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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

THE;SIGNIFICANCE OF THE PROBLEM.

~ Participatory democracy or the continuous involve-
‘.ment of citizens'in-the process of government 1s one of
the goals_thaf many cltizens and political scienfists
would iike to see achieved. 1In ordef to attain this goal,
research mﬁst be carriéd out to find out what citizens

and why citizens participate in politics.i Then these
findings can be used to determine whaf citizens and why
citizens do not participate. If the reasons or factors
»Wﬁich’explain why some citizens participate and others do
not, can be isolated, then possibly changes can be imple-
mented to influence those who do not participate in

politics to do so.

The following exploratory study is only a small
part of the larger project outlined above. It is concerned
with determining which members and why certain members of
a high status occupation are more 1likely to participate in
politics than other members within the same occupation. The
occupation which is under investigation in this study is

that of lawyers. Although

1 LU

olitical scientists have shown

(o]



that lawyers frequently tend to participate in politics,
very few researchers have been concerned with ascertaining g
E

which lawyers enter into politics and why they do 50.

In order to help fill in this gap, the author of
this study will aftempt to find out which lawyers enter
pglitics and why they do so, and why.other lawyers neither
enter, nor participate in politiecs. To carry out this study,
laWyers in the Hamilton area, will bg divided into two groups,
that is,'lawyer—politicians -- those iawyers, who have run
for provincial or federal office and who have been an execu-
tive member of a provincial or fedérallparty organization --
and non—pélitician lawyers -- those lawyers, praoticing in
the Hamilton area, who have not run for local, provincial or
federal office and who have not‘been executive members of a
political party organization. Then, both groups will be |
compared as to their early political background or interest,
their personality types or traits, their attitudes, and their
goals in life in order to find out if any, or all of these
" approaches offer an explanation for the problem being

studied.

Relevant Literature:

In order to explain levels of participation, it. is
helpful to turn to the relevant literature. When one does
this, one finds that four alternative approaches are used

for explaining political participation. The four approaches,
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which stress different theories, hypotheses and Variables;

are: political socialization, psychological, incentives,

and social background.

Political Socialization:

Political socialization or childhood political
background refers to the process by which an individual
acquires values, attitudes and interest about the politicél
system. This approach stresses the fact, that it is whilé
the individual is young and 1s growing up, that he is
strongly influenced abouf'politics by his family, relativés

and friends.

A typical example is a study of 165 MPs of the 2§th
Parliament of Canéda, in which Allan Kornberg by using A
structured interviews found "that the more active and
interested the family was in politics, the greater the
tendency toward early socialization by the family,"! of
the Member of Parliament. In another study of 2224 law
" students in 129 law schools in the United States in 1957;
Marshall Goldstein found by using closed-ended questionnaires
that students without relatives in either law or politics

were more involved politically than students who had

1. A. Kornberg, Canadian Legislative Behavior, New York:
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1967, p. 51.




relatives in law only.? Although this finding tends not

to éonfirm the proposition that fémily influence leads to
political participaﬁion, Goldstein did ascertain that

those law students, who desired to be lawyers in politiecs
rather than industria1>executives, tended to come from
families in which there had been a political and legal
background. 3 'So it would appear that this approach --
political soclalization -- tends to be a possible explanation
for the entry of law students into politics, although itv
should be Streséed that even if law students are involved in
politics while at law school, there is not any guarantee

they will continue to be involved after they become lawyers.

| The next question that must be asked 1is whether
political socialization 1s an importént variable in determin- .
ing why lawyer-politicians have sought political office. To
answer this question, it is useful to turn to a study of
171 lawyer-politicians and 296 non-lawyer-politicians in
Ohio, New Jersey, Tennessee and California by Heilnz Eulau
and John Sprague, who, by using closed— and open-ended
guestions, found in 1957 that greater proportions of the

lawyer-politicians than the non-lawyer-pqliticians "identifiead

2. M. Goldstein, "Political Involvement Among American "
Law Students", Unpublished Ph.D. Thesis, University of
North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1964, p. 75.

3. Ibid., p. 79.



the family as an important agency of their political
socialization."* This finding, coupled with other evidence,’
led them to hypothésize that differences in career patterns
between lawyer-politicians and non—lawier politicians "may

be due less to 1aﬁyers’ legal training than to the
possibility that many lawyers may bggin to participate in
politics before they embark on a legal career."® Then
thevéuthors conclude that this finding may explain, "why
the'lawyer—politiéian seems to be more politicized than

the politician who is not a lawyer."?

It should be pointed out, that there is a gap in the
political socializatibn literaturé, in that»this approach
has not been applied to lawyer-politicians and lawyers,
Who were not politiclans. In other wordé, Eulau and Sprague's
findings concerning lawyer-politicians may turn out to be
the same for lawyers not in politiés. Then, this would mean
that the question concerning why lawyers enter into politics,»

had not been answered adequately by this approach.

Before proceeding to the next approach, two limita-

tions of this approach should be pointed out. The first

4, H. Eulau and J. Sprague, Lawyers in Politics, Indianapolis:
Bobbs-Merrill Co., Inc., 1964, p. 57. '

5. Ibid., pp. 56-86,

6. Ibid., p. 86.

7. Ipid., p. 86.



prbblem is that although the political socialization
approach may explain why some 1awyers enter politics,

it does not explaih why others who have also been through
this process do not enter‘politics. rThe second limitation
is that it does not account for the politioal participation
of lawyers who were not strongly influenced about politics
by their family, relatives and friends. Thus the politicai
specialization approach does not seem adequate by itself to

explain the political participation of lawyers.

Psychologicaerpproach:

The second approach to political participation can
be called the "psychological" and 1t will be divided into
two classifications: personality factors and political

attitudes.

Personality factors refer to those non-political
personality traits and attitudes possessed by the individual,
who has probably acquired them during the time in which he .
is being or has been socialized. This could take place
during or after his childhood. Examples of this factor

are: dominance,® sociability,? etec.

8. H. Gough et al., "A Personality Scale for Dominance",
Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, =xlvi (1951),
pp. 360-366.

9. L. Milbrath, "Predispositions Toward Political Contention",
Western Political Quarterly, xiii (1960), pp. 5-18.




7

The beginnings of this approach can Be found in the
writings of Harold Lasswell who has argued that emotional
insecurity and low esteem of the self, developed early in
life, can lead to active poiitical participation, 1f other
circumstances are favorable.!? However, when John McConaughy
inferviewed legislators in South Carolina, he found political
leaders better adjusted to 1life and more stable than the
avefage male voter.!! This finding -- although fhe size of
‘the sample was.pnly 18 —-- tends to weaken Lasswell's

hypothesis concerning emotional insecurity.

Another personality trait considered to be highly
correlated with political participation is sociability,
which is defined as "a feeling of ease, graciousness, and
‘confidence 1in social situations, and a willingness to accept
the responsibilities that attend effective social relations."12
In a study in which the soclability scale was part of an
~Open- aﬁd closed-ended interview schedule, Lester Mil
did find "that sociable persons were significanfly more

likely to engage in activities requiring social interaction:

10. See H. Lasswell, Power and Personality, New York:
The Viking Press, 1948, and Psychopathology and Politics,
New York: The Viking Press, 1930.

11. J. McConaughy, "Certain Personality Factors of State
Legislators in South Carolina", American Political
Science Review, x1iv (1950), p. 900.

12. L. Milbrath, p. 9.



campaigning, contacting pqliticians, soliciting political
funds and being consulted on policy."!3 However, he did
not find a significant relationship between sociability
and holding public office.l® This latter finding may be
due to the fact that Milbrath's sémple also included those
who had been appointed to office, which could mean that
this group may not have been active in politics prior td'

their appointment.

Marshall Goldstein found in studying American law
étudents, that sociability was one of four independent
varilables predisposing law students toﬁard political
involvemeﬁt.15 When a sociability scale in a structured
gquestionnaire was given to law students in Japan at two
universities and the Judiclal Research and Training In-
stitute, Yasumasa Kuroda found, in attempting to explain
the degree of personal political involvement of Japanese
law students, that the "Twigher the sociability of the

respondent, the more politicized"!® he was.

So 1t appears that sociabiliﬁy —-— a personality

13. 1Ibid., p. 15.

14. TIpid., p. 15.
15. M. Goldstein, p. 150.
16. Y. Kuroda, "Political Socialization: Personal Political

Orientation of Law Students in Japan', Unpublished
Ph.D. Thesis, University of Oregon, 1962, p. 89.
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tréit'—— is correlated with political pérticipétion cross—
cuiturally. Thus the next stage would be for this hypdthesis
to be tested on a sample of lawyer-politicians and 1awyers
not active in_politics tq'see if thgre is‘a significant

relationship.

The second classification of the psychological
‘approagh-is labelled political attitudes, which refer to
those»political traits, beliefs or attitudes held by the
individual about the political system and aboUtzhis ability

to operate in the political system.

One of the variables in this classification is a.
sense of civic duty, which is defined as "the feeling that
oneself and others oﬁght to participate in the political
process, regardless of whether such political activitj is
" seen és worthwhile or efficacious."17 By testing for this
variable, voting studies have shown that persons feeling a
duty to participate are more likely to do so, and that those
with higher education are more likely to develop a sense of

civie duty.l®

In his study of American law students, Marshall

Goldstein found that a sense of civic duty was one of the

‘17. A. Campbell et al., The Voter Decides, Evanston,
" Illinois: Row, Peterson and Company, 1954, p. 194,

I_.l
0
»

Ibid., pp. 194-197.

5
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variables that-pfedisposed a student toward poiitical
involvement.l? But this finding did not apply to Turkish
law students, since Gary Field found in a study of 1,034'
law students.at the-Ankara Faculty of Law in 1960-61, that
those who were described as highest in the possession of
a sense of'oivio duty, did not tend to be the most
activist -- politically. "It was, in other words, among
the moderates on the civic duty scale that the largest
proportion of political activists was found. Unfortunately,
the only. explanation Field offers for this finding is that
his respondents may have deliberately distorted their
answers in order to cast themselves in a more favourable.
light in an area involving socially valued attitudes or

activities.?0

A second variable that has been found to be correlated
with poliﬁical participation, is a sense of political
efficacy, which is defined as the'"feeling that individual
political action does have; or can have, an impact upon
the political process."2?! Several studies have shown that

politically efficacious people are more likely to become

19. M. Goldstein, p. 206.

20. G. Field, "Political Involvement and Political Orienta- ¥
tions of Turkish Law Students", Unpublished Ph.D.
Thesis, University of Oregon, 1964, pp. 212-217.

21. A. Campbell, et al., p. 187.
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active in politics.?22

- Marshall Goldstein's study af American léw students
aséertained that having a relative in politics was "somewhat
responsible for a greater sense of political efficacy,"?23
though only among those law students, who did not have
a relative»in law; Another important finding substantiated
by this stydy'was that a sense of political efficacy was one
of the'variables which made law Students receptive to
bolitical involvement.2% However, wheﬁ this study was given
to Turkish law students, it was found that the largest
:percentage of»studentss who had a high sense of political
efficacy, was among the apolitical fespbndents;ZS unfortunately,
nerXplanation was offered for this finding. So it is unclear
whether a high sense of political efficacy is related to

political involvement.

Ffom the above, it can be seen that the various
studies relying on personality factors to explain political
participation seem to indiéate that certain traits are
characteristic of the individual who, although not a candidate,
is involved in poliftics; however, the evidence also seems

to point out that these factors are not characteristic of the

22. Tbid., pp. 187-19L4.
23. M. Goldstein, p. 135.
o, Ibid., p. 206.

25. G. Field, p. 217.
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individual who wants to hold or is holding public office.

So this apbroach seems inadequate by itself to explain why
individuals seek public office. Turning to the utility of
political attitudes alone to explain this phenomenon, one
finds conflicting results in that‘politigal traits seem to
be relevant for explaining the political behaviour of .one
~group but not for another. Therefore, since both components
of the psychological épproach seem useful to a limited
degree, the combination of the two combonents‘appear to offer
a more useful explanation than either component alone. In
other words, the reaéon an individual seeks office may be
that he is characterized not only By a certain personality
trait but also by a poiitical trait. This possibility will

be examined in more detall in later chapters.

From this brief summary of the psychological
approach, one can see that fthe explorétion of this model
is one of the untapped areas of research. This is true
whether the variables 1in this classification are relevant
- for distinguishing between the political behaviour bf

lawyer-politicians and lawyers, who are not politicians.

Incentives:

The third approach is called incentives, which
refers to the needs, goals or rewards sought by the

individual.

Harold Lasswell has argued that political leaders
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"afe oriented toward power as a co-ordinate or secondary
value with other values such as respect (popularity),
rectitude (reputatibn as servants of the public good),

and wealth (a livelihood)."2® One piece of research,

which tends to agree with Lasswell's hypothesis concerning
power, 1s that of Bernard Hennessy, who, affer conducting
138 interviews in Aroizona, concluded that "politicals have

greater power drive than apoliticals."?27

On the other hand, when Robert Rosenzweig tried
to determine the most important arguments that made the
candidate run for office, by conducting 16 interviews in
the western Massachusetts area, he found that "nine members
of the'sample gave primarily issue-oriented responses
ranging from a generalized diséatisfaction with the
inéumbent officeholder or a desire to help people, to the
desire to press for a passage of a single plece of legisla-
tion. The remaining seven stressed the personal value of
public office as a means of social or financial advancement

or in terms of increased prestige."28

26. H. Lasswell, "Effect of Personality on Political Par-
ticipation" in R. Christile, and M. Jahoda, editors,
Studies in the Scope and Method of The Authoritarian
Personality, Glencoe: The Free Press, 1954, p. 221.

27. B. Hennessy, "Politicals and Apoliticals: Some Measure-
ments of Personality Traits", Midwest Journal of
Political Science, iii (1959), p. 354.

28. R. Rosenzweig, "The Politician and the Career in Politics",
Midwest Journal of Political Science, i (1957), pp. 165-

166.
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Inbanother study about the motivational basis of
office-seeking, Herbert Jacob, who postulates similar‘cate—
gories to those of Rosenzwelg, argues that elected officials
seek to galn a measure of prestige and power, desire to be
iﬁ a position to help others (nurturance), and desired to
be in the public eyé, but that they do ndt seek thebneed
fof friendship.29 So Jacob has hypofhesized that "the
need for prestige; power, nurturance, exhibitionism and
avoidance of friendship"39 compose the most important goals

‘of "political man."

A different categorization of incentives has been
offered by Peter Clark and James Q. Wilson who have argued
that there are basically three types of incehtives for
organizational activity, that is, material, solidary
and purposive.3! Material incentives are tangible rewards,
which "have a monetary value or can easily be translated
into ones that have."32 Solidary rewards are intangible,

d cannot éasily be transformed
into ones that have; for example, status.33 In the third
place, purposive incentives are intangible but are derived

from fhe stated ends of the association with an organization --

29. H. Jacob, "Initial Recruitment of Elected Officials in
the U.S. - A Model", Journal of Politics, xxiv (1962),
p. 708.

30. Ibid., p. 708.

31, P. Clark and J. Wilson, "Incentive Systems: A Theory
of Organizations™, Administrative Science Quarterly,
vi (1961), p. 134.

32, Ibid., p. 134. 33. Ibid., p. 134.
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in this case, a political party -- rather than from the act
of association.3*% An example of the latter incentive is the

demand for certain laws.

When one turns to the literature to see if Clark
and Wilson's approach has been tested, one finds that
Benjamin Hourani used'similar cétegéries ~-- but not the
same -- in his study of 144 practicing lawyers in the County
of Ingham, Michigan.3% Hourani found that about 60% df all
lawjers in his sample tended to perceive the "utility of
politics in tangible-material terms", because they tended
to view politics as a vehicle for improving their work
situation rather than as a means to reform the world
around them.3® On the other hand, politicaily active lawyers
.perceived political rewards more in "intangible-symbolic
terms", because they_teﬂded to come from the upper classes;
s0 their desire for material benefits would presumably have
already been satisfied.37 Thus one could use Hourani's
2lassi of incentives for studying the political

participation of lawyers.

A further refinement of the categorization of

34, Ipbid., p. 135.

35. B. Hourani, "Lawyers and Politics", Unpublished Ph.D.
Thesis, Michigan State University, 1966.

36. Ibid., p. 146.

37. 1Ibid., p. 164,
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incentives for politicians only, has been offered by Joseph
Schlesinger. He argues that "a politicilan's behavior is a
response to his office goal.s:,,"v38 and that there are three
directions in which office émbitions might go. The first
direction is that ambitions must be static. This would in-
clude politicians who wish to remain in office indefinitely.
The second direction 1s progressive ambitions, which refer
to those politicians who seek higher office and finally,

.the third direction is discrete ambitions, which refer to

those who want to return to private life.3?

Although Eulau and Sprague did not use the same
categories as Schlesinger, they did ascertain that "lawyers
consistently more than non-lawyers acknowledged their
ambitions as reasons for seeking legislative office."%0

Thus their findings tend to agree with Schlesinger's argument.

Even though many different incentives have been post—»
ulated to explain political participation, most of them can
be encompassed in the three categories pgt forward by Clark
and Wilson. The one exception i1s Schlesinger's three types
of office goals which by fhemselves, seem to give a more pre-
cise meaning to the variable office goals than if the latter

were categorized under the Clark and Wilson framework.

38. J. Schlesinger, Ambition and Politics: Political Careers
in the United States, Chicago: Rand McNally Co., 1966, p.b.

Ibid., p. 10. See also E. Swinerton, "Ambition and American
State Executives", Midwest Journal of Political Science,
xii (November, 1968), pp. 538-549,

40. H. Eulau and J. Sprague, p. T7.

(O]
O




17

By relyiﬁg on the incentives approach alone, one
shéuld be able to account for an individual's politicai
particibation because of his concern for certain goals.
Unfortunately, this approach does not offer any information
about the psychological make-~up of the individual, and iﬁ
does not ihdicate‘whether the individual was strongly
'influenced to seek these goals, especially if they are
‘ politidal,.by his family, relatives and friends. So an
ideal theory would attempt to take account of all these

approaches.

Thus, from this brief review of the literature on
incentives, one can see that ample rewards are postulated,
and these rewards may be used to differentiate between law-

yer-politicians and lawyers, who are not politicians.

Social Background:

The final approach is called social background and
it refers to the social coﬂditions or education, income, and
occupation of the particular individuals under study. It
would appear that most studies tend to gather data about
these Vériables, possibly because they are the easiest to

measure.

Typical of this approach is Kornberg's study of the
25th Canadian Parliament. He found that, in 165 sample

constituencies, "32 per cent of all Liberal, 26 per cent of

A DS
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all Conservative, 5 per cent of all New Democrat, and 2 per

cent of all Social Credit Candidatés in eight national

P

elections during the period 1945-1965 were members of the
legal profession. However, fully 40 per cent of the Liberal,
29 per cent of the Conservative, 7 per cent of the New
Democrat and 4 per cent of the Social Credit winners for

that period were also lawyers."*! Then he concluded thaf
"normally, the percentage of a party's winners who are law-

yers exceeds the proportion of lawyers who are candidates."%2

The question that-follows from this evidence is:
what is there about a person beingra lawyer which makes him
want to enter politics? A possible explanation is offered
by—ﬁéseph Schlesinger,rwho points out, when comparing the
social background of governors of the United States, two
distinct advantages lawyers have in becoming governors.
"The first is that of the compatibility of the professions
of law and politics. This is an advantage which accrues to
lawyers primarily when positions of political leadership go
to career politicians. The 1awyer‘s'second advantage lies
in his monopoly of offices related to the administration of
law by the courts. When and where these offices lead to

the governorship, the lawyer also becomes governor."43

41. A. Kornberg, p. Ul.
42, Ibid.,. p..ul.
43, J. Schlesinger, "Lawyers and American Politics: A

Clarified View", in N. Polsby., et al., Politics and
Social Life, Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1963, p.316.
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A second sociological explanation of why a lawyef
enters politics 1s offered by Herbert Jacob, who argues that
a lawyer is a member of a brokerage occupation, which is
defined as that which places a person in a bargaining role,
where he deals with outsiders (non-subordinates) and tries
to reach a mutually satisfying agreement."* The lawyer is
the classic example, since he 1s the negotiator between
pafties who are in conflict or who desire to reach a
common end through somewhat different means. The question
that arises from this solution concerns why real estate
agents or insurance men, who are also in brokerage occupa-

tions, do not seek public office more than they do now.

Another explanation frequently fouﬁd in the litera-
ture is that lawyers have a great deal‘of free time, which
means they can get involved in politics. However, in a stud&
of a sample of lawyers of the Washington State Bar Association,
John Crow, by means of a mall questionnaire conducted in
1963, found that those lawyers having the highest incomes,”5‘
and those lawyers, who specialize in certain types of law,®

tended to avoid elective office. One reason offered for

kL, H. Jacob, p. T708.

45. J. Crow, "Lawyers and Politics: A Behavioral Analysis", ¥

Unpublished Ph.D. Thesis, University of Washington,
1965, p. 96. o

46. Ibid., p. 98.
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this was the fact, that finding the free time to run for
office was difficult and expensive.“? Although this
reason tends not to confirm the proposition mentioned at

the beginning of this paragraph, it is possible that new

lawyers, who do not specialize and are having troubles

SRR S

starting their legal practice, may turn to politics as a

way to gain publicity for thelr legal carecer.

From this short discussion of social background as

-a possible explanation for political involvement, one can

see that fhere are man& untested propositions, which indicate
that being a lawyer is, in itself, an adequate explanation
for entering politics. This proposition is not adequate,
because it does not offer any reason why some lawyers enﬁer
politics and others do not. 1In other wofdss the various
explsnations mentioned in the previous paragraphs may account
for the political behaviour of cerfain lawyers, but not for

all lawyers.

Conclusion:

Now thaﬁ the four approaches pertaining to polifical
participation have been discussed, one can see that there is
a gap, in that there have not been any studies, either‘using
one or more of these approaches, to ascertain which lawyers

seek political office and how they differ from lawyers who

., p. 96.
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are not involved in politics.

A second theme; which dominated this chapter be-
sides theAgap in the literature, has been the argument that
none of the various approaches under discussion seems by
- itself-to offer a complete explanation about the political
behavior of'lawyefs.- However, each approach seems to
complement the other. Thus the gombination of these
approaches as an explanation of why certain lawyers seek
.political office and how they differ from 1awyefs not
ihvolved'in politics, will be examined in the remaining

chapters.



' CHAPTER TWO

RESEARCH DESIGN

Sample Design:

The total population of this study is to'conéist
of 28 in-depth intefviews, that is, 14 lawyer-politicians
and 14 non—p01itician lawyers. Although the fofal number
is not very large because of lack ofrtime and funds, it
should be bointed out,.that on the basis of only 15 in-
depth interviews, Robert Lane attempted tb explain why
the American common man believes whaf he does,"® and this
particular work has been well received within the discipline,
- because of the various insights and hypotheses it has also

generated.

The first group consists of The total population of
14 lawyer-politicians, who ran fof the New Democrats,
Liberals and Conservatives, provincially, and federally,
in the Hamilton area from 1959 to 1968, from the following
ridings: in 1959, the provincial riding of Hamilton Centre;
in 1963, the provincial riding of Halton; in 1967, the

provincial ridings of Halton-West, Hamilton Centre, Wentworth

8. R. Lane, Political Ideology, New York: The Free Press,
1962, :

—p 2=
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and Wentworth North; in 1962, 1963, and 1965, the federal
ridings of Hamilton East and Hamilton West; and in 1968,

the federal ridings of Hamilton East, Hamilton West,
Hémilton_Mountain, Hamilton—Wentworth,-and Halton—Wentwofth

—-- the number of ridings‘total moreithan the number of lawyer-—
- politiéians to bé;interviewed, because several of the latter,
have fun fof pOiiticél office in the same riding mofe than

once.

The second group to be interviewed consists of a
random’sample of 14 non-politician lawyers drawn from-lawyers
who practice in Hamilton. This list Wés obtained from the
legal directory, which lists thése iawyers who practice in

Ontario.®9

Classification:

In order to differentiate between lawyers who
participate actively in politics and those who do not,
1t was necessary to divide lawyers into two groups: the
first group is lawyer-politicians who are defined as
lawyers who have run for provincial or federal political
office in the Hamilton area and who have been an executive

member of a provincial or federal party organization; the

49, S. Walters, Ed., Canadian Almanac and Directory,
Toronto: The Copp Clark Publishing Company, 1969,
pp. 541-542,
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second group is non-politician lawyers who are defined as
those lawyers practicihg in the Hamilton area, who have
neither'run for provincial, federal or local political
office,»nor have been anréxeCUtive member of a provinclal

or federal party organization.

Sinée tﬁe saﬁple is small, a profile of each or any
of the»réépondents might disclose their identity; which the
_author promised to all respondents would not occur. So
éAprofile,of,a typical 1awyer—politician:and a typical non-

politician lawyer will be given.

The lawyer-politician, who was born in Hamilton, is
befween 31 and 40 years of age, and he is more likely than
nof, to have had a relative 1n law. His decision to go to

) e
. law school and into politics. was generally made during high
school and after law school respeqtively. After graduating
from Osgoode Hall any time after 1951, he eventually became
a partner in a small law firm in which he now has a general
practice or speclalizes in the law of torts; whatever his
practice, he has been able to have a comfortable income of
over $19,000 a year. Finaliy, he tends to have had some
political experience as a member of the federal and provincilal
riding associations of the Liberal Party and this seems to

be one reason why he would prefer to be a politician than

a lawyer.

On the other side, the typical non-politician lawyer,

who was also born in Hamilton, is between 31 and 40 years of
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agé but he tends not to have had a relative in law. His
decision to go to law school was generally made either during
high school or in his second or third year of university.

He tends to have graduated from the same law school and
during the same period of time as the lawyer-politician;
'however, he tends to specialize in property law or has a
~general practice in a small law firm, in which he earns the
same income as a lawyer-politician. The one major difference
‘between the two groups is that half of the non-politician
lawyers tend not to be associated with any political party,
while the other half indiéate that they tend to associate
with either the Liberal or the Conservative Party. The

lack of strong association with a political party may
indicate why all of this group prefer to be lawyers rather

than politicians.

Theory: Visual Description: (See Figure 1 - page 26).

Theory: Verbal Description:

In the first chapter, four approaches about political
participation were discussed, that i1s, political socialization,
psychological variables, incentives, and social background.
From these categories, different variables will be postulated
as parts of a theory, that is, a generalization which explains

and predicts behaviour -- in this case, political behaviour.
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Social Background:

From this approach, the dependent variables, which
are lawyer-politicians and non-politician lawyers, are de-
rived. Other variables, such as income and education, will
be looked into; although it 1s expected that the latter
variable will not be very relevant, since most'lawyers have

probably attended law school.

Political Socialization:

It is expected thétvehildhood political interest will
be an important factor in determining whether a lawyer enters
into poliftics or not. If the lawyer had relatives, especilally
his immediate family, active in politics, it is argued that
he will also tend to be interested.in politics. If he wés
also a member of VariouS groupS in which political discussions

took place, it is expected, he will enter into politics more
often than the lawyer, whose childhood was deficient in

~political stimuli or who lacked an early orientation to

politics.

Psychological:

a. Personality Traits:

For a lawyer to consider running for office, it

is argued that he must be a person who possesses certain
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traits which make it easier for him to be the centre of
attenfion and to get along with other people. The con-
cepts to be considered in this study are dominance, that
ié, a person with a dominant personality is one, who has

"a high level of self-confidence and does not seem to be
plégued by self-doubts or equivocation",50 and sociability,
that is, a person with a sociable personality tends "to
facilitate interaction with other persons."51 it is
"expected that these will be traits of the lawyer-politicians,
while the»non—politician lawyers will tend to be less self-
confident and less interested in getting along with others,

unless it is really necessary for business reasons.

b. Political Attitudes:

Assuming that a lawyer has been politically
soclalized, is dominant and socilable, it is stlill possible
that he would not enter into politics, unless he is polit-
ically efficacious, that ié, he believes he can influence
~governmental deciéion—making,52 and he has a strong sense

of citizen or civic duty, that 1s, he is concerned with

50. H. Gough et al., "A Personality Scale for Dominance',
Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, XIV (1951),

p. 362.

51. M. Goldstein, "Political Involvement Among American Law
Students'", Unpublished Ph.D. Thesis, The University of
North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 1964, p. 144,

Ibid., p. 131,

Ul
b
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perfofming his civic~ob1igationé.53 On the other hand,
it>is argued that the lawyer, who is not politically |
efficacious and who does not have a strong sense of civic
duty, is unlikely to consider running for political

office.

Incentives:

It is expected that the iawyer, who runs for offiqe
does not do it for material rewards, tﬁat is, those having
a monetary value,®" even if he is just starting his
practice, becéuse a politicalrcampaign.is expensive, and
a lawyer, whether established or not, can make contacts with
clients through his family, friends and if necessary by
joining social clubs, whose members are potential clients.
Therefore, the lawyer-politiclan seeks to'reap solidary
rewards, that is, those not having monetary value,55 for
example, status. He also seeks burposive rewards, that is,
those which are derived from the stated ends of the associa-
tionxwith a political party rathef than from the simple act

of association; for example, demands for a certain law.°°®

53. Ibid., p. 101.

54, P. Clark and J. Wilson, "Incentive Systems: A Theory
of Organizations", Administrative Science Quarterly,
vi (1961), p. 134,

55. Ibid., p. 13M.

56. Ibid., p. 135.

fortasv R T
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On the other hand, the lawyer not active in politics, will
seek material rewards, which he thinks he can achieve, by

not running for political office.

A fufther incentive for the-lawyer—politician, who
A'hasAsoﬁght poiitical office, is that he will seek a higher
office, thaf ié; he Will have progressive ambitions;>7 in
other wofdé, he sees seeking higher office as a way of
obtaining more status or prestige, which is a»sqlidary

reward.

So it can be seen that this series of hypotheses,
using the variables outlined visually and verbally, postulate
that lawyer-politicians willl be different from non-politician

lawyers.

The following are the hypotheses to be tested:

1. Lawyer-politicians will tend to have high political v
interest developed during their childhood, while non-
politician lawyers will tend to have low political interest

developed during their childhood.

2. Lawyer-politicians will tend to give dominant
responses when given a dominance test, -- to be described

later —-- while non-politician lawyers will tend to give non-

57.J.Schlesinger, Ambition and Politics, Chicago: Rand
McNally Co., 1966, p. 10.
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dominant responses when given the same test.

3. - Lawyer-politicians will tend to be high on the

sociability scale, while non-politician lawyers will te

. to be low on the same scale.

L, - Lawyer-politicians will tend to be high on the
political efficacy scale, while non-politician lawyers

will tend to be low on the same scale.

5. ..Lawyer—politicians will tend to be high on the
of civic duty scale, while non-politician lawyers will

to be low on this scale.

6. Lawyer-politicians will tend to seek purposive

solidary rewards for the future, while non-politician

nd

sense

tend

and

lawyers will tend to seek material rewards for the future.

. Lawyer-politicians will tend to seek purposive

-\’1

solidary rewards from their political activity.

8. Lawyer-politicians will tend to seek higher
political office than that which they previously sought

that is, they have progressive ambitions.

Derivation of Interview Schedule:

An interview schedule was drawn up in order to

and

3

test the above hypotheses. 1t was pretested for a paper in
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a graduate seminar class during February, March and April

of 1969, from 15 members of the fbllowing three groups:
1awyer—politicians; non-politician lawyers and politicians,
who were not lawyers. After changes were made in the closed-
ended part of the interview schedule, the final schedule

was administered to the respondents in July and August of
1969, The average interview for lawyer—poiiticians lasted
about two hours; the shortest interview in this group

’took oﬁe hour and the longest about fthree and a half hours.
Oh the other side, the average interview for non-politician
lawyers lasted about one hour, while the shortest and longest
interviews for this group ranged between forty minutes and

one hour and forty-five minutes respectively.

The final interview schedule which can be found in
the appendix, was drawn up by the author; however, the
dominance, sociability, cilvie duty and political efficacy
scales were adapted from studies conducted by Harrison Gough,°8

Lester Milbrath,®? Marshall Goldstein®? and Angus Campbell®l

58. H. Gough et al., p. 363. Tweive statements were taken
from the original sixty statements.

59. L. Milbrath, "Predispositions Toward Political Contention",
Western Political Quarterly, xii (1960), pp. 5-18. See
also M. Goldstein, Appendix C, pp. 270-2T71.

60. M. Goldstein, Appendix C; p. 270. This was taken by
M. Goldstein from A. Campbell et al., The Voter Decides,
Evanston, Illinois: Row, Peterson and Co., 1954, pp.194-199.

61. A. Campbell et al., pp.187-194. See also M. Goldstein,
Appendix C, p. 267.
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respectively. Except for the dominance scaié, the author

added statements to each of the scales, because 1t was felt

that longer scales, if they could be shown to be unidimensional,
wére more reliable than the shorter scales used in the

previous studies. ‘Two other questions were also adapted

frbm the studies of Henry Jacek®2 and Robert Williams®3

-— see the appendix for the specific questions.

Indicators of Childhood Political Interest:

1. What got you first interest in politics? (for

lawyer-politicians).

2. ~ Were any of your immediate family, élose relatives,
or close friends active in politics? If yes, who and what

capacity?

3. Would you say your father was: 1. very interested
in politics, 2. somewhat interested in politics, 3. not

interested in politics.

L, When you were growing up, were there discussions

about politics in your home? yes, no.

62. H. Jacek,"Precinct Chairmen in the District of Columbia',
Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, Georgetown University,
Washington, D.C., 1969, Interview Schedule.

63. R. Williams, "Political Recruitment", Unpublished M.A.
Thesis, McMaster University, 1967, p. 110.
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If yes, would you say there was: 1. a great deal of

discussion, 2. some discussion?

5. When you were growing up, did you belong to any
groups or organizations, in which there were pollitical

discussions? Yes, No. If yes, which ones?

6. - Was there: 1. A great deal of discussion about

politics, 2. Some discussion of politics?

Indicators of Dominance:

Only the answer for dominance is given. Do you

agree or disagree with the following statements.

1. A person does not need to worry about other people

if only he looks after himself. Diéagree.

2. When I work on a committee, 1 1like to take charge

of things. Agree.

3. I enjoy planning things and deciding what each

person should do. Agree.
y, I'm not the type to be a political leader. Disagree.

5. People seem naturally to turn to me when decisions

have to be made. Agree.

6. I am a good leader of people. Agree.
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7. I like to give orders and get things moving. Agree.
8. I hate to have to tell others what to do. Disagree.
9. I must admit I try to see what others think before

I take a stand. Disagree.

10. I sometimes keep on at a thing, until others lose

patience with me. Agree.

11. The future is too uncertain for a person to make

serious plans. Disagree.
12, I have strong political opinions. Agree.

Indicators of Soclability:

Responses are: agree strongly, agree somewhat,
agree slightly, no response, disagree slightly, disagree

somewhat, disagree strongly.

1. When I think something is good for someone, 1
frequently try to persuade him that this is the case.
Cutting points for low and high sociability respectively:

agree slightly/ agree somewhat.

2. I would rather go to a movie alone than go with a

group of friends. disagree Somewhat/disagree strongly.

3. In social conversations, I frequently have definite

ideas and try to convince others. agree somewhat/agree strongly.
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., In a group, I usually take the responsibility for

getting people introduced. agree somewhat/agree strongly.

5. When in a group of people, I have trouble thinking
of.the right things to talk about. disagree slightly/

disagree somewhat.

6. _ It is hard for me to find anything to talk about when

I meet a new person. disagree somewhat/disagree-strongly.

7. I would rather not have very much responsibility for

other people. agree siightly/disagree slightly.

Indicators of Political Effiéacy:

1. ~ People like me don't have any say about what the

government does. disagree slightly/ disagree somewhat.

2. Voting.is the only way that people like me can have

any say about how the government runs things. agree slightly/

3. Sometimes politics and government seem so complicated
that a person like me can't really understand what's going

on. agree slightly/disagree slightly.

b, I don't think public officials care much what people

like me think. disagree somewhat/disagree strongly.

5. The way people vote is the main thing that decides

how things are run in this country. disagree slightly/
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agree slightly.

6. ‘Running for political office is the only way that
people 1like me can have any say about how the government

runs things. disagree slightly/agree slightly.

Indicators of Sense of Civic Duty:

1. So many other people vote in the national elections
that it doesn't matter much to me whether I vote or not.

'disagree somewhat/disagree strongly.

2. . It isn't so important to vote Wwhen you know your
party doesn't have any chance to win. disagree somewhat/

disagree strongly.

3. 'Loéal elections aren't important enough to bother

with. disagree somewhat/disagree strongly.

h, If a person doesn't care how an election comes out,

he shouldn't vote in it. disagree somewhat/disagree strongly.

5. It iénit so important to run for political office,
when you know your party doesn't have any chance to win.

disagree somewhat/disagree strongly.

6. So many other people run for political office that
it doesn't matter much to me whether I run or not. disagree

somewhat/disagree strongly.
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Indicators of Ambition:

- Wherever possible, each statement is differentiated
as to what type of ambition it i1s, that 1s, whether it is
progressive, static, disérete, matérial, solidary or

purposive, —-- see definitions given in Chapter I.

1. Do any of the circumstances described below approximate
the situation when you decided ﬁo seek the nomination?
(1) professional status - solidary (see
interview schedule for proper wording
of statements)
(2) specific group, purposive

(3) party's ideals, purposive

(4) condition of constituency,
purposive

(5) opportunity for public service,
purposive.®!

2. Are men in politics: more respected, about the
same, or less respected than lawyers? If the response is

more respected, i1t is considered a solidary incentive.

3. Looking back over your campaigns, what would you
say has given you the greatest satisfaction in campaign-

ing?

b, Looking back over your years in office, what would

you say has given you the greatest satisfaction in your job?

64. Ibid., p. 110.
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5. Looking back over your years in office, what has been

your most unpleasant political experience?

6. When you consider your future, which of the follow-
ing is most important to you? 1. A good income, material,
2. recognition as a Valuablé citizen of the community,
éolidary, 3. being‘a skilled lawyer, solidary, 4. having
close friends, solidary, 5. good health, solidary,

6; being a just man, solidary, 7. being learned in the law,
Asolidary; 8. ability to shape importaﬁt community decisions,

purposive,®® 9. making business contacts, material.

7. How might political office benefit one's legal -
career?

8. What event triggered your entry into politics?

9. What rewards didvyou expect to get out of politics

when you first started?

10. Are there any other political or governmental
© positions -~ local, provincial, or federal -- which you
would like to seek? If yes or perhaps, what are they?

progressive, static, and discrete.

11. People enjoy politics for different reasons. How
important are the following reasons to you? 1. not at
all important, 2.not too important, 3. somewhat important,

4 ,very important

65. M. Goldstein, Appendix C, p. 260.
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fun and excitement of campaigns,(solidary); making social
contéots'and friends, (solidary); politics is a part of
my way of life, (solidary); satisfaction of fulfilling my
duty as a citizen, (solidary); furthering my political
ambitioné, (solidary); helping my party, (purposive);
béing close to influential people, (solidary); concern
with public issues, (purposive); making business contacts,
(material); financial rewards, (material); helping to
influence the policies of_government,‘(purposive);

prestige in my community, (solidary).®®

12. What benefits do you receive from polifical
office?
13. Do you like to influence other people? 1If yes,

in what way(s)? solidary.

14, Do you like to receive publicity? If yes, why?

solidary.
- 15. What got you first interested in politics?
Extra Questions to be included for future use:

1. Should lawyers have more say in the way the legal

system works? If yes, in what way?

2. Were or are you satisfied with your legal career?

Why or why not?

66. H. Jacek, Interview Schedule.
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3. Would you prefer to be a lawyer or a politician?

Why?



CHAPTER 3

Iﬁtroduction:

This chapter will be concerhed with éxplaining the
1ogi¢a1 order of the three approaches and their variables,
which have been offered in the previous chapter as én ex—
plahation concerning lawyers and political participation;
iAfter this has been done, each hypothesis will be examined
and arguments presented as to why it was postulated. Then
the way in which the indicators for each variable wefe
ascertained and how their scores were derived will be
explained, so that one could replicate this sftudy. Next,
the data pertaining to the particular hypothesis wili be
presented and analyzed. When this has been completed, an
overall interpretation will be offered. Then the findings
will be related back to the theoretical framework. By
proceeding in this manner, it is hoped that an eXplanation
will be offered on which lawyers participate in politics

and why they do so.

Order of Presentation of Approaches and Variables:

The three approaches which are being used to

explain lawyers and political participation are .the political

o~
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socialization approach, the psychological approach and the
incentives approach. The question that must be answered
concerns which approach should be analyzed first and why

it should come first.

In‘ordér td answer this, one must look at the time
sequence between the three approaches. By doing this, one
can see that it is the political socialization approach,
Which precedes the other two approacheé ih time.
Admittédiy, political socialization 1s a continuing process
6ut it can commence initially any time after the individual
is born. In other words, what is heceésary i1s that some
stimqlus 5r impact must be made on the individual during
his childhood. This eould be due to the fact that an
individual's felative ran for office, was a campaign
manager for a candidate or was involved in politics beyond
the mere act of voting -- these are indicators of the
variable, childhood political interest. Whatever the
stimulus, 1t must have takén place while the individual

- was growing up or before he became politically active.

On the other hand, the psychological approach
stresses gsome of what has been learned in the political
socialization process. The psychological approach, which
is made up of personality and political attitudes and traits,
consists of variables, which become part of the individual
and must develop over time, past one's childhood. For

example, if one's relative ran for political office, one



Ly

would probably realize that this was réiated to politiecs, and
one'might become interested in politics; however;_this act
of office~seeking does not mean that one is suddenly going

to becoﬁe politically effioacious or develop a sense of
eivic duty or be a sociablevperson. These types of vgriables
are due not only to one's relatives, or friends but to the
cumulative impact of other factors, such as the schools one
attends, the printed material one reads and the influence

of the other mass media. So these véfiables do not have

to be firmly ingrained iﬁ the individual while he is growing
up -- althbugh the seeds are probably planted there -- but
they can still be developing_or developed when or While'the

individual is an adult.

Therefore the political socialization approach aé
used here, refers to those variables which were developed
while the individual was growing up, and the psycholoéical
approach refers to those variables, which may have had their
seeds started during one's éhildhood, but which are not
'developed or in some casés not even implanted in the

individual, untlil one's childhood is over.

Although it is argued that the political socializa-
tion approach precedes the psychological approach in time,
it is quite possible that they are concomitant with each
other. However, since childhood political interest is a

— weak variable, that is, it is not part of the psychological
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make~up of the individual, it should not take as long or
require as many stimuli fdr it to have some influence on

the individual as compared to the psychological variables.
On the other side, the different components of the psycho-
logical appfoach are strong variables, that is, they are
-ﬁart of his psychological make-up and must be learned.

So they require a longer period of time to become part of
the individual. In other words, it is argued that childhood
political interest -- a weak variable —— differs in quality
from the strong psychological variables, and because of this,
weak varlables require 1éés time and stimuli to become
characteristic of the individual. .Consequently, the political
socialigzation approach.as used here, precedes the psycho-

logical approach in time.

. The third approaéh, Which is the incentives approach,
is the product of the psychological épproach or the "goals"
part of what is learned. Only after some of the variables
in the latter approach have been developed will there
develop needs, goals and rewards which the individual will
seek. These goals may have been infiuenoed by the political
socialization process but it is only after the psychological
variables have developed in the individual that the goals
of the individual are also developed. For example, an
individual with a high sense of civic duty 1s 1likely to
seek purposive rewards, since being concerned with one's

civic duty, which supposedly tends to benefit others, means
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that éne will also likely be concerned with purposive goals,
which will also benefit others. Therefore, it ié the fime
element‘which again distinguishes the psychological
approach from the incentivés approach. In other words,

if the psychological approach has developed during time

B, the incéntives'approach will not develop fully until
time C, wh;ch is any time after time B. This might‘also be
stated-in the followlng manner: .the psychological make-up
‘éf the individual determines his incentiVes and not vice-

a-versa.’

This part of the éhépter has tried to argue that-
the time sequence for the three approacheé takes place in
the following order: the process of ﬁolitical sociaglization
1¢ads-to psychological learning (values), which in furn

-~ leads to the incentives for political participation.

At this point, it i1s necessary to develop the order
of the variables as used in this study. Since the
theoretical framework of this Study posits that the
political socialization approach is to occur first in time,
it naturally follows that childhood political interest should
be the first variable to be discussed, since it is the only

variable being used for this study under this approach.

The second approach which is the psychological

consists of the followin

approach

are used in this study: dominance, sociability, political



hr

efficacy and sense of civic duty. Since political attitudes
are a small subset of the more inclusive social attitudes,
it is argued that the personality tralts develop before

the political traits. This happens because the number of
stimull required to develop personaiity traits take place
more often each year than do the stimuli-for political
traits. This can be made clearer by considering the
foliowing example: 1t is possible that one of the stimuli
for developing sociability is attendance at various clubs,
‘meetings or social gatherings, which develops the individual's
ability to interact easily with others. This type of stimu-
jus could possibly take place every day of one's life;
however, one stimulus for development of a sense of civic
duty méy be voting at an election, which at the most, takes
place three times a year -- assuminé there are three levels
of government. Therefore 1t would require stimulli taking
place over a greater number of years for a sense of civic

duty to develop rather than for sociability %

0

develop
within the individual. So the frequency of the stimuli
indicate that personality ftraits will more likely develop

before political traits.

The next question concerns whether sociability leads
to dominance or vice-a-versa. It would seem that dominance
or self-confidence should develop before sociability, which
is the ability to interact easily with other people. 1In

other words, a person who lacks self-confidence is going to
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find it difficult to interact with other people, since he

will doubt whether he has anything to contribute to a

gathering of people.

'After the personality traits have developed, the
-politicalAtraits start to appear. It is argued here, that
political éfficacy develops in the individual prior to«a
sense of civic duty, since the feeling that one can influence
politiéal declision-making is partially the result of one;s

'bersonality<and family life. In other.words,-the self-
~ confident individual who has also taken bart in family
decision—makihg —-— family life being a miniature political
system -- carries this feeling of sélf—confidence over into
pdlitics, such that he feels that he.can influence political
deéisioﬂ—making, although this variable is not fully developed
untilfhis childhood 1s over and a feeling of self-confidence
in himself has been established. On the other hand, a sense
of civic duty, which is partially the result of one's per-
sonality, family influence-.-and contact with other groups or
people having this attitude, takeé longer to develop. This
is so, because thevstimuli influencing one to vote only

take place periodically, that is, at election time.
Consequently, there are likely to be more frequent stimulil
leading one to be politically efficacious than to have a |
sense of civic duty. Thus the order-of the variables is

from political efficacy to a sense of civic duty.
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Finally, since it has been previously argued that
theAincentives approach follows ih time sequence the other
two approaches, it means that the variable "ambition" will

be dealt with last, because nothing else remains to be

discussed.

To repeat the point being made, the following is

the order of the presentation of the variables:

childhood seeking
political’ . political civic political
interest + dominance - sociability -» efficacy - duty = ambition - office

Sample Changes:

Although the original total populatibn in this

Astudy was to be 28, it was necessary to reduce this to
23: 14 non-politician lawyers and 9 lawyer-politicians,
because 5 of the latter refused to be interviewed. This
means that this study will be even more speculative than

was originally intended.

POLITICAL SOCIALIZATION APPROACH

Hypothesis: Childhood Political Interest

1. Lawyer-politicians will tend to have high political
interest developed during their childhood, while non-politician

lawyers will tend to have low political interest developed



during their childhood.
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This hjpothesis was formulated, because it was

expected that childhood political interest would be an

important factor in determining whether a lawyer enters

into politics or not.

If the lawyer had relatives active

in polities and if‘he was a member of groups during his

childhood, in which political discussions took place, it

was postulated that he would enter leitics_to a greater

degree than the lawyer whose childhood was deficlent in

ﬁhese political stimuli. -

Childhood .Political Interest Index:

In order to compare both groups for this variable,

the following index was derived:

QUESTION

1. Were any of your
immediate family, close

"relatives or close friends
active in politics? If yes,

who and what capacilty?

SCORE

1 point if respondent had
a member of one's family
or friend active in politics

1 point if above person was
politician, party organizer,
or had executive position on
riding associlation.
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QUESTION ‘ §QQB§

2. Would you say your 2 points for very interested
father was: 1. very 1 point for somewhat interested
interested in politics‘ 0 points for not interested

2. somewhat interested in

politiecs 3. not interested.

3. When you were growing up, 2 points if great deal of
discussion

Wwere there discussions about . ,
1 point for some discussion

politics in your home? -
: 0 points for no discussion

I, When you were growing up,

did you belong to any groups

or organizations in which, 1 point for each group

there were.political dis-

cussions?‘ |

5. In these groups, was 2 points for a great deal
. - of discussion .

Mo b

there: 1. a great deal of

1 point for some
" discussion about-politics discussion
2. some discussion about

politics

By using this index, more than one means of political
socializétion is taken into consideration as indicative of
childhood political interest, that is, the influence of

family, friends and membership in and political discussion



within an organization.
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.The following are the results for this variable:

LP = lawyer-politician
NPL = non-politician lawyer
N/S = not significant
NUMBER . TOTAL
IN SCORE FOR MEAN
SAMPLE GROUP SCORE
LP 9 4o Loy
NPL 14 54 3.85
"t = +.59 67
-TABLE 3.1:. df = 16
- Childhood Political Interest Scores.

Prom the above table;

it can be seen that the

lawyer-politicians'! mean score is slightly higher than

the non-politician lawyers' mean score.

Even when the raw scores are calculated for the 6

sections of the index (and 4 of 6 is considered high

childhood political interest, and anything below that is

67. H. Blalock, Social Statistics, New York: McGraw-Hill

Book Co., 1960, p.

170-176.

The difference of means

test was used here 1in order to see if there was a

significant difference in childhood political interest

between the two groups of lawyers.
- standard deviation for one population does not equal

that of the second population,

Because the

it is necessary to

obtain an approximation to the correct degrees of

freedom.
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considered low childhood political interest), the lawyer-
politicians still have a greater pfoportion considered to
have had high childhood political interest. This ?ariable
was dichotomized to make sure that the relationship found

by using an arbitrary index did not distort the raw data.

The following table illustrates the above:

HIGH LOW
CHILDHOOD CHILDHOOD i :
POLITICAL POLITICAL - PROPORTION PROPORTION
INTEREST INTEREST TOTAL HIGH LOW
LP 6 3 . 9 6/9 : 3/9
NPL 8 6 - 14 8/14 6/14

TABLE 3.2: High and Low Childhood Political Interest Scores.

Thus, although Fisher's exact test®8 shows that

these findings are not statistically significant, the lawyer-

68. S. Siegel, Non-parametric Statistics For The Behavioral
Sciences, New York: McGraw-Hill, 1956, pp. 96-111.
Because the N is small in this 2x2 table, 1t was not
possible to use the chi-square test, which requires a
relatively large N. So an alternative -- Fisher's
Exact Test -- was used to get exact rather than
approximate probabilities in order to see 1if there was
a significant relationship between the variables.
Since factorials are used in this test, the computa-
tions involved may become tedious. Therefore, the
author did not work out the test scores, since Siegel
on pages 96-111, has made available tables in which
this exact test i1s extremely simple to use as long
as the N<30. Upon using these tables, no significant
results were found.
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politicians tend to have high political interest developed
during their childhood, while the non-politician lawyers
tend'to split between high and low childhood political
interést. Still, because the sample is small, it is quite
éonceivable that theré is 1little or no difference in child-
hood political interest for’these'two groups. Therefore the

first hypothesis must be rejected.

This rejection must then mean that the political socializa-
tion approach is not adequate, as used.here to differentiate
between the two groups. But why should this be s0? One
éxplanation is that the non-politician lawyers tend to also
come from homes in which their father ﬁas somewhat interested

in politics -- 13 non—politician lawyers give thilis response.

A second explanation concerns the fact that political
discussion took place within the household of non-politician
lawyers, while they were growing up ~~ 14 responded in this

fashion.

A

Another explanation coﬁld be that it is only when a per-
son, who had high political interest developed during his
childhood, 1s also influenced by a political experience which
had a great impact on him, will he then later seek political

office.

Whatever the explanation for rejecting the hypothesis, its
rejection clearly means that the political socialization
approach as used here, must also be rejected as differentiating

between the political participation bf the two groups of

lawyers under study.
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PSYCHOLOGICAL APPROACH:

Personality Traits

Hypothesis: Dominance

2. ' Lawyer—boliticians will tend to give dominant
responses when given’the dominance test, while non-
politician lawyers will tend to give non-dominant responses

~ when given the same test.

It was expected that dominance of a high feeling
of self-confidence would be characteristic of lawyer-
politicians and possibly act as a sﬁimulus for their
political participation, and that one would not find this
characteristic so prevalent among non-politician lawyers.
In otﬁer words, it was expected that self-confidence would
be a trait of lawyers who had to appear 1in court or were
used to dealing with the general public, while other lawyers;
who mainly do paperwork or whose contact with the public

was limited, would not possess this trait.

Indicators of Dominance:

The original interview schedule contained 12 state-
ments as indicators of dominance; however, statements 39,

41, and 43 were dropped in order to obtain a Guttman scale®?

For footnote 69, please see next page.
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having a coefficient of reproducibility (C.R.) of 89% and

a coefficient of scalability (C.S.)70 of 61%.

The following are the indicators used with the
dominant responses-given; the opposite response was

considered a non-dominant response.
Do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

1. A person does not need to Worfy about other people
if only he looks after himself. disagree

69. C. Selltiz et al., Research Methods in Social Relations,

New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1967: revised
edition, pp. 373-377. The Guttman scalogram method
was used in order to ascertain whether the attitude
or characteristic belng studied involves a single
dimension. The minimum reproducibility necessary

for a series of items to be regarded as approximating
a perfect scale has been set at .90 by Guttman.

70. H. Menzel, "A New Coefficient for Scalogram Analysis',
Public Opinion Quarterly, xvii (1953), pp. 268 - 280.
Menzel argues that the coefficient of reproducibility
is not an accurate measure of scalability. He states
that, even if one tries to deliberately make up

hypothetical examples of scale pattern which will yield
low coefficients of reproducibility, 1t cannot be done,
as long as the samples are small and scores are reason-
ably dispersed. He says one cannot get low coefficients
of reproducibility because the latter which is supposed
to be (a) an accurate measure of scalability alone, also

depends on (b) the extremeness of items and (c¢) the
extremeness of individuals. Because the coefficient:
of reproducibility is a joint result of a, b, and c
above, Menzel argues that regardless of the pattern of
responses, there is only a maximum number of errors
possible by items and individuals. To take into

consideration either type of maximum errors, he suggests
using a new formula called the coefficient of scalablility

which should range between .60 and .65.
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2.  When I work on a committee, I like to take charge
of things. agree

3. I enjoy planning things and deciding what each
'person should do. agree

L, ‘I'm not the type to be a political leader.
disagree

5.. - People séem‘naturally to turh to me when

deéisions have to be made. agree

6. I like to give orders and get things mov1ng
agree.

T . I must admit I try to see.what others thlnk
before I take a stand. disagree :

8. The future is too uncertain for a person to
' make serious plans. disagree

9. T havé strong political opinions. agree

In order to arrive at the results found in Table
3.3, the number of ddminant and non-dominant responses
were totalled, and ﬁheir mean écore derived. The maximum
mean écore for one‘éroup is the highest possible total the
mean scores for dominant and non-dominant responses could
be for that group. In other words, the 9 lawyer-politicians
were each given 9 indicators of ddminance, which totals 81
possible responses and the maximum mean score is derived by
dividing the total number of responses by the number of
respondents, whioh is 81 divided by 9 = 9. Therefore the
mean score for dominant and non-dominant responses can
never total more than the maximum mean score. In some
cases throughout this study, the maximum ﬁean score (found

by adding the ftwo othér mean scores together) is not attained
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because some respondents failed to reply to certain

statements.

NUMBER OF NUMBER OF MAXIMUM
NUMBER OF DOMINANT MEAN NON-DOMINANT MEAN MEAN
RESPONDENTS RESPONSES SCORE  RESPONSES SCORE SCORE

P 9 60 .6.66 21 2.33 9
NPL 14 76 542 Ig 3.50 |9
. t=+1.8 t==1.67
TABLE 3.3 . : : dfr=16 dr=18
0=.10 o=,20
Dominance Scores.

The results show that lawyer-politicians have a
higher mean score for dominant responses than non—politician
iawyers and the difference of means tést‘shows that the
results are significant at the .10 level. The other finding,
which is only significant at the .20 level, is that non-
politician lawyers have a higher mean score for non-dominant
responses than lawyer-politicians; however, non-politician
lawyers still have higher mean scores for dominant than non-

- dominant responses.

These findings mean that lawyer-politicians are A
more dominant or self-confident than non-politician lawyers;
however, within the latter group thereé are those who are
just as dominant as lawyer-politicians. A possible explana-

tion for this is that there are those non-politiclan lawyers
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who do appear in court and because of this gain confidence
in themselves. In other words, a lawyer who does not have
to appear in court very often or at all does not have to

develop a feeling of self-confidence, so as to convince

AN b

o T i

a judge or jury that what he is saying on behalf of his

dlient, is the version the listener should believe.

A second possibility is that with a larger sample,
the complete hypothesis might be confifmed,-since the
difference between the lawyer-politicians' mean scores is
4.33 and the differehce between the nqn—politician lawyers'!
mean scores is 1.92 —-- which is less than half of 4.33. So

perhaps a larger population would increase the difference.

AAnother interpretation is that, in order to be_a.
relatively successful lawyer, it may be abprerequisite to
be dominant. The fact that 16 out of 21 in this sample )
-- 2 refused to answer - had family incomes over $19,000

would indicate some degree of success as a lawyer.

Still, if one accepts the afgument that one's family
life leads to a great extent to a dominant personality, the
fact that the difference between the two groups of lawyers
is not that great, indicates that their family 1life, including
both political and other elements of the Socialization

process may have been very similar.

Because of the above findings, the first part of the
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hypothesis, that lawyer-politicians would be dominant, was
confirmed but the second part peftaining to non-politician

lawyers was not confirmed.

HYthhesis: Sociability

3.. Lawyer-politicians will tend to be high on the
sociability scales, while non-politician lawyers wili tend

to be low on the same scale.

It was assumed that lawyer-politicians would have
had to meét the general public in connection with their
legal practice, which would be one way of facilitating
interaction with othef people. For non-politician lawyers,
the assumption was that tﬁey would be involved in legal
matters which did not require contéct to a great extent
with the general public. So they would not be as soclable

as lawyer-politicians.

Indicators of Sociability: .

Statement 77 of the interview schedule was dropped
in order to obtain a Guttman scale having a C.R. of 87% and
a C.S. of 64% from the following 6 statements. The respond-
ents were asked to choose from the following responses:
agree strongly, agree somewhat; agree slightly, no response,
disagree slightly, disagree somewhat, disagree strongly.
These responses were also used for political efficacy and

a sense of civic duty. The cutting points for low and high
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sobiability are indicated by / or stroke. Any response
to the left of the stroke (/) was scored as low sociability

and any response to the right as high sociability.

The following are the specific indicators of
sociability followed by the cutting points.
1. When 1 thinkAsomething is good for someone, I
’ frequently try to persuade him that this is the

case. agree slightly/agree somewhat.

2. I would rather go to a movie alone than go with

a group of friends. disagree somewhat/disagree
strongly.
3. In social conversations, I frequently have definite
- ideas and try to convince others. agree somewhat/

agree strongly.

y, - When in a group of people, I have trouble thinking
of the right things to talk about disagree
slightly/disagree somewhat.

5. It is hard for me to find anything to talk about
when I meet a new person. disagree somewhat/
disagree strongly. :

6. I would rather not have very much responsibility
for other people. agree slightly/disagree
slightly. .

To obtain the results shown in the following table,
the responses for high and low sociability were totalled

and their mean scores derived.

The findings indicate that lawyer-politicians ha&e
a higher mean score for high sociability responses and a
lower‘mean score for low sociability responses than non-
politician lawyers; however, the non-politician lawyers

have a higher mean score fof high sociability responses than
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for low sociagbility responses. This means that this variable
does not differéntiate between the two groups of lawyers.
HIGH LOW

SOCIABILITY MEAN  SOCIABILITY MEAN MAXTIMUM
NUMBER OF RESPONSES H.S.R. RESPONSES L.S.R. MEAN

RESPONDENTS (H.S.R.) SCORE (L.S.R.) SCORE SCORE
LP 9 35 3.88 16 1.77 6
NPL 14 52 3.71 1 30 |2.14 6
TABLE 3.4 t=+,68 =-.,60

- - | ar=18 ar=17
Sociability Scores. N/S , N/S

Using.the Spearman rank-order correlation, shows
that 1awyer—politicians with high sociability tend also to
be high on the dominance scale, -~ (rho = +.60, o = .10)‘71
This finding may indicaté that as argued previously, the
lawyer who is self-confident may find it very easy.to

L€,

interact with other people, and that with a larger sample

both sociability and dominance may turn out to be relevant.

71. A. O'Toole, Elementary Practical Statistics, New York:
The MacMillan Co., 1960, pp.247-258. Spearman's rank-
order correlation was used to correlate two ordinal
scales. The rankings can be compared on two sets of
scores by taking the difference of ranks, squaring
these differences and then adding. Finally, the
measure 1s manipulated so its value will be + 1.0
whenever the rankings are in perfect agreement,

- 1.0 .if they are in perfect disagreement, and zero
if there is no relationship whatsoever.
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But why did the sociability scores turn out to be
relatively even for both groups? One explanation is that
even though sociabllity has been shown to be relevént for
the political involvement of American law students, it may
be a trait which can be acquired'by the law sftudent after
.he gets iInto practice. In other words, even if the law
student does not possess this trait after graduating from
law school, i1t may be that he finds it neceésary to acquire
it, in ofder either to start up his'practicé or to make his

practice more lucrative than what it is.

Another explanation is that mdst lawyers generally
do come Into contact with the geﬂeral public and so’ are
high in sociability. A third possibility is that the
socialization process of lawyers is conducive to developing‘
sociability and that lawyers in this study have been through
similar socialization processes. Consequently, from the above,

it can be seen that the third hypothesis must be rejected.

Since both the second and third hypotheses have been
rejected, the theoretical framework pertaining to personality
traits must also be questioned as an explanation for differ-
entiating between the two groups.. Still, there is a possi-
bility that dominance may be a relevant variable. 'Possibly
the answer is that in order for.a person to desire to be or
become a lawyer, he must have a certain type of personality

make-up. This may mean that the two variables under study
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here, are reallypmrerequisites for one to become a lawyer.
Ir pérsonality traits are not adeqﬁate to differentiate
between the two groups, perhaps it is the political traits
which differentiate lawyers into ﬁhe two different types.
This can only be determined‘by proceeding to the next group

of variables which is political traits.

Political Attitudes

Hypothegis: Political Efficacy

i, Lawyer—politiciahs will tend to be high on the
political efficacy scale, while non-politician lawyers .

will tend to be low on the same scale.

‘It-was expected . that because lawyer-politicians
felt that they could influence decision-making, they would
seek office, while the opposite would apply to non—politician
lawyers. This expectation was based on the findings of
other studies which showed a relationship between political

efficacy and political participation.

Indicators of Political Efficacy:

For the following statements, responses to the
left of the cutting point (/) were coded and totalled as
low political efficacy, while responses to the right were
coded and totalled as high political efficacy. For this

variable, the Guttman scale had a C.R. of 94% and a C.S. of T75%.
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1. People 1like me don't have any say about what the
government does: disagree slightly/disagree
somewhat. :

2. Voting is the only way that people like me can

have say about how the government runs things.
agree slightly/disagree slightly.

3. Sometimes politics and government seem so

: complicated that a person 1like me can't really
understand what's going on. agree slightly/
disagree slightly. '

y, I don't think public officials care much what
people like me think. disagree somewhat/
disagree strongly. :

5. The way people vote 1s the main thing that
decides how things are run in this country.
disagree slightly/agree slightly.

6. Running for political office is the only way
that people like me can have any say about how -
the government runs things. disagree slightly/
agree slightly.

‘The following are the results:

HIGH : LOW
POLITICAL POLITICAL
EFFICACY MEAN EFPICACY MEAN MAXIMUM
NUMBER OF (H.P.E.) H.P.E. (L.P.E.) L.P.E. MEAN
RESPONDENTS RESPONSES SCORE RESPONSES SCORE SCORE
L? 9 36 L .00 17 1.88 6
NPL 14 45 3.21 38 2.71 6
TABLE 3.5 t=+2.13 t==2.24
df=24 - ar=26
Political Efficacy Scores. a=.05 o0=.05

The'findings indicate that lawyer-politicians have
a higher and lower mean score for'high and low political

efficacy respectively than non-politician lawyers. The fact
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that the difference between high politicél efficacy mean
scorés for both groups is significént at the .05 level,
coupled‘with the fact that the difference between ﬁigh and
low pdlitical efficacy responses and mean scores for non-
politician lawyers is minimél,vand could have gone either
Way, indicates that this variable may be very signifiéant

for differentiating between the two groups.

Using the Spearman rank—ordervéorrelation, it is
also ascertained, that those non-politician lawyers who
are low 1n political efficacy are also low in sociability
-— (rho = + .58, o = .05) -~ and that for the same group,
those who are high in bolitical efficacy, are also high in
sociability -- (rho = + .51, a = .10). This latter finding
may indicafe that among the non-politician lawyers, there
are those %ho have similar political .attitudes toqfhose of
the lawyer-politicians. This is further reinforced by the
fact that 11 of 14 non-politician lawyers said they were
interested in politics, thét is, U were "very interested"
and 7 were "pretty interested"; hoﬁever, when asked if

they would prefer to be politicians or lawyers, all 14 non-

politician lawyers opted for the latter response.

From the above findings, the hypothesis must be
rejected, although i1t is quife possible that with a larger
sample, non-politician lawyers might be low on the political

efficacy scale, since the mean scores for this group were
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very close and could have gone either way.

The fact thét non—politiciaﬂ lawyers are-interésted
inbpolifics indicates, that as lawyers they need to keep.
informed of changes in thé law andAbf ways to bring about
politigal decisions which will not adversely influence

their clients' position.

A possible explanation for high politicai efficacy
' beirig frequent among both groups is that while lawyers are

at law school, they probably must develop respect for the

PSS

law. This could lead them To think that as a lawyer they

can influeﬁce judicial decisions, which are an important;

part of any political system. Therefore,.their feeling of
being able to influehce decision—making Jjudicially, carries
over to their feeling of being able to influence other govern-

-mental decision-making processes.

A second explanation for lawyers' high political
efficacy could be found in a recent study by Elliott White
who has shown that "aside from graae, the single best pre-
dictor of a sense of political efficacy in primary school
age children is individual intelligence."’2 1If one assumes
that this finding will apply fto adults‘also, one would expect

that lawyers would be in a high or relatively high intelligence

72. E. White, "Intelligence and Sense of Political Efficacy
in Children", The Journal of Politics, xxx (1968), p. 731.
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bracket, which would explain why they would tend to be

politically efficacious.

_Aﬁother reason why poliﬁical efficacy alone does
not differentiate between the two groups is that, it may be
that only if a iawyer with high polifical efficacy also
possesses another political attitude -- perhaps a high sense
of civic'dgty —-— that he will also seek political office.

" Therefore, 1t is necessary to proceed to this variable.

Hypothesis: Civic Duty

5. Lawyer-politicians Will tend to score high on the
sense of civic duty scale, while non-politician lawyers will

tend to score lower on the same scale.

It was expected that lawyer-politiclans would be
concerned with fulfilling their civic obligations, because
this would be one way to influence decision-making. On the
other hand, nbn—politician-lawyers were not expected to be
concerned with fulfilling their civic obligations, since
they would be more involved or concerned with their legal
practice. This would mean that they would have less time

to fulfill their civic obligations.

Indicators of Civic Duty:

The following six statements were coded and totalled

for high and low civic duty. To the left of the cutting
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point (/) was low civic duty and to the right, high civic
duty. By using scalogram analysis, a C.R. of 88% and a

C.S. of 58% were obtained.

1. So many other people vote in the national
elections that it doesn't matter much to me
whether I vote or not. disagree somewhat/
disagree strongly.

2. It isn't so important to vote when you know
' your party doesn't have any chance to win.
disagree somewhat/disagree strongly.

3. Local elections aren't important enough to
' bother with. disagree somewhat/disagree
strongly. ‘
L, If a person doesn't care how an election

comes out, he shouldn't vote in it. disagree
somewhat/disagree strongly.

5. . It isn't so important to run for political office,
when you know your party doesn't have any chance
to win. disagree somewhat/disagree strongly.

6. - So many other people run for political office

that it doesn't matter much to me whether T
run or not. disagree somewhat/disagree strongly.

The following table shows the results:

HIGH ' LOW
CIVIC CIVIC
DUTY MEAN DUTY MEAN  MAXIMUM
NUMBER OF (H.c.D.) H.C.D. (L.C.D.) L.C.D. MEAN
RESPONDENTS ~ RESPONSES SCORE  RESPONSES SCORE SCORE
LP 9 39 4.33 | 14 1.55 6
NPL 14 42 3.00 | 38 2.71 6
TABLE 3.6 t=+2.21 | t=-2.32
T afr=23 ar=23
Civic Duty Scores a=.05 o=.05
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it can bé éeen that lawyer;polificians'have é higher
meén score for those high on the ciVic duty scale and a
lower méan score Tor thosé low on this scale, than non-
politician lawyers ;— the‘level of significance for the
-differencé of means tests being .05 in both cases. Again,
noﬁ—politi@ian 1aWyers do not tend to be low on this variable,
although'the difference between their high and low responses
is so Smail that it could have gone either way -- this

-finding is similar to that ascertained for political efficacy.

'By using the Spearman rank—érder correlation,-it is
found thaf lawyer—polificians who are high on the civic duty
scale are also high on the sociablility scale -- (rho = % .61,
a‘=.10), This means that lawyer—politicians high on the
civic duty scale are also high on the dominance and
séciability scales -—- see footnote 71 p. 62 -- , which
indicates a pattern for this group not only in the personality
traits but also in the political traits approach. This may
mean that if the lawyer is.high on these three variables, he

may seek political office.

- The hypothesis as postulated was not confirmed,
although the findings almost tend to support it. It may
still be that lawyer-politicians who are politically
efficacious do see fulfilling their civic obligations as

one means of influencing the decision-making process.
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Certéinly, the data for both variables indicate this possible

trend.

_Oh the ofher hand} why are nonépolitician lawyefs
not lowefvon'the civic duty scale, as expected? It is
Vbossible that at:some time during their educational pfocess,
lawyers are instilled with a feeling of civic obligation.
Possibly'at law school, where one would expect that they

would have to deveiop some, if not a great deal of respect

b
&

for the law,-they also develop respect for the political A¥
System._ Since the courts are part of the latter, perhaps

this respect leads to a sense of civic duty.

Another explanation 1s again, the strong possibility
that lawyers go through similar political socialization
processes and have similar personality traits, which lead

" to the development of a high sense of civic duty.

Since the fourth and fifth hypotheses have been
rejected, although there afe strong indications that a
larger sample would confirm both hypotheses, the political
traits approach as an explanation for differentiating between
the two'groups, must be questioned, if not rejected. If
this approach is rejected, it may mean that a political
experience which takes place just prior to a candidates'
decision to run for office is the stimulus for office-seek-
ing; for example, an experience concerning an issue, a

‘certain party leader or a reward -- these will be discussed
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later.

" Because the four hypotheses pertaining to the
psychological approach have been rejected, this approach i
as postulated, does not seem adequate to answer the problem
'qnder study. Admittedly, lawyerépoliticians show a pattern
of being high on the civic duty, sociabilify and dominance
scales but non-politician lawyers are»not low on the last
two scaleé.- This may mean that the wfong variables are
being considered or that lawyers in general, tend to have
similar pefsonality'and political traits, which may be one

reason why they become lawyers in the first place.

Anothér possible explanation er the similarity
between the two groups of lawyers; is that either group is
capable of being 1awyer—§oli€icians. This would support
the argument of Heinz Eulau and John Sprague who argue that
law and politics are coming to exhibit similar forms or
that there is a convergence of the two professions.’3 They
. perceive this professional convergence to be present "if
two professions have common characteristics that are es-
pecially relevant to the performance of professional functions,
while a third, fourth, or fifth profession does not share

these attributes."’% As far as law and politics are

73. H. Eulau and J. Sprague, Lawyers in Politics, Indiana-
polis:- The Bobbs-Merrill Co., Inc., 1964, p. 125.

~J
=

Ibid., p. 125.
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concefned, they Sée this tendency towards their convergence
beéause of functionally equivalent réles in-termé of which
both professions can be analyzed. Examples of roles taken
by 1awyér4politicians in their public clientele relation-
ships are'those of trustee, tribune, faciliator, broker,
and inventor; Qn:the other silde, some roles taken by law-
yers in their private cliént relationships are thosé of

. fiduciéry, advocate, attorney, Cbunsellor, and contact
'ﬁan.75 Thus, as both professions come fq develop similar
roles and forms because of demands made bj soclety on'them,
they argue~that eventually all lawyers will behave as

politicians who are not lawyers and vice-a-versa.’®

INCENTIVES APPROACH

Ambition:

Hypothesis: Future Rewards.

6. Lawy

er-politicians tend to seek purposi

- P |

ve ana
solidary rewards for the future, while non-politician

lawyers will tend to seek material rewards for the future.

It was expected that lawyer-politicians, being of
a different psychological make-up than non-politician law-

yers would strive for non-monetary goals, while non-politician

75.  Ibid., p. 124.

76. Ibid., p. 128.
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lawyers, would seek monetary rewards.
‘The following are the indicators of future rewar@s:
1. -Db you like to influence otﬁer people? If

yes, why and how? If no, why not?

2. Do you like to receive publicity? If yes,
: ~ why? If no, why not?

3. _  Are men in politics: (1) more respected
: " (2) about the same, or (3) less respected
than lawyers? Why?

L, When you consider your future, which of
fhe following is most important to you?

Rank the 3 most important from 1 to 3.

1. a good income - matgrial, 2. recognition
as a valuable citizen of the community -
solidary, 3. being a skilled lawyer - solidary,
I, having close friends - solidary, 5. good
health - solidary, 6. being a just man -
solidary, 7. being learned in the law -
solidary, 8. abllity to shape important

community decisions ~ purposive, 9. making
business contacts - material.

Sy

Probes were employed in all the open-ended guestions
used for this variable. Then the responses were coded under
the three categories of material, solidary and purposive.

A value of 1 was given for each response in these categories.
The fourth question was coded as indicated but a rank of
1, 2 and 3 obtained 3, 2 and 1 points respectively. Then‘

the scores were totalled for each category.

The following are the results:
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MEAN , MEAN  PUR-  MEAN
NUMBER OF MATERTIAL M. SOLID- S POSIVE P.
RESPONDENTS (M) SCORE ARY (S) SCORE (P) SCORE
NPL| 14 23 | 1.64 | 85 6.07 0 0
Pl 9 1 u by 51 6.00 6 .66
TABLE 3.7 £=-2.79 : t=—,11 t=+1.97
B | ar=6 ar=12 ar=8
- Future Reward Scores a=.0bH N/S o=,10

_ From the above, 1t can be seen thét lawyer-politicians
tend to seek solidary and‘puréosive rewards for the future
but the difference between purposive and material rewards
is small. It should be noted that the low scoring on
purposive rewards for both groups may be the fault of the
indexé which had a lower number of possible purposive
responses . than material or solidary responses. Still, the

fact that lawyer-politiclans seek purposive rewards for the

I

future =- the difference between both groups 1s only sig-
nificant at the .10 level —-- may indicate that this type of
reward is not fulfilled by their law practice. Consequently,

they may turn to politics to try to obtain this reward.

On the other hand, non-politician lawyers seek
solidary rewards more than material rewards; so the hypothesis
must be rejected. This rejection of material rewards for
the future by both groups may be accounted for by the fact

that they tend to have family incomes over $19,000; so
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an-increase in material rewards may have diminishing

returns.

It should be noted that even if question 4, which
pertains to the ranking of rewards, is considered as the
only indicator of future rewards, the pattern for both

groups does not éhange at all.

The fact that non-polifician lawyers seek material
rewérds more than lawyer-politicians -- o = ,05 -- may be,
‘because four members of the former group have been in
practiée fﬁr less than six years, and so have not reached
the same level of financial success as the other members

of their group.

The seeking of solidary rewards by both groups,
indicates that lawyers may feel They have achieved material
rewards. On account of this, and because they may feel their
job involves aiding another person, -- which could be a
purposive reward -- they may wish to seek future rewards
which will benefit them in a personal non-monetary way,

that is, solidary rewards.

Hypothesis: Political Activity Rewards

7. Lawyer-politicians wilill tend to seek purposive and

solidary rewards from their political activity.

It was expected that lawyer-politicians could

obtain material rewards more easily and to a greater extent
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from thelr law practice than from thelr political act1v1ty,
80 that purp031ve and solidary rewards would be what

they were seeking from this activity.

Indicators of Political Aétivity Rewards :

1. - Looking backiover your campaigns what would
' you say has given you the greatest satisfac-
tion in campaigning?

2. . Looking back over your years in office, (or
your interest in politics) what would you say
has given you the greatest satisfaction?

3¢ - Looking back over your years in office, (or
your interest in politics) what was your
most unpleasant political experience?

L, Do any of the circumstances below  approximate
the situation when you decilided to seek the
nomination?

The respondent was given 6 choices and they
were coded as shown in Chapter Two, page 38,
question one.

5. What benefits do you receive (would you
receive if elected) from political office?

6. What event triggered your entry into politics?

7. What rewards did yoﬁ expect to get out of
politics when you first started?

8. ' What got ydu first interested in politics?

9. People enjoy politics for different reasons.

How important are the following reasons to
you? 1. not at all important. 2. not too
important. 3. somewhat important. 4. very
important. See Chapter 2, pages 39-40
question 11 for the coding of the twelve
reasons given to the respondent.

After probes were used on the open-ended questions,
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the responses were coded and scored. One point was given
for each type of reward except in question 9, where 2 points
were given for "very importanﬁ", 1 point for "somewhat

important", and 0 points for any "other" response.

The following table shows the results:

NUMBER ‘ MEAN SOLI~ |[MEAN PUR- MEAN

. OF RE~- MATER- M. DARY S. POSIVE P.

SPONDENTS |IAL (M) |[SCORE |(S) SCORE (P) SCORE
LP 9 3 .33 101 |11.22 77 8.55
TABLE 3.8 Political Activity Reward Scores.

The hypothesis is confirmed, since lawyer-politicians
tend to seek solidary and purposive rewards from their
political activity. This indicates.thatvthe incentive for
'seeking office is to satisfy one's personal goals first,
ﬁhat is, non-monetary, and to pursﬁe a goal which could
benefit others, second. This finding seems to substantiate
the expectation that lawyers can get material rewards b&
concentrating on their legal practice, rather than by

participating in politics.

When one totals for lawyer-politicians only their
future and political activity rewards, one can see a
distinct pattern. This pattern 1s shown in the following
table. It is evident that material rewards are not important

to lawyer-politicians, whereas solidary and purposive rewards

are important.

s i
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:NUMBER TOTAL MEAN TOTAL MEAN TOTAL MEAN
OF RE- MATER- M. SOLI- S. PUR- P.
SPONDENTS |IAL (M) [SCORE |DARY (S)]|-SCORE |POSIVE (P)| SCORE

LP 9 7 SO 155 17.22 83 9.22

TABLE 3.9 Lawyer-Politicians' Total Rewards Scores.

This finding, which shows a low priority being
given to.material rewards over-all, whén coupled with the
finding that non-politician lawyers seek these types of
rewards for the future (see Table 3.7), indicates a difference
in perspective held by both groups; Sé it may be that
if a lawyer allocates iow priority to material rewards,
then he may consider seeking office. On the other hand,
since both'groups give top priocrity to solidary rewards;’
there may not be any substantial difference in their
perspectives, excépt for purposive rewards, which have
not been adequately tested here for non-politician
lawyers. So what is needed is a different type of test
of rewards which would allow for greéter comparison

between the two groups.

Hypothesis: Progressive Ambitions.

8. Lawyer-politicians will tend to seek higher political
office than that which they pfeviously sought, that is,

they have progressive ambitions.
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It was expected that lawyer-politicians, who it
was assumed would seek solidary rewards, would also seek
higher office, since this would be one way of getting

more prestige which is a solidary reward.

The foilowing question was used to tap this variable:
1. Are there ény other polifical or governmental

positions -- local, provincial or federal --

which you would 1ike to seek? If yes or

perhaps, what are they?

The résuits show‘that~only 1 of 4 1éwyer—politicians
Who sought provincial office would seek higher office,
that is, oﬁly 1 had progressive‘ambitibns for hiéher
political.office; hoWever, if one includes the finding
that 5 of 5 lawyer-politicians who sought federal office,
would like cabinet positions as opposed to being a back-.
bencher, as being indicative of progressive ambitions,
then 6 of 9'in the group could be coﬂsidered as possess-—

ing progressive ambitions.

The hypothesis is.confirmed but must be considered
extremely speculative, because of tﬁe small sample. Still,
it is quite possible lawyer-politicians perceive that
higher office gives them more status or prestige but on
the other hand, there is the possibility that those seeking
a federal cabinet position would do so, because they would

or do feel a sense of frustration in being a backbencher.
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In other words, the lawyer-politicians' progressive ambitions
may be indicative of their desire to influence decision-

making,vwhich is shown by their high political efficacy..

Althoﬁgh two of ﬁhe three hypotheses pertaining to
"ambitibn or the incentives approach have been confirmed,
the rejected hyﬁotheéis tends to partially cancel out the
other fihdings. In other words,-since 1awyer—poiiticians
_seek purposive and solidary rewards from their political
activity,_aﬁd for the future and may seek higher office
féf solidary rewards, and since non-politiclan lawyers
seek Solidary and material rewards for the future, the
only difference between the two groups ié in their concern
for material rewardsQ Thereflore the'incentivés approach has
oply been useful to a limited degree in explaining the

"~ different behaviour of the tWo_groups.

But why wasn't this approach more useful? It is
guite conceivable that a better instrument for measuring
this approach may bring about moré fruitful results. On
the other hand, 1t may be the attachment to a particular
issue which is the incentive explaining why lawyers enter
politics. Still, it is clear that lawyer-politicians desire
to seek their future rewards by means of their political |
activity, while non-politician lawyers plan to do this

thrbugh thelr legal practice.
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Summary :

It is necessary to summarize the findings and their

relationship with the theoretical framework.

1. Lawyer-politicians tend to have high political interest
~déveloped during their childhood, while the non-politician
lawyers tend to split between high and low childhood

political interest.

The fact that there is little difference between the

two groups for this variable leads to the rejection of the

political socialization approach as used here, mainly
because non-politician lawyers tend to come from relatively

politicized homes,

2. Lawyer-politicians are more dominant than non-politician

lawyers but the latter are more dominant than non-dominant.

This finding indicates that one of the prerequisites

for becoming a lawyer is a’feeling of self-confidence.

3. Lawyer-politicians are higher on the sociability
scale than non-politician lawyers but the latter give more

high sociability responses than low sociagbility responses.

Because of this result, 1t would seem that lawyers,
even 1if they are not sociable in law school, develop this
trait in order to start their law practice or to make it

more 1ucrative'than it i1s. -The lack of differentiation



83
between the two groups for dominance and sociability
shows the 1nadequaoy of personallty tralts as an ex-
planation concerning why one group of 1awyers seek
political office and another does not. This may indicate

that these are some of the common personality traits

characteristic of most lawyers.

y, Lawyer-politiclans are higher on the political
efficacy scale than non-politician lawyers but the latter
‘give more high political efficacy responses than low

responses, although the difference is minimal.

This indicates that lawyers, who it is assumed feel -

they can influence judicial decision-making, carry this

feeling of efficacy over into the political decision-mak-

ing process.

5. Lawyer-politicians are higher on the sense of civic
duty scale than non-politician lawyers but the latter give
more high than low responses, although the difference 1is

minimal.

From this, it appears that lawyers, of whom it is
assumed thej have respect for the law, develop respect for
the political system of which the courts are a part, and
this leads to a sense of civic duty on their part. Although
the political traits approach has been shown 1lnadequate
to differentiate between lawyers' political behavior, 1t

shows a strong possibility that with a larger sample, 1t
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may prove useful.

VThe rejection of both compbnents of the psychological
approach indicates that the decision to seek officé may be
strongly influenced by a political experience which had
aAgreat impact and which took pléce prior to the decision

to run for office.

6. Lawyer-politicians seek solidary and purposive-
rewards for the future, while non—polifician lawyers seek

solidary and material rewards.

The seeking of maferial rewards for the future by
non-politician lawyers indicateé that they have not satisfied
their material.needs. This means that only after material .
needs are satisfied, does a lawyer seek political office

or become a lawyer-politician.

7. Lawyer-politicians seek purposive and solidary

rewards from their political activity.

Since lawyer-politicians seek the same rewards for
the future and from'their political aétivity, the latter
must be the way to achieve these rewards for the future;
on the other hand, non-politician lawyers who seek solidary
and material rewards must see their legal practice or some
other way as the means to achieve thelr future rewards.
Therefore, the two groups differ not only in the means by

which they are going to obtain their future rewards but
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also in their concern about material rewards.

8. Lawyer-politicians seek higher office, that is,

they have progressive ambitions.

This finding indicafes that by seeking higher
6ffice; 1awyer-politicians hope to gain more status or
presti@géw?— solidary rewards -- which points out the means
’bgy%hich they hope to obtain their future rewards. On the
other hahd, it also indicates that atAlower levels of office,
they feel frustrated and hope by seeking higher office to
satisfy their craving for influencing'decision—making -

high political efficacy.

The incentives approach indicates that it is the
means of aéhieving their future rewards, which is an |
important difference betWeen the two groups of lawyers
and that possibly purposive rewards -- a betfter instrument
than that used here is needed -- also differentiate between

the lawyers' political behaviour.



CHAPTER 4

CONCLUSION

Introduction:

This chapter will attempt to rank the relative
_imédrtance of the approaches and Variables used in this study
to ekplain which lawyers participate in politics and why
they do so. Then the limitations of this study will be
explained_and directions for further studilies will be

specified.

The Problem and an Explanation

This study has been concerned with ascertaining
which lawyers seek political office and why they do so.
In the previous chapter, hypétheses were tested and
evidence presented to expléin the problem. Now on the
basis of these findings, the different variables and
approaches used previously, will be put in rank order to

explain the problem which is under study.

The following is the rank order of the variables
from the most important to the least important for E?

explaining which lawyers seek political office:

-86-
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1. high sense of civic duty
2. high political efficacy
. dominant personality

high sociability

U w

high childhood political interest.

Consequently, it can be seen from the above that
the psychological approach, in which political attitudes
are more important than personality traits, is more

. important than the political socialization approach.

The second part of the problem concerns why lawyers
seek political office. The evidence indicates that for
the future lawyer-politicians seek purposive rewards more
than non-politician lawyers, are not interested in
obtaining material rewards, and are not different from
non-politician lawyers in the seeking of solidary rewards.
As far as rewards from political activity are concerned,
lawyers, who seek solidary rewards first, purposive second
and material third, are likely to desire political office.
For lawyer-politicians, this pattern 1s the same when theilr
rewards for the fﬁture and from political activity are
cémbined. Finally, an examination of their office goals
shows that lawyer-politicians have progressive ambitions,

that is, they seek higher office.

Consequently, not only the psychological but also

the incentives approach are useful for explaining the

S
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ﬁolitical behaviour of lawyers. Therefore, on the basis
of this study, both of these appfoaches strongly influence
political participation. This is shown in the following
diagram, in which it is assumed that the psychological

also influences the incentives approach.

psychological approach - incentives approach

N

political participation

Limitations of the Study:

First of all, as pointed out previously, the size
of the sample of lawyefs 1s probably not adequate to
generalize to members of this occupation who are outsilde
the Hamilton area. Even assuming that this sample were
adequate, this study would probably not apply to large
urban areas like Montreal and Toronto, in which some
large law firms have anywhere from fifteen to twenty-five
or more. partners or associates. This is because as
pointed out by several respondents in this study, it is
not unusual for‘these large law firms to Selééé or supportg'
one of thelr associates for public office in the hope of
obtaining publicity or of electing someone who can reduce
"red tape" for them in their.legal affairs. However,
assuming the adequacy of the sample, it is possible that
these results would apply to similar cities 1ike London,

Edmonton, Regina, Saskatoon, etc.
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A major weakness'of this project 1s that it only
deais with twovgroups of 1awyers,‘that is, lawyer-politicians
and non-politician lawyers. By doing this, lawyers who have
not sought political office but who are or have been on
the executive of ridiné associations -- this .is also a
form of political participation -- are excluded. By
including this third group of lawyers, other variables
or approaches may turn out to be useful in explaining
.lawyers' political behavior or the findings employed in

this study may even be substantiated further.

Because this data was gathered at one point in time
rather than over time, 1t could mean that different results
would have been obtained, if the latter method had been
used. However, since this study was meant to be exploratory, .
since little, if any, previous research had been done on
this problem in Canada , these results should be extremely

useful for further research in this area.

Another weakness is that the role of the local
party organization has not been examined. It is
possible that riding organizations seek candidates having
elther similar characteristics to the people in the
particular riding or more impressive characteristics than

the people in the riding’7 —- this area of local party

77. See A, Ranney, Pathways to Parliament, Madison:
University of Wisconsin Press, 1965,
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organizations is undeveloped 1in published Canadian literature.
If candidates are chosén on the basis of certain character-
istics,.what are they? One characteristic could be the
Speakingbability of lawyefs or their ability to communicate
7_'With other people. Another question would be why lawyers
appear to possess.these characteristics. Unfortunately,

this study does not examine these questions.

Finally, this study does not take 1nto consideration
the typg of'constituency~in which the 1aWyer ran for office,
that is, Whether it was a safe, marginal or hopeless con-
stituency. Not only the history of the type of constituency
but also the lawyer-politician's knowledge of its type

before he accepted the nomination, should be examined.

Directions For Further Studies:

The following question remains to be answered:
based on this exploratory study of lawyers and political
participation, what groups should be explored further?
The first study to be carried out should concern law
students in Canada, since relevant findings could then be
applied to studies of lawyers. The ideal project would
consist of a study of one group while they were law
students and while they were lawyers. By doing an analysis
over time, one would hopefully determine whether the
reasons for political participation occurred prior, or after

law school. Consequently, if one tTime period seemed more
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important for explaining political behaviour, it could

be ﬁsed as the main focus for futﬁre studies.

Any further studies of lawyers should divide them
iﬂto three groups: the two used here, and a third group
consisting of lawyefs who hold or have héld exeoutive
.positions on riding organizations but who have not sought

public office, sihce this is also political participation.

After these projects have been completed, a
project compafihg the behaviour of.lawyers to another
three category occupational group, which is also highly
assocliated with seeking polifical office should also be
carried out; for example, businessmen or other professional
_groups. Hopefully, the completion of studies of these other
political activists would produce variables or approaches
useful for explaining political participation. Then after
all studies of as many occupations as possible were
combleted, -— dincluding those who wefe not politically
active at all -- attempts would have to be made to increase
the political participation of the politically inactive on
the basis of the findings of all these preceding studies.
Thus, by carrying out the preceding studies and by
eliminating the various limitations mentioned earlier,
participatory democracy -—-- the ultimate goal of this ex-
tremely large project -- might become a reality rather than

a myth.



APPENDIX ONE

Interview Schedule for Lawyer;Poiiticians

1. How long have you been in the praofice of law?
years.
2. What type of firm do you have?

1. individual private practice
2. partner in small law firm
3. partner in large law firm
I, other.

3. What type of law practice do you generally
specialize in?

criminal law

domestic relations
public law

torts

tax law

. labor law :
property and real estate
. commercial law

~general practice.

O o~ OWVUT =0 N =

Lg Do you have any relatives who are or havé been
lawyers? yes/no.

5. Were any of your immediate family, close
relatives or close friends active in politics?
If yes, 5. who and 6. in what capacity

7. What'got you rirst interested in politics?

8. Would you say your father was:
1. very interested in politics

2. somewhat interested in politics
3. not interested in politics.

-9
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11.

12.

13.

14,
15.

16.

17.
18.

19.
20.

21.

When you were growing up, were there
discussions about politics in your

home? .Yes/no.

If yes, would you say there was:

1. a great deal of discussion
2. some discussion.

When you were growlng up, did you belong to
any groups or organizations in which there
were political discussions? Yes/no.

If yes, which ones?

- In these groups, was there:

l. a great deal of discussion about
politics
2. some discussion about politics.

What event triggered your éntry into polifics?

' What rewards did you expect to get out of

politics when you first started?

Are there any other political or governmental

~positions -- local, provincial or federal

—~— whilch you would 1like to seek? If yes or
perhaps, what are they?

People enjoy politics for different reasons.
How important are the following reasons to
you, that is, .

1. not at all impértant
2. not too important

.3. somewhat important

4, very important.

fun and excitement of campaligns 1 2 3
making social contacts and friends 1 2 3
politics is a par@ of my way of life 1 2 3

satisfaction of fulfilling my duty
as a citizen 1 2 3

furthering my political ambitioné 1 2 3
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22. | helping my party 1 2
23. . belng close to influential people 1 2
24, concern with public issues 1 2
25. making business contacts 1 2
26. financial rewards 1 2
27. helping to influence the policies
of government 1 2
28. prestige in my community 1 2
29. What benefits do you receive from polltlcal
office? (if elected).
30. Do you like to influence other people?
Yes/no. _
31. If yes, how (why)? If no, why not?
32. Do you like to receive publicity?
Yes/no.
33. 1f yes, why? If no, why not?

w w w w w

w

oh

e N

g

Do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

34, A person does noﬁ need to worry about
other people if he only looks after
himself.

35. When I work on a committee, I 1like

to take charge of things.

- 36. I enjoy planning things and decid-
ing what each person should do.
37: I'm not the type to.be a political
leader.
38. People seem naturally to turn to

me when decisions have to be made.
39. I am a good leader of people

ho. I like to give orders and get
things moving.

agree

agree

agree

agree

agree

agree

agree

disagree

disagree

disagree

disagree

disagree

disagree

disagree
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hg.
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50.

I hate to have to tell others what
to do. :

I must admit I try to see what

others think before I take a
stand.

I sometimes keep on at a thing,
until others lose patience with
me .

The future is too uncertain for
a person to make serious plans.

I have strong politicél oplinions.

Looking back over your campaigns,
what would you say has given you
the greatest satisfaction in
campaigning? Can you recall an
incident that illustrates that?

agree

agree

agree

agree

agree

Looking back over your years in office,
(or your interest in politics) what would

you say has given you the greatest

satisfaction? Can you recall an incident

that would i1llustrate that?

Looking back over your years in office,
(or your interest in politics) what was
your most unpleasant political experience?

Can you recall an incident that would

illustrate that?
Are men in politics:
1. more respected

2, about the same, or
3. 1less respected than lawyers?

95

disagree

disagree

disagree

disagree

disagree

Do any of the circumstances which I will read,
approximate the situation when you decided to

seek the nomination?

1. you had professional status, skills

and experience gained from your

profession which you wanted to use.

2.  you were committed to a specific

group or interest.
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3. you were committed to your
party's ideals.

I, you were concerned about the
condition of your constituency.

5. you were seeking an opportunity
for public service.

6. none of these.

When did you definitely decide to study law?
before high school

during high school

between high school and college

college, freshman year. '

college, sophmore year

college, junior year

college, senior year

after college

other.

P
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When did you definitely decide to go into poliftics?

before high school

during high school

between high school and.- college
college, freshman year.

college, sophmore year.

college, junior year

college, senior year

after college, but not law school
in law school.

.

O co~IO\VUl =W o

When you consider your future, which of the
following 1is most important to you? Give
respondent card with items on it and ask
him to rank the three most 1mportant from

1l to 3.

a good income

recognition as a valuable citizen of
the community

being a skilled lawyer

having close friends

good health

being a just man

being learned in the law

. abllity to shape important communlty
decisions

making business contacts.

n
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54,

55.

56.

57.

58a

'58b

58c.

Now here is a different type of question.

Should lawyers have more say 1in the way the
legal system works? If yes, in what way?
If no, why not?

How might political office benefit one's
legal career?

Were or are you satisfied with your legal
career? Why or why not?

Would you prefer to be

1. a politician, or
2. a lawyer?

’Why°

Do you talk about politics with your friends?

Yes/no.

What do you talk about when you talk about

politics with your friends?

97

Would you give

me your opinion about the following statements, that is,

whether you: 1. disagree strongly, 2. disagree somewhat.

3.
6.

59.

60.

61.

62.

agree somewhat, or 7. agree strongly.

Voting is the only way people like
me can have any say about how the
~government runs things. 1 2

So many other people vote in the
national elections that it doesn't

matter much to me whether I vote

or not. 1 2

I would rather not havé very much
responsibility for other people. 1 2

sometimes politics and government

seem so complicated that a person

like me can't really understand

what's going on. 1 2

o

disagree slightly, k. no response 5. agree slightly,



63.
64,

65.
' 66.

67.

68,

69.

70.

T1.

12.

73.

T4,

5.

It disn't so important to vote when
you know your party doesn't have
any chance to win.

When in a group of people, I have
trouble thinking of the right
things to talk about.

People like me don't have any say
about what the government does.

Local eléctions aren't important
enough to-bother with.

When I think something is good
for someone, 1 frequently try to
persuade him that this is the
case.

I don't think public officials care
much what people like me think.

If a person doesn't care how an

election comes out, he shouldn't
vote in 1t.

I would rather go to a movie alone
than go with a group of friends.

The way people vote is the main
thing that decides how things are
run in this country.

It isn't so important to run for

political office, when you know your

party doesn't have any chance to
win.

It is hard for me to find any-
thing to talk about when I meet
a new person.

Running for political office is the
only way that people like me can
have any say about how the govern-
ment runs things.

So many other people run for
political office that it doesn't
matter much to me whether I run
or not.

=

(2]

98



76.

T7.

78.

79.
80.

81.

82.
83.

84.

85.
86.
87.
88.

89.
90.
g91.

99

In social conversations, I
frequently have definife ideas

and try to convince others. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

‘In a group, I usually take the

responsibility for getting people
introduced. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS:

Where were you born?
(a) country

(b) place

When were you born?

What socilal, professionalpolitical and fraternal
organizations do you belong to?

Do you or did you hold any executive positions
in these organizations? If yes, what?

Sex (by observétion) male, female.

What political party are you associated with?
Liberal

Conservative

New Democratic Party

Other

Is- it the federal, provincial or both levels with
which you are associated with?

What was your parents' political affiliations?
Which law school did you atfend?
What year did you graduate from law school?

What is your major ethnic background on your
father's side?

What is your religious preference?
Are you married, single, widow, divorced?

Give the respondent the card and ask him to tell
you which letter indicates his apprcximate
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family income for last year, that is,

a- l b lo’

"b. 11 - 18,
c. 19 - 25,
d. 26 + (thousands)
92. Ask the respondent if there was anything, he

did not like about the interview.
Thank the respondent for his time, effort and for

being so co-operative in completing this interview.

MCMASTER UNIVERSITY LIBRARY



" APPENDIX TWO

Interview Schedule for Lawyers

1. How long have ybu been in the practice of law?
: Years.
2. What type of firm do you have?
1. individual private practice
2. partner in small law firm
3. partner in large law firm
4, other
3. What type of law practice do you generally specialize
in? , X
1. criminal law
2. domestic relations
3. public law
h. torts
5. tax law
6. labor law
7. property and real estate
8. commercial law
9. general practice.
L Do you have any relatives who are or have been

lawyers? Yes/no.

4y, How interested are'you in politics?
1. very much interested
2. pretty interested
3. not so interested
L, not at all interested

5. Were any of your immediate family, close relatives
or close friends active in politics? 1If yes,
5. who and 6. in what capacity?

8. Would you say your father was
. - very interested in politics .

1
2. somewhat interested in politics
3. not interested in politics

~101~



10.

B Y

-12.

13.

30.
31.
32.
33.

When you were growing up, were there
about politics in your home? Yes/no.

'_If yes, would you say there was

1. a great deal of discussion

‘2. some discussion

102

discussions

When you were growing up, did you belong to any

political discussions? Yes/no.
If yes, which ones?

In these groups, was there

- groups or organizations in which there were

1. a great deal of discussion about politics

2. 'some discussion about politics.

bo you like to influence other people?

Yes/no.
If yes, how? If no, Why not?
Do you 1like to receive publicity?

If yes, why? If no, why not?

Yes/no.

. Do you agree or disagree with the following statements:

3h.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.
ho.

A’person does not need to worry
about other people if only he
looks after himself.

When I work on a cémmittee, T like
to take charge of things.

I enjoy planning things and
deciding what each person should
do. )

I'm not the type to be a political
leader.

People seem naturally to turn to
me when decisions have to be made.

I am a good leader of people.

A like to give orders and get things

moving.

agree

agree

agree

- agree

agree

agree

agree

disagree

disagree

disagree
disagree

disagree

disagree

disagree
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42.
3.

Ly,

45,
9.

51.
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I hate to have to tell others
what to do. ‘ : agree disagree

I must admit I try to see what

-others think before I take a

stand. agreeA disagree

I sometimes keep on at a thing,
until others lose patience with
me. ' agree disagree

The future is too uncertain for
a person to make serious plans. agree disagree

I have strong political opinions. agree disagree
Are men in politics

1l. more respected
2. about the same, or
3. less respected than lawyers?

When did you definitely decide to
study law?

before high school

during high school )

between high school and college
college, freshman year

college, sophmore year

college, junior year

college, senior year

after college,

other.

When you consider your future, which of the following
is most important to you? Give respondent card
wilith items on it and ask him to rank the three

most important from 1 to 3.

a good income
recognition as a valuable citizen
of the community
being a skilled lawyer
having close friends
~good health
being a just man
being learned in the law
ability to shape important
- community decisions
making business contacts.

N =
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53b. - Do you talk about politics w1th your friends?
: Yes/no..
53c.  What do you talk about when you talk about

politics with your friends?

54, Should lawyers have more say in the way the
legal system works? If yes, in what way?
If no, why not?

55. How might political office beneflt one's
legal career?

56. Were or are you satisfied with your legal
career? Why or why not?

57. Would yoﬁ prefer tTo be

1. a politician, or
2. a lawyer? :

58. Why ? 7 '

Now here is a different type of question. Would you give me
your opinion about the following Statements, that is, whether
you: 1. disagree strongly, 2. disagree somewhat, 3. dis-
agree slightly, 4. no respdnse, 5. agree slightly, 6. agree

somewhat, or, 7. agree strongly.

59. Voting is the only way people like
' me can have any say about how the
government runs things, 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
60. So many other people vote in the

national elections that it doesn't
matter much to me whether I vote
or not. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

61. I would rather not have very much
responsibility for other people. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7



62.

63.
6h.
65.
66.
67-
68.
69.
70.

T1.

2.

73.

Th.

Sometimes politics and government
seem so complicated that a person
1like me can't really understand
what's going on.

It isn't so important to vote when
you know your party doesn't have
any chance to win. ’

When in a group of people, I have
trouble thinking of the right
things to talk about.

People like me don't have any say
about what the government does.

Local elections aren't importént
enough to bother with.

When I think something is good for
someone, 1 frequently try to
persuade him that this is the
case. ’ ’

I don't think public officials
care much what people like me
think.

If a person doesn't care how an
election comes out, he shouldn't
vote in 1it.

I would rather go to a movie
alone than go with a group of
friends. ’

The way people vote is The main
thing that decides how things are
run in this country.

It isn't so important to run for
political office, when you know
your party doesn't have any chance
to win.

It is hard for me to find anything
to talk about when I meet a new
person. :

Running for political office 1is the
only way that people like me can
have any say about how the govern-
ment runs things.

o

1

1
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75.

76.

7.

‘'So many other people run for

political office that it
doesn't matter much to me -

‘whether I run or not. 1 2 3 4 5

In social conversations, I
frequently have definife ideas
and try to convince others. 1 2 3 4 5

In a group, I usually take
the responsibility for getting

people introduced. 1 2 3 4 5

Demographic Questions:

78.

79.
80.

81.

82.
83.

84,

85.
86.
87.
88.

89.

Where were you born?

a. country
b. place

When were you born?

What social, proféssionagpolitical and fraternél

organizations do you belong to?

Do you or did you hold any executive positions
in these organizations? I1If yes, what? '

Sex (by observation) male, female.

What political party are you associated with?
Liberal

Conservative

New Democratic Party

Other.

Is it the federal, provincial or both levels
with which you are associated?

What was your parents' political affiliations?
Which law school did you attend?
What year did you graduate from law school?

What is your major ethnic background on your
father's side?

What is your religious preference?

106
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90. Are you married, single, widow, divorced?

91; Give the respondent the card and ask him to
tell you which lefter indicates his approximate
family income for last year, that is

a. 1 - 10,
b. 11 =~ 18,
c. 19 - 25,
d. 26 + (thousands) .
g2. Ask the respondent if there was anything, he

- did not like about the interview.
Thank the respondent for his time, effort, and

for being so cooperative in completing this interview.



APPENDIX THREE

LAWYERS AND POLITICAL, PARTICIPATION

DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES

COLUMN NUMBER ' N

01-02

03

0L-05

06
9

07
6
6
6
b
1

08
6

16

0
1

09
0
0
0.
4
0
0
5
2

12

-108~

QUESTION AND CODE

study number 11

deck number 1

interview number 1-23
Group '

1. lawyer-politician

2. non-politician lawyer

How long have you been
in the practice of law?
(years)

1-5

6-10

11-15

16-20

21 and above

Ul =W -

What type of firm do you have?
1. individual private practice
2. partner in small law firm
3. partner in large law firm
4, other

What type of law practice do
you generally speclalize in?
. ceriminal law

domestic relations

public law

torts

tax law

labor law

. property and real estate
commercial law

general practice

O o~ WU =W o+



10

11

12,

14

15,

17

13

16
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Do you have any relatives
who are or have been lawyers?

1. yes
2. no

How interested are you in
politics?

1. very much interested
2. pretty interested

3. not so interested

4, not at all interested

Were any of your immediate
family, close relatives or
close friends active in
politics? If yes, who.

1. no one :
2. 1mmediate family or close
relatives.

3. friends.

What capacity?

1. politician

2. worked for politician
during campaign

3. had executive position
with political organization.

What got you first interested
in politics?

1. education

2. part of my way of 1life

3. family

I, concerned about social
problems

Would you say your father was:

1. very interested in politics

2. somewhat interested in
politics

3. not interested in politics



18

19

20

21

22,

23
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When you were growing up,
were there discussions
about politics in your
home? If yes, was there:

1. a great deal of discussion
2. some dlscussion
3. no discussion

Which groups did you belong £0?

1. none

2. religious group
3. soclal group

I, political

In these groups, was there:

1. a great deal of discussion
about politics

2. some discussion about
politics

What event triggered your entry
into politics?

1. interested in politics

2. tTo prevent other candidate
from winning

3. thrill of campaigning

4, party asked me to run

5. national leader of
political party

6. interested in certain

issues

religious desire to do

something

to help The community

education

oo

What rewards did you expect
to get out of politics when
you first started?

none

personal satisfaction
to help community
monetary reward

. to meet other people
reduction in income

ONJT W
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25

26

27

28
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Are there any other political
or .governmental positions

- local, provincial or
federal - which you would
like to seek? If yes, or
perhaps, what are they?

. none

provincial

federal

local .
provincial party organization
federal party organization

. provincial and federal
office.

.

People enjoy politics for
different reasons. How
important are the following
reasons to you? '

Fun and excitement of campaigns

. not at all important
not too important
somewhat important

. very important.

=0

Making social contacts and.
friends.

not at all important
not too important
somewhat important
very important

mw o

‘Politics is part of my way

of -1ife.

not at all important
. not too important
somewhat important

. very important

LEwW N -

Satisfaction of fulfilling
my duty as a citizen

not at all important
not too important
somewhat important
very important.

=N =
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30

31

32

33

35
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Furthering my political
ambitions

. not at all important
not too important

. somewhat important

. very important.

=0 o=

Helping my party

. not too important
. somewhat important
. Vvery important

= N

not at all important

112

Being close to influential

people

not at all important
not too important
somewhat important

. very important

= N

Concern with public issues

not. too important
somewhat important
very important

ExdON G

Making business contacts

not too important
somewhat important
. very important.

EgUSI

Financial rewards

. not too important
somewhat important
very important

= -

Helping to influence the

policies of government

1. not at all important
2. not too important

3. somewhat important

4. very important

not at all importanﬁ

not at all important

not at all important



36

37, 38

39

Lo

b1

42

43
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11
12

10
13
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Prestige in my community

. not at all important
. not too important

. somewhat important

. very important

o

What benefits do you receive
from political office (if
elected)?

1. material
2. solidary

3. purposive

Do you like to influence
other people? If yes, how?

1. material
2. solidary
3. purposive

Do.you like to receive
publicity? Why?

1. ﬁaterial
2. solidary
3. purposive

A person does not need to
worry about other people if
only he looks after himself.

on-dominance
ominance

n -

L] n
. d
When I work on a committee,

I like to take charge of
things.

1. non-dominance
2. dominance

1 enjoy planning things and
deciding what each person
should do.

1. non-dominance
2. dominance
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48

49

50

51

12
11

s
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I'm not the type fto be a
political leader. : :

1. non-dominance
2. dominance

People seem naturally to
turn to me when decisions
have to be made.

1. non~-dominance
2. dominance

T am a good leader of people.

1. non-dominance
2. dominance

I like fo give orders and

~get things moving.

1. non-dominance
2. dominance

I hate to have to tell others
what to do.

1. non-dominance
2. dominance

I must admit I try to see
what others think before
I take a stand.

1. non-dominance
2. dominance

I sometimes keep on at a
thing, until others lose
patience with me.

1. non-dominance
2. dominance

The future is too uncertain
for a person to make
serious plans.

1. non-dominance
2. dominance



52

53

- o O

54

55

56

57

115

I have strong political
opinions

1l. non-dominance
2. dominance

Looking back over your'
campaigns, what would you
say has given you the

~greatest satisfaction in

campaigning?

1. material
2. solidary

- 3. purposive

Looking back over your years
in office or your interest
in politics, what would you
say has given you the

greatest satisfaction?

1. material
2. solidary
3. purposive

Looking back over your years
in office or your interest
in politics, what was your
most unpleasant political
experience?

1. material
2. solidary
3. purposive

Are men in politics

1. more respected

2. about the same

3. less respected than
lawyers.

Do any of the circumstances
which I will read, approximate
the sgituation when you

decided to seek the nomination?

1. material
2. solidary
3. purposive



58

59
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When did you definitely
decide to study law?

1. before high school

. during high school

. between high school and
college _
college, 1lst year
college, 2nd year
college, 3rd year.

. college, 4th year

after college

. other

When did you definitely
decide to go into politics?

before high school
during high school
between high school and
college

college, 1st., 2nd., years
college, 3rd year
college, Uth year

after college but not
law school

in law school

after law school.

Vo ~NOoOAWUlE WK

When you consider your future,
which of the following is

most important to you:

rank 1 to 3. :

good income

1. rank one
2. rank two
3. rank three

Recognition as a valuable

citizen of the community

1. rank one
2. rank two
3. rank three

Being a skilled lawyer
1. rank one

2. rank two
3. rank three
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Having close friends

1. rank one

2. rank two

3. rank three

Good health

1. rank one

2. rank two

3. rank three

Being a Jjust man

1. rank one

2. rank two
3. rank three

Being learned in the law
1. rank one
2. rank two

3. rank three

Ability.to shape important
community decisions

1. rank one
2. rank two
3. rank three

Making Business contacts

1. rank one
2. rank two
3. rank three

Do you talk about politics
wilith your friends?

1. yes
2. no

What do you talk about?

1. political i&sues only
2. legal issues or problem

only. ;
3. both of above:

Should lawyers have more say
in the way the legal system
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67

68

69

01, 02
03
oL, 05
06

07
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works?

1. no, satisfied as is

2. reduce authority of
Judge

3. more say

I, involve community more
in legal affairs.

How might political office
benefit one's legal career?

1. material

2. solidary

3. purposive

4, it doesn't

Were or are you satisfied
with your legal career?
Why?

1. would give it up

2. wants to improve his

legal career
3. self-satisfaction.

Would you prefer to be:

1. a politician
2. a lawyer

Why?
1. material

2. solidary
3. purposive

Study number 11
Deck number 2
Interview number 1-23

1. lawyer-politician
2. non-politician lawyer

When I think something is
good for someone, I frequently

try to persuade him that this

is the case,

1. high sociability
2. low sociability



08

09

10

11

12

13

14

10

10

[@e
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1 would rather go to a movie
alone than go with a group
of friends.

1. high, sociability
2. low sociability

In social conversations, T
frequently have definite
ideas and try to convince
others.

1. high sociability

2. low sociability

In a group, I usually take
the responsibility for
getting people introduced.

1. high sociability
2. low sociability

When in a group of people,
I have trouble thinking of
the right things to talk
about.

1. high sociability
2. low sociability

It is hard for me to find
anything to talk about when
I meet a new person.

1. high sociability
2. low sociability

I would rather not have very
much responsibility for
other people.

1. high sociability
2. low socilability

People like me don't have
any say about what the

~government does.

1. high political efficacy
2. low political efficacy.



16

17

18

19

20

13
10

6
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Voting is the only way
people 1like me can have any
say about how the government
runs things. '

1. high political efficacy
2. low political efficacy.

Sometimes politics and govern-
ment seem so complicated

that a person like me can't
really understand what's

~going on.

1. high political efficacy
2. low political efficacy.

T don't think public officials
care much what people 1like
me think.

1. high political efficacy
2. low political efficacy

The way people vote is the
main thing that decides how
things are run in this
country .

1. high political efficacy
2. low political efficacy

Running for political office
is the only way that people
like me can have any say
about how the government
runs things.

1. high political efficacy
2. low political efficacy.

So many other people vote
in the national elections
that it doesn't matter much
whether I vote or not.

1. high civic duty
2. low civic duty.
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22

23

24

25

26

27
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It isn't so important to
vote when you know your
party doesn't have any
chance to win.

1. high civic duty
2..1ow civic duty.

Local elections aren't
important enough to
bother with.

1. high civic duty

2., low civic duty.

If a person doesn't care
how an election comes out,
he shouldn't vote in it.

1. high civic duty
2. low civic duty.

It isn't so important to
run for political office,
when you know your party
doesn't have any chance
to win.

1. high civic duty
2. low civic duty

So many other people run for

political office that it
doesn't matter much to me
whether I run or not.

1. high civic duty
2. low civic duty

Where were you born? Country

Canada

United States

. Europe including England
. other

SN

Place of Birth

1. Ontario excluding Hamilton

2. All Canadian provinces
except Ontario.
Hamilton

non-Canadian.
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When were you born?
(Converted to age in
years).

30 and under

.. 31=40

41-50

51-60 =
61 and over.

UVl =W o

What social, professional,
political and fraternal
organizations do you belong

to? :

legal

social

religious

political club provincially
only

political club federally
only '

. both federal and provincial
clubs B
7. other professional clubs

N U I~ o

Do you or did you hold any
executive positions in
these organizations?

If yes, what?

1. provincial riding organiza-
tion only.

2. federal riding organiza-~
tion only.

3. both of above

I, other

5. none

Sex (by observation)

1. male
2. female

What political party are you
assoclated with?

1. Liberal

2. Conservative
3. New Democrats
4, other

5. none
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35
5
0
12
-6
36
10
6
1
0
4
0
0
2
37
8
I
2
0
3
1
O.
2
1
38
2
39
0
0
0
3
12
8
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Which level are you
assoclated with?

1.
2.
3.
I

federal only
provincial only
both

none

What was your father's
political affiliations?

O~ VU1 &= o H

. Liberal

Conservative

. New Democrats

Social Credit
non-Canadian party »
Conservative then Liberal

. Liberal then Conservative
. Didn't have any

What was your mother's
political affiliation?

O o~ OWJ1 =w o -

Liberal

Conservative

New Democrat

Social Credit
non-Canadian party
Conservative then Liberal
Liberal then Conservative
Didn't have any

Switched

Which law school did you
attenda®?

O O~ AWUT £ N

Osgoode Hall
Queen's
Ottawa
Toronto

. Manitoba
. Western

Saskatchewan
U.B.C.
Other

What year did you graduate
from Law School?

Ul = o

before 1920
1921-30
1931-40
1941~50
1951-60
1961-69



4o
12
1
3
1
1
-5
41
6
5
0
1
8
3
42
23
0
0
b3
1
4
6
10
2
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What is your major ethnic
background on your father's
side?

1.

2

3.
L,
5.
6.

English, Irish, Scottish,
Welsh. ’
Slovak

German

Ukrainian

Canadian

Other

What is your religious

[OXNO EE UL \ O o

preference?

. United Church

Roman Catholic
Presbyterian

. Jewish

other
none

What is your marital status?

1.
2.
3.

married
single
other

What was your approximate
family income for last year?

I W N

$1,000 - $10,000
$11,000 -$18,000
$19,000 -$25,000
$26,000 +

no response.
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