining the referendum outcome, however, the specific question of how
Trudeau moved public opinion remains unanswered.

| build on the existing literature by dealing with the temporal element of the campaign
in amanner that allows a more focused consideration of Trudeau’ s short-term impact. The most
thorough investigation of the campaign, Johnston et a’s The Challenge of Direct Democracy
(1996) employs aresearch design aimed at explaining Trudeau’ s longer term impact. After first
collecting the survey data used here, Johnston and his colleagues offer a broad explanation of
the Charlottetown referendum campaign and outcome. With respect to Trudeau, Johnston et al
(1996) concludes that Trudeau’ simpact was critical, going so far asto suggest that the Accord
may well have passed had Trudeau remained silent. This book pointsto a strong relationship
between respondents’ evaluations of Trudeau and their intended vote choice in the later half of
the campaign as evidence that many voters took Trudeau’ s cue and changed their minds about
the Accord. By dividing the referendum campaign into two phases, with the first ending afew
days after Trudeau’ s speech, however, the capacity of Johnston et a (1996) to specifically
explore the mechanisms of Trudeau’ sinfluence are limited. Because this intervention is akey
feature of my analysis, | instead divide the campaign into four phases designed to isolate
Trudeau’ simpact.

Johnston et a (1996) also identified the arguments Trudeau presented as a possible
explanation for hisimpact. In particular Johnston et al (1996) demonstrates that the negative

relationship between support for the distinct society clause and support for the Accord



increased over the course of the campaign and suggests this shift was motivated by Trudeau’s
intervention. Again, however, because of how this analysis divides the campaign into two
phases, it becomes difficult to attribute a change in the relationship between support for the
distinct society clause and support for the Accord to Trudeau’s intervention.*

Overal, Johnston et a (1996) presents a compelling exploration of the referendum
campaign and outcome. Due to the focus on explaining the referendum outcome, however, this
work avoids detailed consideration of the process through which Trudeau’ s impact was felt.
The conclusion to the chapter on the role of eliteintervenorsin Johnston et al (1996) includes
speculation about Trudeau’ simpact which taps all three of the mechanisms explored here
(Trudeau’ s credibility and expertise, the specific arguments he made, and the interaction
between his reputation and his script); the empirical work fails, however, to adjudicate
carefully between these competing hypotheses.

My exploration of Trudeau’simpact on the campaign proceeds as follows. | first
consider the cue-taking hypothesisin isolation and as well as the extent to which political
sophistication mediates cue-taking. | then test to see if media coverage of Trudeau’ s speech
primed a handful of different Accord-relevant considerations. Finally, after isolating one of
Trudeau’ s arguments that may explain the decline in support for the Accord, | include variables
representing both the messenger and message explanations in asingle model in order to

evaluate the relationship between these two explanations.

Data and Methods:

To understand the impact of Trudeau’ s speech on support for the Charlottetown Accord,
| use data from the 1993 Canadian Election Study. This study includes the results of telephone
surveys conducted during and after both the 1992 Charlottetown Referendum and the 1993
Federa Election. My analysisinvolves only the data collected during the 32 day referendum
campaign. Nationwide, 2530 Canadians were surveyed but | excluded all Quebec residents

* Johnston et al (1996) does, however provide an improvement over other efforts to explain the effect of Trudeau’s
arguments. Robert Vipond (1993), for instance, clearly identifies the specific arguments Trudeau put forth that
may have resonated with the Canadian public, but offers only vague references to other’ s empirical work in
support of his assertions. Similarly, Leduc and Pammet (1995) raise the possibility that Trudeau set the agenda for
public discourse as an untested post-hoc explanation for the absence of a cue-taking relationship in their empirical
work.



from my analysis leaving me with 1529 cases’. The survey employed a rolling cross section
design with an average of 50 interviews completed each evening over the course of the
campaign.

Throughout the paper | discuss a number of parametric models of vote intention in order
to explore competing explanations for Trudeau’ s effect. These models are specified in an effort
to capture the dynamics surrounding Trudeau’ s speech. At one extreme, | might employ a
linear regression model with an interaction between date of interview and avariable that
captures one of the potential mechanisms behind Trudeau’ simpact, such as feelings toward
Trudeau. This approach would yield an estimate of alinear relationship between thisinteraction
term and intended vote choice over the entire course of the campaign. For example, this
specification would produce results in which the relative effect of feelings toward Trudeau
would increase or decrease by the same amount for each day. By construction, this
specification excludes the possibility that the strength of the relationship between feelings
toward Trudeau and vote intention varies differently during different phases of the campaign.

Thefirst approach | adopt to gain insight into the immediate post-speech period within
the parametric framework is to divide the campaign into four eight-day phases by creating four
indicator variables reflecting the phase of the campaign during which each respondent was
interviewed. | then use interactions between these date indicators and other variables of interest
to explore how the relationship between these variables and vote intention changes over time.
Fortunately, as Trudeau’ s speech occurred on the evening of the eighth day of the 32 day
campaign, | can divide the campaign into phases of equal length, the first of which concludes
on the day of Trudeau’ s speech. My analysis of the mechanisms behind Trudeau’ s short-term
impact on the campaign will therefore be based on a comparison between the effect of certain
variables in the phases before and after Trudeau’ s speech. Throughout this paper | pay
particular attention to this comparison and remain silent on results relating to the final two
phases of the campaign as the goal of this paper is to explain the short-term impact of

Trudeau’ s speech®.

® The referendum campaign was quite different in Quebec and has been treated separately in previous research into
the campaign (Johnston et al, 1996).

® Any claims about the longer term impact of Trudeau’ s intervention are difficult to support given the fact that his
actions may have resulted in subsequent campaign events and thus may have influenced voters indirectly.



Since the dependent variable for the parametric models, discussed below, includes five
ordered categories of intended vote choice, | use the ordinal logit model. As independent
variables | use three of the four campaign phase indicator variables, avariable representing a
potential mechanism behind Trudeau’ simpact, interactions between this variable and the
campaign phase, and a series of controls. Details on the variables central to my analysis are
included below:

Vote Intention: The dependent variable in my analysesis a respondent’ s vote intention
on the day she participated in the survey. Respondents are included in one of the five following
categories: Yes, Lean Yes, Don’t Know, Lean No, No’.

Date of Interview: Asdiscussed, | grouped respondents into four campaign phases:
Days 1-8, 9-16, 17-24, 25-32. Thefirst phase, Days 1-8, serves as the reference case.

Feelings toward Trudeau: Respondents were asked to rate their feelings toward Pierre
Trudeau on a 100 point thermometer scale.® Those who refused to respond or did so with
‘don’t know’ are coded as missing and responses among the remainder of the sample are
rescaled O-1. It isworth noting that my analysis relies heavily on the assumption that
individuals' responses to the feeling thermometer question measure the criteria upon which
people base their decisions to take cues from a given elite.

Trudeau feelings X date period: In order to evaluate whether the relationship between
feelings toward Trudeau and vote intentions changed between the pre and post speech period, |
include interaction terms produced by multiplying feelings toward Trudeau by the three
campaign phase variables included in the model.

Trudeau’ s arguments. Respondents were asked for their opinion on a number of
arguments which Trudeau raised in his speech. My measures of agreement with Trudeau on
these points are all dichotomous as respondents were asked to choose between one of three
responses such as agree, disagree, or don’t know. Don’'t know responses are coded as missing.

Trudeau’ s arguments X date period: In order to gauge change over timein the
relationship between individuals' positions on these considerations and support for the Accord,

I include interactions between these responses and campaign phase.

" also estimated all of the models discussed below using a four point dependent variables that excludes
respondents who replied ‘don’t know’ to the vote intention question. The results are essentially similar to those
reported below.

8 Specific question wording is included in the appendix.
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Political sophistication: Following Johnston et al (1996), | measure sophistication by
summing the number of elite intervenors, other than Trudeau, whose position on the Accord
each respondent was correctly able to identify. While this five point scale is obviously captures
campai gn-specific knowledge, no other factual questions were included in the survey. In
addition, it seems plausible that general political knowledge and Accord-relevant knowledge
are highly correlated.

In al of the models discussed below, | also included a number of control variables
widely acknowledged to influence vote intentions. These variables are: interest in politics, age,
income, and dichotomous variables that indicate: identification with one of English Canada's
four political parties, highest completed level of education, gender, and residence in Canada's
eastern or western provinces. Details on the measurement of these variables can be found in the
appendix.

In addition to the results from these ordinal logit models, | include figures displaying
the results of a semiparametric approach to explaining Trudeau’ simpact on the campaign. The
parametric approach discussed above has two key disadvantages. First, the campaign is divided
into four somewhat arbitrary phases. Recalling that the first phase concludes on Day 8, this
approach essentially assumes that there is no difference between Days 1-8, and no similarity
between Days 8 and 9. Second, the ordered logit model specification | adopt provides no
insight into the shape of the over-time functional relationship between the variables of interest
and the dependent variable. Rather, it provides four snap shots of thisrelationship and is silent
on the slope and shape of the line connecting these two time periods. A semiparametric
approach employing a Generalized Additive Model (GAM) overcomes these limitations by
assuming that the relationship between certain independent variables (X) and the dependent
variable () changes over the range of the independent variables (Hastie and Tibshirani, 1990).
Consider two extremes: at one extreme, the usual linear model assumes that the relationship
between X and Y is constant across the entire range of X. At the other extreme, we could
estimate a unique relationship between X and Y for each value of X which would ensure that the
coefficient for each value of X would enable perfect prediction of E(Y) at that value of X while
at the same time inhibiting our capacity to draw generalizations about the relationship between
Xand Y. A nonparametric approach allows us to explore the relationship between X and Y by

without imposing a relationship between the two variables which is the same for all values of X
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A semiparametric approach can be used to estimate the functional form of some of the
predictor variables while still employing assumptions about the form of the functional
relationship between Y and the other independent variables. Since the software | used cannot
estimate a GAM with an ordinal dependent variable, | use a dichotomous measure of vote
intention by including only those respondents who answered ‘Yes' or ‘NoO’ to the vote intention
question. Accordingly one parametric approach involves use of the logit link function‘ G ’:
where

G(2) = exp(2) /[1+ exp(2)] [1]

The semiparametric approach here amends the parametric regression model [2] by modeling
P(y =1| Xi) asaan additive combination of a set of parametric functions of some independent
variables, a set of arbitrary univariate functions of the other independent variables, and an error
tem [3]

k

Pr(y =1| %) =G(a + Y BiX; ) [2]
j=1
k m

Pr(y =1| X) =G(a + Y BiX;; + > fi(X;,)) [3]
j=1 =1

In addition to estimating the coefficients for the predictors assumed to have alinear relationship
with the dependent variable, this procedure involves the use of a scatterplot smoother approach

to estimating the function fj () °.

Specificaly, my semiparametric model is of the form:
k
Pr(yi=1) =G(a + pZi + f(Di) + T (Di)Z +Zﬁjxi,j) [4]
=1

where Vi is adichotomous variable that takes 1 for respondents who intend to vote Yesand O

for those who intend to vote No, Zi isavariable that measures one potential mechanism of
Trudeau’ s influence (e.g. feelings toward Trudeau), Di isthe date on which the respondent

wasinterviewed and f 1 isthe functional relationship between date of interview and i, and

® To conduct this semiparametric analysis | use the “gam” function contained in the MCGV package authored by
Simon Wood for use in the statistical softwear ‘R’ where smooth terms are represented using penalized regression
splines (or similar smoothers) with smoothing parameters selected by Generalized Cross Validation or Un-Biased
Risk Estimator criterion. See http://www.stats.gla.ac.uk/~simony/ .
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f2(Di)Z servesas an interaction between the influence mechanism Z and fi(Di). Thefina

k
term Z BiX; ; represents the remaining control variables.
=1

This semiparametric approach will provide a more nuanced perspective on the
relationship between key predictor variables and vote choice by alowing the data to show us
the functiona form of the relationship, rather than assuming a specific functional form. In
addition, our confidence in the findings presented below is bolstered by the similar results

produced by both the semiparametric and parametric methods

The Messenger

In this section, | test the extent to which citizen’ s feelings toward Trudeau explain the
dramatic change in vote intentions that followed his speech. Put ssmply, upon becoming aware
of Trudeau’ s opposition to the Accord some individuals may have combined their feelings
toward Trudeau with their knowledge of his position to form an opinion about the Accord.®® In
response to his speech, those citizens with positive feelings toward Trudeau would be expected
to shift toward greater opposition to the Accord. If citizens employed such a heuristic, the
relationship between feelings for Trudeau and support for the Accord should be negative, and
this relationship should be much stronger in the immediate post-speech period than in the days
prior. The expected effect of Trudeau’ s speech among those who felt more negatively toward
Trudeau isless clear. These individuals may simply have ignored Trudeau’ s cue or they may

have become more supportive of the Accord in light of Trudeau’ s opposition.

Results of Parametric Analysis:
As afirst test of this hypothesis, | specified an ordinal logit regression with
respondents’ intended vote choice as the dependent variable®. The key independent variables

are the continuous measure of feelings toward Trudeau, a series of dichotomous variables

19 nterestingly, this sort of effect was openly discussed during the campaign when Prime Minister Mulroney
suggested that many people in Quebec will say to themselves “if [Trudeau is] againgt it, it’'s got to be good”.
Quoted in Edison Stewart, “ Trudeau giveaway charge draws scorn from PM”, The Toronto Sar, 3 October, 1992,
pp.-A-12.

L All of the statistical analysis was conducted using the software ‘R’. The ordinal probit models and predicted
probabilities were estimated using ‘ Zelig’ a program which worksin ‘R’ written by Imai, King, and Lau. See
http://gking.harvard.edu/zelig/
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Very positive eval uation of Very negative eval uation of
Trudeau Trudeau

Predicted 95% Predicted 95%

Probability of  Confidence  Probability of  Confidence
No Vote Interval No Vote Interval

Days 1-8 0.27 (0.18,0.38) 0.28 (0.17,0.42)
Days 9-16 0.53 (0.42,0.65) 0.22 (0.13,0.33)
Days 17-24 0.43 (0.32,0.55) 0.33 (0.22,0.46)
Days 24-32 0.51 (0.40,0.62) 0.32 (0.22,0.44)

Table 1: Effect of Feelings Toward Trudeau on Predicted Probability of Voting ‘No’ Over the Course of the
Campaign.

Note: Thistable displays the predicted probability of intending to vote ‘No’ for an individual who rated Trudeau at
100/100 on the thermometer scale (Ieft hand side of table) and 0/100 (right hand side of table) and for whom all
other variables constant at their mean. Results are based on 1,000 simulations using the parameter estimates from
the model displayed in Table Al. The 95% confidence interval is given in parentheses. Note the dramatic increase,
for an individual who felt very positively toward Trudeau, in predicted probability of intending to vote ‘No’
between the pre-speech (Days 1-8) and immediate post-speech period (Days 9-16).

indicating the phase of the campaign in which each respondent was interviewed, and
interactions between these indicators variables and feelings toward Trudeau. In order to ease
interpretation of the results, Table 1 presents the predicted probability of a No vote when
changing the variables of interest and holding all other variables at their mean™.

The results presented in Table 1 offer clear support for the cue-taking explanation of
Trudeau'simpact™. Prior to his speech (Days 1-8) thereisvirtualy no differencein the
predicted probability of voting ‘No’ between two respondents who differ only in their
evaluations of Trudeau (0.27 vs. 0.28). Following Trudeau’ s speech, however, this 0.01 gap
increases to 0.31 as the predicted probability of a‘No’ vote for an individual who feels very
positively toward Trudeau increased by 26% to 0.53. In addition to providing clear support for
the cue-taking hypothesis, these results suggest an asymmetry in individuals' responsiveness to
cues. While the predicted probability of a No vote for someone who evaluated Trudeau as 0 on
the thermometer scale did drop somewhat, this 0.06 point change is substantially smaller than
the 0.26 increase in predicted probability of a person who rated Trudeau at 100.

In addition to providing evidence consistent with the cue-taking explanation of

Trudeau’ s impact, these data alow us to explore this mechanism of influence more closdly by

12 The results of the full model are presented in Table A1 in the appendix.

3 The predicted probabilities presented throughout the paper are probability of intending to vote ‘No’. In most all
cases the probability of intending to vote ‘Yes' isthe mirror image of these results while the probabilities of
responding ‘lean yes, ‘lean no’, or ‘don’t know' are both very small and exhibit no overtime trends.
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More politically sophisticated Less politically sophisticated

Very positive Very negative Very positive Very negative
evaluation of evaluation of evaluation of evaluation of
Trudeau Trudeau Trudeau Trudeau

Days1-8 | 032 (0.11,060) 025 (0.05062) 024 (0.14040) 032 (0.17,053)
Days9-16 | 0.80 (057,093) 004 (0.01,013) 040 (0.26055 042 (0.24,0.63)
Days17-24 | 0.48 (027,069 023 (0.08047) 040 (0.24058 040 (0.23,0.60)
Days24-32 | 0.46 (0.26067) 014 (0.05031) 055 (0.360.73) 048 (0.29,0.68)

Table 2: Effect of Feelings Toward Trudeau on Predicted Probability of Voting ‘No’ Over the Course of the
Campaign by Political Sophistication.

Note: Thistable displays the predicted probability of intending to vote ‘No’ for an individual where all variables
are held at their mean except date of interview, feelings toward Trudeau, and political sophistication. The second
and third columnsillustrate the effect on vote intention of moving from avery positive to very negative evaluation
of Trudeau for an individual who scored 5/5 on the political sophistication scale. The fourth and fifth column
present similar results but where the individual scored 0/5 on political sophistication. Results are based on 1,000
simulations using the parameter estimates from the model displayed in Table A2. The 95% confidence interval is
given in parentheses. Note that the change in predicted probability of intending to vote ‘No’ is much larger for the
more sophisticated individual compared to one who is less sophisticated.

considering the extent to which political sophistication moderates cue-taking. While early work
on cue-taking emphasized the possibility that this and other forms of ‘low-information
rationality’ could enable lessinformed citizens to reach sound decisions (e.g. Lupia, 1994;
Popkin, 1991), more recent work suggests, however, that relatively more informed citizens are
better prepared to employ these cognitive heuristics (Lau & Redlawsk, 2001; Delli-Carpini &
Keeter, 1996). For reasons of both superior organization of political information and greater
willingness to think through political matters, more sophisticated people should be better able
to put an elite’s cue to use. | therefore expect a much larger cue-taking effect among the
relatively more politically sophisticated respondents.

In order to test this hypothesis | added seven new variables to the above model including
interactions between political sophistication and the date variables, between sophistication and
feelings toward Trudeau, and a three-way interaction between feelings toward Trudeau,
political sophistication, and campaign phase that will indicate whether political sophistication
moderated the relationship between feelings toward Trudeau and vote intentions in the days
following Trudeau’ s intervention™®. Table 2 presents the change in the predicted probability of

a‘No’ vote resulting from changes in the values of these three variables of interest.

!4 See Table A2 in the appendix for the results of this regression.
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For a hypothetical individual who was unable to identify the positions on the Accord of
any of the five elite intervenors included in the political sophistication scale, moving from a
Trudeau thermometer score of 0 to 1 decreases the probability of a No vote by only .08 prior to
the speech and has almost no effect (0.02) in the immediate post-speech period. In addition to
rather small predicted effects of feelings toward Trudeau, in both the pre and post speech
period, feelings toward Trudeau are negatively related to opposition to the Accord which seems
to contradict the fact that Trudeau himself was opposed to the Accord. While these results also
indicate that opposition toward the Accord was somewhat greater among the | ess sophisticated
following Trudeau’ s speech, Table 2 makes clear that thisincreaseis unrelated to feglings
toward Pierre Trudeau.

Among the more politically sophisticated, there is dramatic evidence in support of the
cue-taking explanation of Trudeau’simpact. For an individua with the highest possible score
on the political information scale, moving from a very negative evaluation of Trudeau to avery
positive one resultsin a 0.07 point increase in the probability of voting ‘No’ prior to Trudeau’'s
speech. Following Trudeau’ s speech, however, this same shift yields a 0.76 point shift in the
predicted probability of a‘No’ vote. While feelings toward Trudeau were weakly and positively
related to opposition to the Accord prior to Trudeau’ s intervention, this rel ationship becomes
dramatically stronger after Trudeau’s speech™. These results also demonstrate that people with
negative feelings toward Trudeau did in fact respond to his cue, though still somewhat less
dramatically than did those who felt positively toward Trudeau.*®

Results of Semiparametric Analysis:

!> These results are also consistent with Zaller’'s (1992) conception of opinion formation. While thereis no
evidence of a“mainstream” effect during the first phase of the campaign despite elite consensus, there is clear
evidence of a“polarization” effect among the more sophisticated following Trudeau' s speech which shattered this
consensus.

18 1n a separate analysis not presented here, | find that the cue-taking explanation depends importantly on
awareness of Trudeau’s position. By including measures of both awareness of Trudeau’ s opposition to the Accord
and evaluations of the former Prime Minister, | demonstrate that while awareness of his position was a necessary
condition for evaluations of Trudeau to matter, citizens only began to ‘use’ these evaluations after Trudeau's high-
profile speech. Specifically, when only those who were aware of Trudeau’s opposition are considered, the
relationship between feelings toward Trudeau and support for the Accord is dramatically stronger following after
his speech. In addition, | also find that the effect of political sophistication is not due primarily to greater
awareness of Trudeau’s position. There is no evidence of polarization among the more sophisticated who were
aware of Trudeau’s position prior to his speech. Only after his speech is the relationship between evaluations of
Trudeau and support for the Accord evident among the more politically sophisticated.
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Figure 2. Effect of Feelings Toward Trudeau on Predicted Probability of Intending to Vote
‘Yes Over the Course of the Campaign
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Note: In each panel, the thicker dark lines represent the predicted probability of intending to vote ‘Yes' for an
individual who rated Trudeau as 0/100 on the thermometer scale and all other variables held at their mean. The
thicker light line represents the same prediction when the individual rates Trudeau at 100/100. The distance
between these two lines at any point in time indicates the strength of the relationship between feelings toward
Trudeau and vote intention. In the top panel, the sharp decline in the days following Trudeau’ s speech is consistent
with the cue-taking explanation of Trudeau’simpact. The bottom two panels suggest that this effect is evident
primarily among the more politically sophisticated. Thinner vertical lines represent the 95% confidence interval
for each predicted value.

The semiparametric results discussed in this section offer both further support for the
cue-taking hypothesis and present a more nuanced picture of the dynamics of the cue-taking
process. The top panel of Figure 2 presents the predicted probability of voting Y esfor
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individual s with mean scores on all variables other than feelings toward Trudeau and date of
interview. Inthe early stages of the campaign, thereis very little difference between the
predicted score of individuals who rated Trudeau at the extremes of the thermometer scale. The
mean difference between these two individuals over the first seven days of the campaign is
only 0.03. In the days surrounding Trudeau’ s speech, however, the two lines diverge in
dramatic fashion with the largest difference between the two (0.46) occurring five days after
Trudeau’ s speech on Day 13. On that day, an individua who rated Trudeau at O on the
thermometer scale has a predicted probability of voting Y es of 0.68 compared to a score of 0.23
for someone who rated Trudeau at 100. Interestingly, over the second half of the campaign,
these two lines begin to converge suggesting that the impact of feelings toward Trudeau
mattered little in the final days of the campaign®”.

The bottom two panels of Figure 2 clearly demonstrate the rel ationship between
political sophistication and the cue-taking effect. To produce these figures | divided the sample
into more and less politically sophisticated respondents based on respondents’ ability to name 2
or more elite intervenors and then ran the same generalized additive model on the two subsets
of the data'®. Aswasthe case in the parametric analysis, among the less sophisticated thereis
some relationship between evaluations of Trudeau and support for the Accord prior to his
speech. Thisrelationship disappears in the days following Trudeau’ s intervention as the two
lines converge for much of the rest of the campaign. In contrast, among the more sophisticated,
thereislittle difference in predicted support for the Accord prior to Trudeau’ s speech and
substantial differences following his speech and throughout the remainder of the campaign.

The analyses presented in this section offer compelling support for the cue-taking
explanation of Trudeau’s impact. Prior to Trudeau’ s speech, respondents’ evaluations of
Trudeau were only weakly related to their intended vote choice. In the days following,
Trudeau’ s speech, however, the relationship between evaluations of Trudeau and vote intention
is much stronger. These results also suggest that cue-taking was greater among relatively more

sophisticated citizens.

17 One critical decision required in the use of GAM which rely on scatterplot smoothing is the smoothness of the
fitted line. One criterion is to choose the smoothed function that best fits the data based on prediction criteria such
as Generalized Cross Validation. In the present case, this approach yields an extremely smooth line that provides
little insight into the dynamics surrounding Trudeau’ s speech. | adopt a much smaller smoothing parameter in
order to capture some shorter-term changes. This choice reflects the relatively small amount of data available for
analysis.

18 A three way interaction term is not suitable for the GAM framework.
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The Message

While the messenger clearly mattered, a second explanation of Trudeau’simpact
concerns the effect that the content of his speech had on support for the Accord. From this
perspective, Trudeau’simpact was mediated by the increased salience of certain arguments he
raised during his speech that were communicated by the media. The actual text of Trudeau’'s
speech runs counter to the conventional wisdom of political consultants who often emphasize
repetition of a single straightforward argument or frame. Instead Trudeau raised a number of
different and rather complex arguments concerning the flaws of the proposed constitutional
amendments. While his speech involved considerable nuance and complexity, media coverage
was quite effective at conveying his central pointsin afairly straightforward manner.

The mediaplay acritical role in this story since Trudeau’ s speech was not seen or heard
directly by citizens outside Quebec. In addition to consulting the text of his speech, | therefore
conducted a content analysis of newspaper coverage of Trudeau’ s speech during the nine days
following his speech in order to identify which aspects of Trudeau’s speech the media covered
and the relative amount of attention these different points received. Newspaper reports of
Trudeau’ s speech emphasized: a) Trudeau’ s arguments about the likely outcome of a‘Yes' or
‘No’ vote received, and b) his assertion that certain elements of the Accord threatened the
principle of equality of rights™.

After identifying survey questions that measure respondent’ s opinions about these
considerations, | conducted the same set of empirical analyses | used to explore the cue-taking
explanation. In the case of Trudeau’ s message, the variables of interest are agreement with a
certain consideration, date of interview, and the interactions between these two variables. All of
the consideration measures are scored 0 or 1 since, in each case, respondents faced a
dichotomous choice, such as agree or disagree. ‘Don’t know’ responses were coded as missing
and each variableis coded so that a score of 1 indicates acceptance with Trudeau’s perspective
on the consideration. For example, a 1 for the *distinct society’ clause consideration means one

opposed this element of the Accord. In each case, if Trudeau had the impact he desired, we

19 Media coverage also emphasized Trudeau’ s concerns about effect of the Accord on the distribution of powers
between the federal and provincial governments. Unfortunately, the CES did not contain questions that enable a
consideration of the impact of this argument on support for the Accord.
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should see a stronger rel ationship between respondents’ positions on the argument and their
opposition to the Accord in the days following Trudeau’ s speech®.

In the decade leading up to the Charlottetown Referendum, Canadians witnessed a
failed Quebec referendum on sovereignty, amajor revision and ‘patriation’ of the Constitution,
afailed attempt to further amend the Constitution, and the elite negotiations which resulted in
the Charlottetown Accord. When ‘Yes' side elites argued that passing the referendum would
resolve Canada’ s ongoing constitutional challenges, they were tapping into Canadians' general
fatigue with constitutional politics and desire to focus on other issues. Trudeau took this
assertion head on and argued precisely the opposite, suggesting that a“Yes' vote would only
result in further rounds of constitutional negotiations and that a‘No’ vote would bring an end to
the constitutional debate. Both opponents and supporters thus sought to tap the publics' wish to
move on, but offered competing theories about how to do so.

Opponents and supporters of the Charlottetown Accord offered competing versions of
the effect of a‘*Yes' vote. In contrast to the *Yes' side' s suggestion that ratifying the Accord
would result in constitutional peace, Trudeau argued this outcome would only yield further
rounds of constitutional negotiations. More specifically, Trudeau argued that a yes vote would
only encourage Quebec to make further demands. Beliefs about the general outcome aso
hinged on expectations about the impact of a‘No’ vote. ‘Yes side elites argued that arejection
of the Charlottetown Accord would provide aboost to nationalist and secessionist sentiment

among the Quebec population that might lead to the break up of the country. Again, Pierre

% Beyond priming, there are two alternative mechanisms through which message content might affect opinions.
Lenz (2005) persuasively argues that researchers have paid too little attention to the possibility of biased estimates
of priming by failing to account for citizens who adjust their beliefs about specific considerations in order to
reflect their summary opinions such as party identification. | attempted to evaluate the possibility of opinion
adjustment by inspecting the aggregate movement in support for the various considerations over the course of the
campaign. In addition to plotting aggregate support for the different considerations included in my analysis and
feelings toward Trudeau, | ran a series of bivariate regressions with date of interview predicting responses to these
considerations. In only one case was there considerable movement in aggregate support for a consideration. Over
the course of the campaign, individuals became more likely to disagree with theideathat a“‘Yes' vote would allow
the country to ‘ move on to other problems like the economy’. | therefore excluded this argument from my
analysis. A second alternative to priming islearning. Trudeau may have either presented information new to
certain respondents or persuaded them to change their position on certain considerations. Unfortunately because |
do not have panel data where respondents were re-interviewed in the days following Trudeau’ s speech, | can not
effectively assess the potential impact of learning. In general, there is no significant change in the percentage of
individuals who respond with ‘don’t know’ to questions about various considerations. Moreover, as mentioned
above, thereislittle aggregate change in the public’s position on most of the considerations discussed here which
likely indicates that few individuals changed their minds about the considerations included in the analyses
presented here.
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If the agreement is approved, do youthink  No agreement will satisfy Quebec, they
the constitutional question will be settled? will always ask for more.
No Yes Agree Disagree
Days1-8 | 033 (0.25040) 014 (0.08022) o017 (012024) o7 (002014
Days9-16 | 046 (0.38054) 015 (0.09024) 024 (015036) g9 (0.050.17)
Days17-24 | 045 (0.37,052) 013 (007,021) o021 (013032 (34 (0.080.23)
Days24-32 | 047 (0.39,055) 016 (0.08024) o025 (016038 (43 (007,023

Table 3: Effect of Position on Two Arguments Central to Trudeau’s Critique on Predicted Probability of Voting
‘No’ Over the Course of the Campaign.

Note: This table presents the results of two separate ordinal logit regressions. The second and third columns
display the predicted probability of intending to vote ‘No’ for an individual where &l variables are held at their
mean except date of interview, response to the question about future constitutional negotiationsin the even of a
‘Yes' vote. The gap between predicted probabilities between ‘Yes' and ‘No’ responses offers an estimate of the
relationship between responses to this question and support for the Accord. Notice the slight increase in this gap
from (0.33-0.14=0.19) to (0.46-0.15=0.31) between the pre (Days 1-8) and immediate post speech period (Days 9-
16).

The fourth and fifth column present similar results but with respect to the question of Quebec’s future
congtitutional demands in the event of a‘Yes' vote. An even smaller increase in the relationship between position
on this consideration and opposition to the Accord following Trudeau’ s speech is evident (0.17-0.07=0.10) to
(0.24-0.09=0.15).Results are based on 1,000 simulations using the parameter estimates from the models displayed
in Table A3. The 95% confidence interval is given in parentheses.

Trudeau argued the opposite and claimed that a No vote was the best way to ensure that
constitutional conflict could be halted.

Fortunately, the campaign wave of the survey provides a series of questions that tap
these claims. First, with respect to the impact of a‘Yes' vote, respondents were asked: a) “If
the agreement is approved, do you think the constitutional question will be settled?” and b)
whether they agree or disagree with the statement: “No agreement will satisfy Quebec, they
will always ask for more.” Table 3 summarizes two ordina logit regression models by
presenting predicted probabilities of voting No.

Despite the strong language Trudeau employed to emphasi ze this point, the question of
whether the Charlottetown Accord would diminish or enhance Quebec’s desire for further
renegotiation of the constitution does not appear to have mediated Trudeau' simpact®’. An

individual who shared Trudeau’s belief that Quebec would continue to demand more was 10%

2 In his talk Thursday, Trudeau said ... nationalist forces in Quebec are just pressuring the rest of the country to
enhance their own power. The Accord is like tossing meat to atiger, he warned. It will only heighten Quebec's
appetite.” Sharon Kirkey & Les Whittington, “ Taking stock of the Trudeau Factor”, Calgary Herald, 4 October
1992, pp.B-1.
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more likely to vote ‘N0’ than someone who disagreed with this assertion prior to Trudeau’'s
speech. In the days following Trudeau’ s intervention, this gap increased only slightly from 10%
to 15%.

Table 3 also offers only limited support for the ideathat Trudeau’ s impact was mediated
by his claim that a No vote would result in a constitutional cease-fire”. The predicted
probabilities presented in the |eft-hand side of Table 3 clearly demonstrate that responses to this
guestion were strongly related to the vote throughout the campaign. More to the point, thereisa
dlight increase in the relative strength of the relationship between this consideration and vote
intention following Trudeau’ s speech. Shifting from an affirmative response to a negative
response to this question prior to Trudeau’ sintervention is associated with a 19% increasein
the probability of voting ‘No’. The same shift following Trudeau’ s speech yields a 31% change
in the predicted probability. The results of the GAM model involving this consideration,
presented in the first panel of Figure 3, echo the findings of the logit analysis®. The slopes of
the two lines in the days following Trudeau’ s speech are quite similar suggesting that those
who agreed with Trudeau’ s argument on this point and those who disagreed became less
supportive of the Accord by similar amounts following Trudeau’ s speech. While closer
inspection reveals that the slope of the line for those who shared Trudeau’ s belief that a'Yes
vote would not *settle’ the constitutional question is somewhat steeper in the week following
his speech, overall thereislittle difference between the two trends during the time frame of
interest®.

Finally, Trudeau argued passionately that the Accord would undermine the equality of
rights among Canadians. He argued that various clauses in the Accord privileged certain groups
and would allow some mgorities to overrun the rights of minorities. The Charlottetown
Accord’ s recognition of the collective rights of Aboriginals and Quebecers was adirect

challenge to Trudeau’ s constitutional vision. Trudeau argued in both general and specific terms

22wy ou think you'll have peace if you vote Yes? You'll have peace if you vote No. Because No means we've had
enough of the Constitution, we don't want to hear any more about it.” The Canadian Press, “Collective rights must
prevail, Trudeau insists’, Kitchener-Waterloo Record, 2 October 1992, pp F-11

“ A GAM for the question: “If the agreement is approved, do you think the constitutional question will be
settled?” confirms the results from the null results of the ordinal logit model is therefore not shown.

| aso ran alogit model to test whether the relationship between respondents’ positions on this consideration and
vote intention depended on levels of political sophistication. Unlike the cue-taking results presented above, | found
no support for the idea that more sophisticated citizens were more likely to respond to Trudeau’ s claims about the
effect of a‘Yes' vote.

22



Figure 3. The Effect of Positions on Two of Trudeau’'s Central Arguments on Predicted
Probability of Intending to Vote ‘Yes Over the Course of the Campaign
If the agreement is approved,
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Note: In each panel, the thicker dark lines represent the predicted probability of intending to vote ‘Yes' for an
individual who disagreed with Trudeau’ s position on the question listed above each plot and for whom all other
variables are held at their mean. The thicker light line represents the same prediction when the individual agrees
with Trudeau’ s position. The distance between these two lines at any point in time indicates the strength of the
relationship between feelings toward Trudeau and vote intention. In the left hand panel, thereislittle differencein
the slope of the two lines in the immediate post-speech period which suggests that the relationship between
respondents’ positions on the question of whether a‘Yes' vote would ‘settle’ Canada’ s constitutional concerns and
vote intention did not change following Trudeau’ sintervention. In contrast, the drop in predicted probability of
voting ‘Yes' is much sharper among those respondents who shared Trudeau’ s opposition to the distinct society
clause (lighter line) than the same change among those who disagreed with Trudeau in supporting this feature of
the Accord. Thinner vertical lines represent the 95% confidence interval for each predicted value.

about the threat of collective rightsto the equality of rights among individuals. Unfortunately
the survey contains no questions related to respondents’ general concerns about the accords
implications for the rights protected in the Charter of Rights and Freedoms. The campaign
wave of the survey does include a question about respondents support for a particularly
contentious aspect of the Accord, the distinct society clause, designed to recognize Quebec’'s
unique culture and language.

There are anumber of reasons to suspect that Trudeau’ s discussion of the distinct

society clause mediated hisimpact on the campaign. Efforts to include a clause that recognized

% Thereis asimilar question that gauges support for ‘ Aboriginal self-government’ which Trudeau also identified
as violating the equality of rights of al citizens. This consideration played only a minor role and was virtually
absent from media coverage of the event. Empirical analysis confirmed that Trudeau’ s speech did not resultin a
stronger relationship between support for the Accord and this consideration.

23



Do you agree or disagree with the
proposal to recognize Quebec as a
distinct society?

Disagree Agree
Days 1-8 025 (0.16,0.35) 0.16 (0.08,0.27)

Days9-16 | 047 (0.36,058) 020 (0.11,0.30)
Days17-24 | 045 (0.34057) 015 (0.09,0.25)
Days24-32 | 0.49 (0.38,060) 0.17 (0.10,0.26)

Table 4: Effect of Position on Distinct Society Clause on Predicted Probability of Voting ‘N0’ Over the Course of
the Campaign.

Note: This table presents the predicted probability of intending to vote ‘No’ for an individual where all variables
are held at their mean except date of interview, and position on the distinct society clause. The gap between
predicted probabilities between ‘Disagree’ and ‘ Agree’ responses offers an estimate of the relationship between
responses to this question and support for the Accord. Notice the large increase in this gap from (0.25-0.16=0.09)
to (0.47-0.20=0.27).

Results are based on 1,000 simulations using the parameter estimates from the models displayed in Table A4. The
95% confidence interval is given in parentheses.

Quebec’ s unique cultural and linguistic heritage were motivated by the 1982 Constitutional
amendments, spearheaded by Trudeau, which entrenched a vision of Canada as a single nation
unified by the shared and equal rights of individuals. Put ssmply, the distinct society clause was
crucial to the constitutional debate of the 1980's and 90’ s. Previous empirical work has
confirmed this fact. Johnston et a (1996) and Leduc and Pammet (1995) both identify the
salience of this clause as an important reason for the demise of the Charlottetown Accord. In
addition, since asimilar clause was included in the failed attempt to revise the constitution in
the late 1980’ s, public opinion about the clause was fairly well developed. Over the course of
the campaign, only 11% of Canadians outside Quebec failed to take a position on the clause,
with 58% opposed and 32% supporting the distinct society clause.

Table 4 reports the results of an analysis aimed at identifying whether Trudeau’ s speech

had any impact on the salience of this consideration. Unfortunately, due to a survey
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administration error, this question was asked of only 60% of the sample and thus there are only
702 cases included in this analysis®®. Despite this limitation, these results offer support for the
notion that Trudeau’ s intervention resulted in a stronger relationship between individuals
position on the distinct society clause and support for the Accord. During the first week of the
campaign, the effect of an individual moving from support to opposition to this clause resulted
in only a 9% change in her predicted probability of voting ‘No’. Following Trudeau’ s speech,
this difference increased to 27%. Holding all other variables at their means, an individual who
agrees with the distinct society clause in the days following Trudeau’ s speech had a predicted
probability of voting No of 0.2. For an individual who disagreed with the clause, this
probability is much larger at .47.

The GAM results presented in the second panel of Figure 3 further suggest that much of
the impact of Trudeau’ s speech was mediated by the increased relevance of the distinct society
clause in voter’s minds following Trudeau’ s speech. While there is some decline in predicted
support for an individual who supports the distinct society clause following Trudeau’ s speech,
the decline is much greater for someone who shares Trudeau’ s opposition to this element of the
Accord. The distance between these two linesis .34 on the day of Trudeau’ s speech and
increased to 0.5 five days later. Interestingly, a sharp divergence in support for the Accord is
also evident during the first few days of the campaign. Thisfact does raise some questions
about the validity of attributing the post-speech decline in support for the Accord among those
who oppose the distinct society clause solely to Trudeau’ s intervention?”.

In addition to the results discussed above, | conducted a similar set of analyses
including a handful of other Accord-relevant considerations mentioned in Trudeau’ s speech.
Respondents’ positions on four other questions, addressed more or less directly by Trudeau, did

not become more strongly related to vote intention in the period following Trudeau’ s speech.

% Johnston et a attempt to overcome this problem by using responses to the same question from the post-election
wave of the survey as indicators of campaign wave opinion about the distinct society clause for those respondents
who were not asked the question in the origina survey. | do not adopt this approach since the use of post-election
opinion about a consideration is particularly vulnerable to opinion adjustment effects and because the correlation
between campaign and post-€l ection responses to this question among those asked during both wavesis only 0.56.
2" Unfortunately, due to the limited number of respondents who were asked for their position on the distinct
society clause | was unable to ascertain the extent to which political sophistication moderated the relationship
between support for the distinct society clause and the Accord in general over time. The coefficient estimates of a
logit analysis and the trends evident in the results of a GAM approach do suggest that the stronger relationship
between position on the distinct society clause and support for the Accord following Trudeau’ s speech exists
primarily among the more sophisticated. But the standard errors are much too large to meet even arelaxed
standard of statistical significance.
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These considerations are; @) whether a No vote would result in Quebec separation, b) whether
they the Charlottetown Accord was the ‘ best compromise’ available, c) the guarantee that
Quebec would control 25% of the seats in the House of Commons, and d) whether a“‘No’ vote
would make the constitutional question ‘ disappear’.

Taken together, the results presented in this section offer limited support for the idea
that the content of elite communications matters. Interpretation of these results hinges on how
much one expects citizens to grapple with the content of elite messages. Trudeau raised many
different reasons for opposing the Accord but only one, the distinct society clause, seemsto
have substantially influenced citizens' support for the Accord. On the one hand, those who
believe afully informed citizenry is crucial to the health of democracy will find these results
disappointing. On the other, that some of Trudeau’ s arguments appear to have affected vote
intentions poses a challenge to the assertion that citizens engage solely in cue-taking and ignore
the content of elite messages. Regardless, at this stage firm, conclusions are avoided since we
have yet to consider the relationship between the messenger and his message.

Considering both Message and Messenger

Before concluding that cue-taking was the primary mechanism behind Pierre Trudeau’s
dramatic effect on the campaign, we must first consider both the messenger and message
effects in the same model in order to identify whether or not the two separate explanations
actually moderate one another. That is, the impact of elite communication may depend on both
citizens feelings about the source and the substantive content of the message. Essentialy, this
explanation assumes people interpret the content of elite communications through the lens of
their feelings toward the sender. Those who feel positively toward a communicator are surely
more likely to attend to the substantive points she raises and to accept these considerations as
valid. The aternative explanation, that people decide whether to use their feelings toward an
elite only when they agree with the elite’ s arguments, seems less likely, but certainly possible.
In order to test whether feelings toward an intervenor moderate the effect of message content, |
estimated a regression model that included interactions between these two explanations, and
three-way interactions between the two variables and the three date periods.

Theresults of thisanalysis, presented in Table 5, are intriguing and suggest that the

impact of Trudeau’ s speech was dramatic among those who felt positively toward the
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Very positive evaluation of Trudeau Very negative evaluation of Trudeau

Support Distinct Oppose Distinct Support Distinct Oppose Distinct
Society Clause Society Clause Society Clause Society Clause

Days 1-8 0.16 (0.04036) 023 (0.10,043) 018 (0.03,048) 0.26 (0.10,0.50)
Days 9-16 020 (0.07,038) 0.60 (0.41,0.78) 019 (0.05045 029 (0.12,0.50)
Days 17-24 012 (0.04028) 055 (0.350.74) 0.22 (0.07,048) 0.32 (0.14,0.55)
Days 24-32 025 (0.11,048) 048 (0.30,066) 0.11 (0.04,026) 050 (0.28,0.71)

Table 5: The Effect of The Messenger and his Message on Predicted Probability of Intending to Vote ‘No’ Over
the Course of the Campaign.

Note: This table presents the predicted probability of intending to vote ‘No’ computed by holding all variables at
their mean except date of interview, position on the distinct society clause, feelings toward Trudeau, and the
interaction between these three variables of interest. Note that the change in predicted probability between the pre
and post speech period is much larger for those who rated Trudeau as 100/100 and who oppose the distinct society
clause than it is for the three other combinations of these two variables.

Results are based on 1,000 simulations using the parameter estimates from the models displayed in Table A6. The
95% confidence interval is given in parentheses.

messenger and agreed with his message, and quite limited in all other instances. For an
individual who felt quite negatively toward Trudeau and/or who supported the distinct society
clause, thereisavery minimal changein the predicted probability of voting ‘No’ between the
pre and post speech period: @) for an individual who felt warmly toward Trudeau but supported
the distinct society clause, the increase was only 0.04; b) for someone who felt negatively
toward Trudeau yet supported the clause, there was a 0.01 increase; and c) for a person who
opposed both Trudeau and the distinct society clause, thereisasmall 0.03 increase. In contrast,
for an individual who felt very warmly toward Trudeau and who opposed the distinct society
clause, this same change was 0.37 moving from a predicted probability of 0.23 prior to his
speech to 0.60 following it. These results are consistent with the idea that the dramatic decline
in support for the Accord was concentrated among those who both liked the messenger and

agreed with his message®.

Conclusion.
This paper has offered some useful insights into the basic question of how Trudeau's

speech resulted in such a dramatic decline in support for the Charlottetown Accord. Overal, the
various analyses contained above offer substantial support for the idea that cue-taking provides

apowerful explanation of the public’s response to Trudeau’ s speech. The relationship between

%8 Because the distinct society question was asked of only 60% of the sample and the number of variables included
in this model there are an insufficient number of cases to enable an informative estimation of a GAM.
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feelings toward Trudeau and support for the accord became much stronger in the days
immediately following Trudeau’ s speech compared to those preceding his intervention. In
addition to providing support for this basic premise, | have further demonstrated that this cue-
taking behavior was more prevalent among the relatively more politically sophisticated
members of the public. In contrast, only one of the numerous arguments Trudeau put forth, his
rejection of the *distinct society’ clause, appearsto have resonated with the public.

The most notable absence of a cue-taking relationship in the above anal yses suggests,
however, that cue-taking aone cannot fully explain the impact of Trudeau’' s speech. Among
those who disagreed with Trudeau’ s opposition toward the distinct society clause, thereis no
evidence of cue-taking. Coupled with the clear evidence of cue-taking among those who were
opposed to the distinct society clause, this particular result suggests that some individuals
responded to both their opinions of Trudeau and his arguments. More generally, the third
section of this paper suggests that analytical gains may be made by studies that consider both
elite messengers and their messages. In addition to providing a more accurate description of
opinion formation, such an approach may lead us to re-eval uate existing conceptions of citizen
competence. If the success of elite efforts to influence citizens through means such as priming
and framing is conditional on citizens evaluations of these dlites, then we may feel somewhat
more confident about citizens' ability to reach sound political decisions.
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Appendix: Question Wording
Vote I ntention
refc2a: The referendum question asks, “Do you agree that the constitution of Canada should be
renewed on the basis of the agreement reached on August 28" 1992”
[If you do vote], do you think you will vote yes or no?"
refc2d:[If you do vote], do you think you will vote yes or no?"
refc3: Which way are you leaning: yes or no?

Considerations:

Do you Agree or Disagree with the following statements.
refdl: No agreement will satisfy Quebec, they will always ask for more.
refd3: The agreement is the best compromise we can get under the circumstance.
refd4: The agreement alow us move on to other problems, like the economy.
refd5: Voting No to this agreement means saying Yes to Quebec’ s independence.

refd8: In the agreement, is the Federal Government awinner or aloser
reff4: If the agreement is approved, do you think the constitutional question will be settled?
refel0: Do you agree or disagree with the proposal to recognize Quebec as a distinct society?

refell: Guarantee of 25% of seats in House of Commons to Quebec
There are four different version of this question:

1. Quebec has been guaranteed one-quarter of the seats in the House of
Commons. Do you AGREE or DISAGREE with this PROPOSAL?

2. Quebec has been guaranteed one-quarter of the seats in the House of
Commons regardless of its population. Do you AGREE or DISAGREE with
this PROPOSAL?

3. Inreturnfor losing most of its Senate seats, Quebec has been guaranteed
one-quarter of the seats in the House of Commons. Do you AGREE or
DISAGREE with this PROPOSAL?

4. Inreturn for losing most of its Senate seats, Quebec has been guaranteed
one-quarter of the seatsin the House of Commons regardless of its
population. Do you AGREE or DISAGREE with this PROPOSAL?

Feeling Thermometers:

| am going to name some people and ask you how you feel about them on a thermometer that
runs from O to 100 degrees. Ratings between 50 and 100 are positive. Ratings between 0 and 50
are negative. Y ou may use any number from O to 100.

refh2: How do you feel about Pierre Trudeau?
refh27: How do you feel about Quebec

refh3: How do you feel about Brian Mulroney?
refh5: How do you fedl about Jean Chretien?
refh6: How do you feel about Audrey McLaughlin?

Awareness of Trudeau’s position:
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refgla:

refglb:

First, has Pierre Trudeau taken a public position on the agreement?
Has he [Pierre Trudeau] come out for or against?

Political Sophistication:

I'm going to name some people and groups who might take a public position on the
Constitutional agreement. For each can you tell me asfar as you know if they have taken a
public position on the agreement.

refg2a:

refg2b:

refg3a:

refg3b:

refgda:

refgdb:

refgba:

refgob:

refgba:

refgéb:

Has the business community taken a public position on the agreement?
Has it [the business community] come out for or against?

Has the women’ s movement taken a public position on the agreement?
Has it [the women’s movement] come out for or against?

Have union leaders taken a public position on the agreement?
Have they [union leaders] come out for or against?

Has Preston Manning taken a public position on the agreement?
Has he [Preston Manning] come out out for or against?

Has Peter Lougheed taken a public position on the agreement?
Has he [Peter Lougheed] come out out for or against?

Interest in the Campaign:
refintl: Would you say you are very interested, fairly interested, not very interested, or not at
al interested in the referendum campaign?
Party |dentification:

refilc: Thinking of federal politics, do you usually think of yourself asaLiberal, Conservative,
NDP, Reform, or none of these?
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Table Al. Cue-Taking and Trudeau’s Impact

Variable Coefficient Standard Error t-Value
Days 9-16 0.33 0.40 0.85
Daysl7-24 -0.24 0.38 -0.62
Days 25-32 -0.19 0.37 -0.52
Trudeau Fedlings 0.07 0.47 0.16
Days 9-16 * Trudeau Feelings -1.51 0.64 -2.36
Days17-24* Trudeau Feelings -0.53 0.63 -0.84
Days 25-32* Trudeau Fedlings -0.88 0.62 -1.43
Resident of ‘West’ -0.27 0.11 -2.35
Resident of ‘ East’ 0.64 0.16 3.94
Liberal Identifier 0.51 0.14 3.74
PC Identifier 0.78 0.15 5.25
NDP Identifier -0.01 0.17 -0.03
Reform Identifier -1.13 0.28 -4.05
Completed High school -0.33 0.15 -2.20
Completed college or some university -0.22 0.15 -1.47
Completed university degree 0.26 0.18 143
Female 0.12 0.11 1.07
Age -0.19 0.28 -0.69
Income -0.19 0.27 -0.69
Not Very Interested in Politics -0.19 0.32 -0.60
Somewhat Interested in Politics 0.73 0.25 2.92
Very Interested in Palitics 0.95 0.22 4.25
Political Sophistication 1.05 0.24 4.49
I ntercepts

No | Lean No 0.01 0.39 0.02
Lean No | Don’'t Know 0.36 0.39 0.92
Don't Know | Lean Yes 1.01 0.39 2.60
LeanYes|Yes 1.42 0.39 3.64
N 1317

Note: The dependent variableis ‘vote intention’. Quebec respondents are excluded.
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Table A2. Cue-Taking and Trudeau' s Impact by Political Sophistication

Variable Coefficient Standard t-Value
Error
Days 9-16 -0.43 0.58 -0.75
Daysl7-24 -0.37 0.57 -0.65
Days 25-32 -0.70 0.57 -1.23
Trudeau Feelings 0.34 0.70 0.49
Days 9-16 * Trudeau Feelings -0.24 0.95 -0.26
Daysl17-24* Trudeau Feelings -0.32 0.97 -0.33
Days 25-32* Trudeau Feelings -0.64 0.98 -0.65
Political Sophistication 0.51 1.06 0.48
Days 9-16* Political Sophistication 244 145 1.69
Days17-24* Political Sophistication 0.34 1.33 0.25
Days 25-32* Political Sophistication 131 1.32 0.99
Political Sophistication* Trudeau Feelings -0.78 175 -0.45
Day_s 9-16* Political Sophistication* Trudeau 4,02 234 172
Feelings
Days17-24* Political Sophistication*
Trudeau Fedlings -0.39 2.19 -0.18
Days 25-32* _Polltlcal Sophistication* .0.64 220 -0.29
Trudeau Feelings
Resident of ‘West’ -0.27 0.12 -2.30
Resident of ‘East’ 0.61 0.16 3.74
Liberal Identifier 0.52 0.14 3.74
PC Identifier 0.77 0.15 514
NDP Identifier -0.01 0.17 -0.09
Reform Identifier -1.18 0.28 -4.21
Completed High school -0.35 0.15 -2.33
Completed college or some university -0.25 0.15 -1.61
Completed university degree 0.25 0.18 1.39
Female 0.10 0.11 0.89
Age -0.27 0.28 -0.97
Income -0.17 0.33 -0.52
Not Very Interested in Palitics 0.70 0.25 2.77
Somewhat Interested in Politics 0.92 0.23 4.10
Very Interested in Palitics 1.03 0.24 4.35
I ntercepts
No | Lean No -0.028 0.48 -0.059
Lean No | Don’'t Know 0.325 0.48 0.682
Don't Know | Lean Yes 0.984 0.48 2.061
LeanYes|Yes 1.398 0.48 2.923
N 1317

Note: The dependent variableis ‘vote intention’. Quebec respondents are excluded.
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Table A3. Trudeau’ s Arguments and Support for the Charlottetown Accord |

If the agreement is approved, do you | No agreement will satisfy Quebec,
think the constitutional question will they will always ask for more.
be settled?
Variable Coeffic-  Standard |, o | Coeffic-  Standard .\, o
ient Error ient Error

Days 9-16 -0.11 0.39 -0.28 -0.38 0.30 -1.27
Daysl7-24 0.07 0.41 0.16 -0.78 0.29 -2.71
Days 25-32 -0.14 0.41 -0.33 -0.76 0.28 -2.76
Trudeau Feelings -1.14 0.31 -3.69 -1.05 0.25 -4.21
Days 9-16 * “Consideration” -0.46 0.43 -1.08 -0.07 0.35 -0.21
Days17-24* “Consideration” -0.60 0.45 -1.34 0.49 0.34 143
Days 25-32* “Consideration” -0.49 0.45 -1.09 0.21 0.33 0.64
Resident of ‘West’ -0.21 0.12 -1.74 -0.21 0.12 -1.73
Resident of ‘East’ 054 0.17 3.25 0.61 0.16 3.71
Liberal Identifier 0.42 0.14 3.04 0.42 0.14 3.01
PC Identifier 0.80 0.15 5.22 0.85 0.16 5.44
NDP Identifier 0.02 0.17 0.14 0.01 0.17 0.06
Reform Identifier -0.90 0.27 -3.26 -1.03 0.28 -3.69
Completed High school -0.37 0.16 -2.36 -0.40 0.16 -2.53
Completed college or some 0.7 0.16 -1.06 0.28 0.16 178
university
Completed university degree 0.22 0.18 1.22 0.02 0.19 0.11
Femae 0.10 0.11 0.89 0.05 0.11 0.48
Age -0.07 0.28 -0.24 0.16 0.29 0.56
Income -0.41 0.33 -1.22 -0.10 0.34 -0.29
Not Very Interested in 0.70 0.26 2.69 0.99 0.26 3.74
Politics
%m‘f‘c";ha[ Interested in 0.82 0.23 353 1.01 0.24 4.31
Very Interested in Politics 0.96 0.24 3.95 1.09 0.25 4.42
Political Sophistication 0.42 0.20 2.04 0.37 0.21 1.78
Inter cepts
No | Lean No -1.03 0.40 -2.61 -1.60 0.52 -3.071
Lean No | Don’t Know -0.67 0.40 -1.70 -1.26 0.52 -2.409
Don’'t Know | Lean Yes -0.03 0.40 -0.08 -0.64 0.52 -1.233
Lean Yes|Yes 0.42 0.40 1.06 -0.23 0.52 -0.442
N 1278

Note: The dependent variable is ‘vote intention’. Quebec respondents are excluded.
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Table A4. Trudeau’ s Arguments and Support for the Charlottetown Accord 11

Do you agree or disagree with the

proposal to recognize Quebec asa distinct

society?

Variable Coefficient Standard t-Value
Error

Days 9-16 -0.27 0.39 -0.70
Daysl7-24 0.03 0.40 0.07
Days 25-32 -0.12 0.37 -0.32
Trudeau Feelings -0.57 0.36 -1.59
Days 9-16 * Trudeau Feelings -0.76 0.47 -1.60
Daysl17-24* Trudeau Feelings -0.98 0.48 -2.04
Days 25-32* Trudeau Fedlings -0.97 0.45 -2.13
Resident of ‘West’ -0.31 0.17 -1.84
Resident of ‘East’ 0.46 0.23 2.02
Libera Identifier 0.35 0.20 1.76
PC Identifier 0.85 0.21 3.98
NDP Identifier 0.11 0.23 0.46
Reform Identifier -1.64 0.41 -3.99
Completed High school -0.37 0.21 -1.74
Completed college or some university -0.04 0.22 -0.18
Completed university degree -0.18 0.26 -0.68
Female 0.45 0.15 2.89
Age 0.21 0.40 0.53
Income 0.11 0.47 0.25
Not Very Interested in Palitics 0.92 0.39 2.37
Somewhat Interested in Politics 134 0.35 3.86
Very Interested in Palitics 1.70 0.37 4.61
Political Sophistication 0.29 0.29 1.00
I ntercepts
No | Lean No 0.052 0.51 0.102
Lean No | Don’'t Know 0.445 0.51 0.878
Don't Know | Lean Yes 1.135 0.51 2.232
LeanYes|Yes 1514 0.51 2.968
N 702

Note: The dependent variable is ‘vote intention’. Quebec respondents are excluded.
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Table A5. Cue-taking and Priming the Distinct Society

Variable Coefficient Standard t-Value
Error
Days 9-16 -0.04 1.05 -0.04
Daysl7-24 -0.30 1.01 -0.29
Days 25-32 0.54 0.96 0.56
Trudeau Fedlings 0.11 125 0.09
Days 9-16 * Trudeau Feelings -0.26 1.66 -0.16
Days17-24* Trudeau Feelings 0.64 164 0.39
Days 25-32* Trudeau Fedlings -1.18 155 -0.76
Oppose Distinct Society -0.58 0.94 -0.62
Days 9-16* Oppose Distinct Society -0.11 127 -0.08
Days17-24* Oppose Distinct Society -0.03 124 -0.02
Days 25-32* Oppose Distinct Society -1.63 117 -1.39
Oppose Distinct Society* Trudeau Feelings 0.05 151 0.03
Days 9-16* Qppose Distinct Society * 130 204 .0.64
Trudeau Fedlings
Daysl17-24* Qppose Distinct Society * 179 203 .0.88
Trudeau Feelings
Days 25-32* _Oppose Distinct Society * 113 1901 059
Trudeau Fedlings
Resident of ‘West’ -0.33 0.17 -1.91
Resident of ‘East’ 0.46 0.24 197
Libera Identifier 0.39 0.20 194
PC Identifier 0.83 0.22 3.80
NDP Identifier 0.12 0.24 0.51
Reform Identifier -1.65 0.41 -3.99
Completed High school -0.39 0.22 -1.76
Completed college or some university -0.06 0.23 -0.26
Completed university degree -0.22 0.27 -0.82
Female 0.48 0.16 3.05
Age 0.10 0.41 0.25
Income 0.21 0.47 0.45
Not Very Interested in Palitics 0.98 0.40 243
Somewhat Interested in Politics 1.49 0.37 4.07
Very Interested in Palitics 1.82 0.38 4.73
Political Sophistication 0.37 0.29 1.27
I ntercepts
No | Lean No 0.28 0.91 0.30
Lean No | Don’t Know 0.68 0.91 0.75
Don't Know | Lean Yes 1.37 0.91 151
LeanYes|Yes 1.74 0.91 192
N 691
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