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Abstract
An important Political Science debate concerns how individual political leaders in different
contexts and circumstances affect election outcomes. The particular focus in this study is
whether Prime Ministers who won one election were able to stay in power and win a second
term, and why. Four psychological assessment tools are used that cover leadership styles,
motives, political beliefs and personality traits. The tools were developed with funding from
the US Government and are used to assess world leaders for a range of purposes, including to
anticipate foreign policy responses. Words are the data, which for this study were obtained from
Prime Ministers’ answers to Opposition Leaders’ questions without notice in Parliament.
Leadership profiles using 36 measures (Appendix A) were created for 12 Australian and British
Prime Ministers who served after 1970. Statistical analysis shows significant differences
between one-term and multiple-term Prime Ministers – principally in terms of the degree to
which they project power in this parliamentary forum. Interviews were conducted with political
scientists and others with personal knowledge of the Prime Ministers to test the face validity of
psychological scores and build a knowledge base. The combined quantitative and qualitative
information is used to illustrate similarities and differences between subjects. The method
involves a novel, but standardised, way of assessing and comparing political leaders in relation
to each other and international benchmarks. Findings confirm the worth of this approach to
examine Prime-Ministerial power, personalities, and leadership, particularly when interpreted
using secondary sources. Among other potential applications, the method could be used to
provide feedback to current and aspiring political leaders about how they present themselves to
the world on a range of measures, as well as to inform choices about who to select for leadership
roles based on attributes the party and public prefer. I argue we should spend more time thinking
and talking about the character and competence of those who seek to lead us, and how they
might behave in power, and do this in an evidence-based way. The limitations of the research
and suggested ideas for future studies are discussed.
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Chapter One

Introduction

Introduction
In Westminster political systems, there is a choice to vote for a candidate and a party, and thus
influence the selection of the next Prime Minister. People naturally do this with an expectation
that the current party leader, if she or he is elected for their own seat, will be in the role
throughout the next parliamentary term. The personalisation of campaigns enhances the
centrality of individual leaders, and this has been a growing trend over several decades,
certainly since 1970 (the period covered by this study). Parties have their own procedures for
selecting and supporting a Prime Minister. These have changed over time, but leaders remain
incentivised to be seen favourably by parliamentary and party colleagues (whose support they
depend on), influential external stakeholders, such as unions, media, industry, and other peak
bodies. Voters in Westminster systems only have an indirect role in a Prime Minister’s
selection. For aspirants and incumbents this means they must look inwards to secure party
support and outwards to consider citizen needs and expectations. Usually, the party’s and partyaffiliated citizens’ interests will be aligned, but not always.

Success as a Prime Minister requires the effective system-wide navigation of power within the
party and a multitude of interpersonal, policy and delivery challenges. Prime Ministers who
think they are more powerful than those they lead will eventually find out they are not if they
fail to meet the needs of too many colleagues. Parties presumably make a considered and careful
assessment of a potential candidate for the position against what they consider to be important
1

position requirements. They should ask “would I like to be led by them, when they have power
over me and my career?”. Some of those selected do well as Prime Ministers, while others fail
dismally. This begs the question of how well parties conduct due diligence processes before
selecting someone for the role of party leader who may become Prime Minister. What criteria
do they consider? How are assessments made? Who makes them? Are the pros and cons
carefully weighed up, or is it an ad hoc informal process? It seems obvious to say that for a
position as important as Prime Minister, parties should place close attention to candidates’ prior
leadership and management experience of complex entities and people issues, as well as their
emotional nature and character, particularly when under pressure. Recent history suggests some
selection processes were not as well-considered as one might expect, which ultimately is not
good for a candidate who is not up to the job, their party, and in some cases, the nation. One
apparent mistake is assuming success as an Opposition Leader will seamlessly transfer to the
role of Prime Minister. Opposition Leaders only need to criticise the Government in a popular
way and come up with compelling alternative policy ideas. Prime Minsters must effectively
marshal a nation’s resources and deliver on what they promise.

The current study examines three main questions as they relate to the more rigorous assessment
of the leadership and personality traits of Prime Ministers. What can be known about
psychological differences between Prime Ministers? How can they be studied? How do they
relate to the way they lead, manage people and money, and achieve important outcomes? To
explore these questions, four “at-a-distance” psychological assessment tools are used that cover
leadership styles, motives, beliefs and personality traits. The tools, while originally developed
and applied in the United States, have been used to study global leaders for several decades,
including British Prime Ministers, but are yet to be applied to Australian political leaders.

In chapters five to eight the findings from the quantitative analysis are interrogated through a
qualitative lens drawing on secondary source material and data derived from expert interviews
with a particular focus on evidence about character, leadership, and management attributes. The
qualitative analysis enriches the primary method of quantitative analysis because interviewees
were asked to consider similarities and differences between Prime Ministers. The people
selected are experts in political science, or in relation to their close observations of Prime
Ministers, typically over several decades. Interviewees have deep knowledge, whether through
academic research or because they have written comparative books on Prime Ministers. This
includes Michelle Grattan AO who wrote the book Australian Prime Ministers (2016), David
2

Denver and Mark Garnett who together wrote British General Elections Since 1964 (2021),
Patrick Dunleavy (Emeritus Professor of Political Science and Public Policy within the
Government Department of the London School of Economics – h-Index 52), David Richards
(Diamond Professor of Public Policy, University of Manchester) who has published extensively
on prime ministers, James Walter (Emeritus Professor of Politics at Monash University) who
co-authored Understanding Prime-Ministerial Performance: Comparative Perspectives (2013)
and The Pivot of Power – Australia’s Prime Ministers and Political Leadership (2017) and my
two supervisors, Mark Evans (Deputy Vice Chancellor, Charles Sturt University, h-Index 31)
and Gerry Stoker (Professor of Politics and Governance at the University of Southampton, hIndex 73) both of whom have written extensively about Prime Ministers and comparative
politics and methods and are experienced journal editors. Kathryn Haddon (Senior Fellow,
Institute for Government in the United Kingdom) was selected because she leads the Institute’s
professional development programme for ministers and opposition parties and closely observed
John Major as a senior Civil Servant working with him and his office. One interview, with Dale
Budd was opportunistic. Mr Budd was Malcolm Fraser’s Chief of Staff and I interviewed him
at Old Parliament House where he had worked. The thesis does not rely on these interviews,
but it is much better with them. Each person has explicitly approved me using their quotes in
the thesis (sometimes they edited them slightly) and each has given me permission to use them
in a book if one is written.

This chapter introduces and locates this research within the field of political psychology. It
starts by describing the Prime-Ministerial role and how it is changing. A brief history of the
study of political leadership using psychological theories and methods is provided. The case is
made for more rigorous research methods, and I explain how they will be used in relation to the
Prime Ministers in this study. The structure of this thesis, which combines quantitative and
qualitative analysis, is outlined at the end of this chapter.

Understanding the role of the Prime-Minister
“Few of society's members enter political life, and only a fraction of these become leaders.
These are, then, uncommon men, and an understanding of their experience is not readily
accessible to most of us” (Walter, 1980, p. xii)
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What type of person would want the job of Prime Minister? Is it a ‘normal’, healthy, aspiration?
Someone would first have to believe they are the best person to lead a nation, in this study,
Australia or the United Kingdom. What kinds of personal histories and psychological attributes
go with such a grandiose self-belief? Some Prime Ministers, and those around them, had longheld views they would assume the role at some stage, like Gough Whitlam and Bob Hawke.
“Vaingloriously, Whitlam also said that it was his ‘destiny’ to lead the Labor Party as soon as
there was a ballot for the position” (Lloyd, 2000, p. 336)
“If ever there seemed to be a man (Bob Hawke) destined to be Prime Minister, both in his own
eyes and that of many others, it was he … as he grew up it became family lore that one day
young Bob would become Prime Minister” (Blewett, 2000, p. 383)

We should be glad that some people want to take on the role, although history suggests, for
good or ill, there will be a regular supply of candidates.
“The office of Prime Minister will not cease to be an object of fable, fascination and concern to
those who observe it and of lust to those who aspire to it. But would even such aspirants sacrifice
so much in terms of energy and private life to achieve it if they sensed the precarious realities
of the job, the stress, the relentless demands, the constraints on action, the corrosive what ifs'
when it was all over? Almost certainly, the answer is ‘yes'” (Hennessy, 2000a, p. 394)

The question for parties and citizens is, are we incentivising the right people to put their hand
up? Even a cursory reflection on some recent occupants, from different sides of politics, in both
Britain and Australia, suggests we are not. From an officeholder’s point of view, it is a difficult
and at times thankless job. Former British Prime Minister, Tony Blair, came to think that the
expectations of the role are “beyond any mortal” (Hennessy, 2000a, p. 386). The following
quote suggests why this might be the case.
“(Prime Ministers) … are publicly held responsible for 'everything' yet often highly constrained
in their ability to shape anything, as many of their memoirs are quick to attest to” ('t Hart and
Schelfhout, 2016, p. 153)

Why do it? And, if done once, why seek a second term? Is it simply to have and use what is
undeniably enormous power? John Major thinks so.
4

“…a true politician will do anything to get re-elected including breaching electoral law, shaving
the corners of core beliefs and donning subfusc so as to look bland to the greatest possible share
of the electorate” (John Major reported by Boulton, 2009, p. xi)

There is no comparable role in the private sector, and the pay is negligible compared to a CEO
of a major company, let alone a company with a shareholder base equivalent to that of a nation.
One observation having completed this study is that some of those selected for Prime Minister
over the last 50 years would not have passed tests for candidacy of even a medium-sized
publicly listed firm, even though the role is so consequential for others. A CEO who upsets the
leader of another country may have little impact. Yet a Prime Minister can create conflict
between nations through poor diplomacy. Shareholders can also act more directly to remove a
CEO who disappoints them, for example by speaking up at a shareholder’s meeting or
exercising their power under a company’s constitution. Individual citizens have no direct role
in selecting a Prime Minister and little power between elections. They must rely on a Prime
Minister’s party to remove someone who behaves poorly or is simply incompetent.

It seems strange that some of the candidates for Prime Minister had never run anything of
significance before taking on, arguably, the biggest and most important role in a country, while
others’ temperamental flaws were known yet they were selected anyway, perhaps because they
performed well on television. These are red flags. It may be manageable if new Prime Ministers
pick good Cabinet colleagues and fully use their knowledge and skills to compensate for their
own weaknesses. A pre-requisite to action, is acknowledgement. Prime Ministers who are
closed to new information and others’ advice, believing their own opinion is always the best,
might struggle with the level of self-awareness necessary and willingness to bring in the best
people to create a competent and unified team. Of the twelve Prime Ministers in this study,
some did this well, creating good teams around them and listening to them, and others did not,
and it arguably affected their success in office and legacy.

So, what really motivates someone to become a Prime Minister? It is probably not money, at
least compared to big private sector roles, unless they expect to capitalise on having been a
Prime Minister once they leave Parliament. For the less altruistic, there are also ‘trappings of
office’, post-role salary and superannuation entitlements, prestige, and how this can be
leveraged. Hopefully though, for most, they want the role as an opportunity to improve the lives
of the citizens they serve through good policy and effective delivery. Most say something along
5

these lines in their Maiden Speech to Parliament. Others, however, may just love the power
associated with being the leader of a country. Possessing power may meet an inner need. Former
Australian Prime Minister, Malcolm Turnbull described the need for power in the following
terms when talking about the relationship between Donald Trump and Rupert Murdoch:
“Many people, in the media, in business, in politics, are attracted to power for its own sake, and
asking them why do you want to exert this power is like saying to somebody why do you want
to have sex. It is an urge … the power, the influence, that is what turns them on, and it’s very,
very, dangerous” (CNN, 2021)

Turnbull appears to have a good intuitive understanding of the attraction of power and its
potential value. As shown later, needing, and using power are not inherently good or bad, it is
what Prime Ministers do with it, and for whom, that counts. Will they put others’ needs before
their own? Will they act responsibly, or as John Major said above, will they lie and cheat to
keep power? Will they use taxpayers’ money to benefit stakeholders who keep them in power?

If it is a job we want to promote to a broader range of candidates, it is necessary to describe its
purpose, along with the capabilities and leadership traits needed to perform well. Yet, there is
no job description for a Prime Minister. The role is not even mentioned in the Australian
Constitution (Craven, 2004). Britain does not have a written Constitution; therefore, the role of
Prime Minister exists by convention, with a somewhat unclear legal basis (Rhodes et al., 2009;
see also Grube, Rhodes and Weller, 2021).

A Prime Minister clearly acts across a range of complex domains including accountability to
Parliament; determining public expenditure; leading a party within and outside Parliament;
effective media relations; directing public services; ensuring national security – all while
crafting and implementing domestic and foreign policies (Hennessy, 2014, p. 214). In a similar
vein, Josh Harris and Jill Rutter (2014) conclude that Prime Ministers have three main roles:
leading the governing party; an executive role running the government, including a range of
public services; and leading the government side in Parliament. As noted above, Prime
Ministers are selected by their party, not voters, so they need to respect and meet the needs of
those they depend on to stay in the role. Accordingly, they are more incentivised to monitor the
mood and expectations of those immediately around them than citizens at any given time; and
those around them are also constantly considering whether the actions of their Prime Minister
6

will enhance the chances of them keeping their seat and advancing their personal power and
political career. For politicians who have never worked outside politics staying in Parliament is
potentially existential from a lifestyle maintenance perspective. Survival outside politics will
pose new challenges as some of the ‘normal’ political behaviours would be unacceptable in
typical healthy workplaces.

As already noted, the political reality for a Prime Minister, whether they accept it or not, is that
they can only continue to serve if they satisfy the needs of individuals and coalitions of those
they depend on. This includes party members and other influencers, such as the media. Popular
support is an asset for a Prime Minister and their party, but it may not be enough. Margaret
Thatcher had popular support, and indeed was called “presidential”, yet retaining her position
was primarily dependent on “the parliamentary party, and cabinet” (Rhodes et al., 2009, p. 82).
Politics is a ruthless business, as Kumarasingham explains in relation to the British
Conservative Party.
“[T]he conservative party has always punished failure and always, in or out of power, engaged
in political ‘murder’ for the cause of power” (Kumarasingham, 2006, p. 44)

It applies to all parties though, as Bob Hawke, one of Australia’s most successful Prime
Ministers, found out despite dominating the Labor Party for many years. He considered himself
to be ‘Chairman of the Board of Australia Unlimited’, above the party and industry. He was
brought back to earth with a thud:
“Hawke’s political demise came about when Caucus reasserted – took back from the people as
it were – the right to choose who should be leader” (Mills, 1993, p. 4)

Thus, any notion of supremacy is at odds with a Prime Minister’s dependency on their
colleagues and their party and the importance of maintaining relationships with them over time
(Rhodes et al., 2009). Indeed, all Prime Ministers “risk abrupt termination” if they disappoint
those who control the party’s power base (Strangio et al., 2017, p. 5). Graham Thomas explains
the difficulties Prime Ministers face as they attempt to balance the needs of all who have power
over their fate.
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“A setback in relations with one group can lead to the loss of support in other areas. Loss of
electoral support can lead to rumblings of discontent in the party. Cabinet colleagues begin to
think of a change to the leadership and may think of themselves as possible successors or
consider whom to back in the event of a change of leader. Government backbenchers begin to
fear for their seats and their careers. Their support at Prime Minister's Question Time becomes
less fervent, especially as the Prime Minister ceases to shine against a resurgent leader of the
opposition. There will be mutterings in the corridors of Westminster that the PM is 'past his
prime' and rumours of a change of leader will become more insistent, to be picked up by the
media and conveyed to the voters. This process can be seen in the career of Margaret Thatcher”
(Thomas, 2004, p. 7)

Like Margaret Thatcher, Kevin Rudd seemed to believe he was above his Party, until it lost
confidence in him, and told him so to his apparent disbelief.
“It is evident, however, that Rudd's landslide victory in 2007 created a 'Magic Kingdom' effect
at the heart of Australian government in the sense that it lulled Rudd into a false sense of security
and masked the fact that his relationship with the party caucus was built on continued electoral
success” (Evans, 2010, p. 274)

Sir Winston Churchill provided a blunt description of a Prime Minister’s potential end.
“The loyalties which centre on number one are enormous. If he trips, he must be sustained. If
he makes mistakes they must be covered. If he sleeps, he must not be wantonly disturbed. If he
is no good, he must be poleaxed” (reported by Kumarasingham, 2006, p. 50)

The central question of interest in this study is therefore who among our fellow citizens should
we hope parties will advance for this position? For party members, and political aspirants to
these roles, it is who if selected will keep the party electable and having done so will help to
advance their own political careers. As noted earlier, for those who seek political careers it is
about how to maximise their own power and influence relative to others in their own party.

What is clear is that, outside of parliament, we would not hire people for such weighty roles
without some form of psychological evaluation. Police and military officers, and those in other
public safety roles, must pass tests before they are hired and handed a weapon. We hand Prime
Ministers the whole military, subject to checks and balances, but they can still make reactive,
8

emotional foreign policy decisions. Of course, Prime-Ministerial candidates are unlikely to sit
for tests and interviews, so the challenge is to do this remotely using readily available analytic
material and tools. This study shows how this can be done covering, among other things, Prime
Ministers’ leadership traits, motives, beliefs about their political world and response
preferences. A good starting point is to consider how Prime-Ministerial attributes have been
studied to date, what observations have been made about the importance of such attributes to
decisions and behaviours, and their potential relevance to politicians in Westminster systems.

Studying political leaders
There has been a long academic interest in the qualities of Prime Ministers. Almost 50 years
ago, Fred Greenstein (1975, p. 2) argued for a more rigorous process to study political leaders;
as a “scholarly endeavour” led by academics equipped with the intellect, theories, and tools to
analyse Prime Ministers’ personalities, enabling judgements to be made about them and their
likely behaviour. This would presumably be of interest to voters. For example, citizens may
prefer leaders with attributes associated with a propensity to seek cooperation rather than
conflict with foreign powers. They may prefer a leader who is dedicated to governing for all,
rather than for a small interest group inside or outside of parliament. Some might consider a
leader who expresses a low level of conceptual complexity (black and white, good and evil
thinking), a high level of in-group bias, who is overly motivated by power, and unusually selffocused, to be a political and national risk. As Gerry Stoker says, this is all too important to be
left to journalists or lobbyists (Stoker, 2016). The measures in this study allow such assessments
to be made, along with predictions about behaviour based on decades of research.

Yet this kind of research on Prime Ministers is limited. Dyson (2009a) challenged the apparent
hesitancy to examine the personal role and characteristics of Prime Ministers. He notes the
views of an influential political scientist, Rod Rhodes (1995). Rhodes said the “coyness” in
considering individual personality, styles and belief systems as causally significant “is an
unfortunate feature of work on the British Prime Ministership” (Rhodes, reported by Dyson,
2009a, p. 34). Timing is also important. The academic analysis that exists is typically done after
someone has been Prime Minister. This is too late from a practical perspective. A poor Prime
Minister may have already done damage to the country or trust in democracy itself. Prospective
and ‘real time’ analysis is critical, using defensible comparative tools. Having argued that the
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endeavour is worthwhile, the next question is how to conduct useful research? A brief history
of the study of political leaders is set out below, along with areas of ongoing debate.

Political psychology genealogy
Political psychology examines the linkages between the behaviour of political leaders, the
decisions they make and the outcomes they achieve (Hermann, 2014, p. 117). Susanna Stone et
al. (2014) describes the evolution of modern political psychology, which gained momentum
during World War II when the US Government wanted to assess the beliefs and attitudes of
foreign leaders, including Adolf Hitler, to predict what they might do. Early profiles were
largely subjective. Below, Stephen Dyson (2014) discusses extracts from Henry Murray’s
psychoanalytic report on Hitler:
“Hitler’s personality is a clear example of the ‘counteractive type’, with the personality driven
to react against and overcome one’s own real and imagined weaknesses. This leads to striving
toward an idealized version of the self and repression of the despised elements. Murray notes
that this is a very common formation and in many cases represents an admirable striving for
self-improvement. Hitler’s case, however, is distinguished by the compulsive extremity of the
counter-reaction. The central elements of this were a striving for dominance and superiority
through aggression, a repression of conscience, compliance, and love, and the projection onto
other groups and individuals of the despised elements of the self. Hitler, Murray argues,
despised weakness, had a phobia of ‘blood impurity’ – both in the form of sexually transmitted
disease and linked to his hatred of Jewish people – and had a fear of his own feminine side. This
leads to an idealization of the opposite traits: brute strength, purity of blood, and masculine
potency” (Murray, discussed by Dyson, 2014, pp. 662-663)

Over time, political psychologists developed and used psychometric tools that provided more
systematic ways to examine how attributes and profiles relate to outcomes under different
conditions (Ozer and Reise, 1994). By doing so, they significantly advanced Henry Murray’s
original goals for the study of personality variables.
“We believe that the primary task of psychology is the proper analysis of behaviour into
functions or phases, each of which, though necessarily concrete and unique on every occasion,
may be subsumed under a construct, a construct that defines a uniformity (a class of such
entities)” (Murray, 2007, p. 142)
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The US military requires valid and reliable psychological assessment methods. Intelligence
agencies saw the potential to use standardised tools to assess the personalities of foreign leaders
and those who influence their decisions. The website that hosts the assessment methods and
computational program used in this study was developed with funding by the US Department
of Defense (Levine and Young, 2014). Today several methods exist, including those used in
this study, to examine the leadership traits of political leaders, what motivates them, their beliefs
and personality attributes (Hermann, 2014, p.121-123).

The literature includes many accounts of individual political leaders presented as:
autobiographies and self-assessments (Whitlam, 1985; Howard, 2010; Blair, 2010); biographies
(Ayres, 1987; Bramston, 2016); individual academic case studies (Norton, 1978; Hermann,
2008; Evans, 2013); comparative academic studies (Morgan, 2004; Malici and Malici, 2005);
and biographical analyses covering many Prime Ministers (Hennessy, 2000b; Strangio et al.,
2017; Grattan 2016; Parker, 2011). There are relatively few comparative studies of multiple, or
at least more than two, Prime Ministers. Multiple comparative case studies are critical to the
advancement of research into the psychological assessment of political leaders, particularly if
the goal is predictive analysis.
“If we are not to be limited to the bounds of a single case, if, that is, biography is to contribute
to political science, it must be conducted in a manner that will facilitate its inclusion as a
comparative study within a larger body of work” (Walter, 1980, p. 6)

Individuals or institutions?
So far it has been assumed that individual political leaders’ decisions play an important part in
political outcomes, and this can be studied and compared. Indeed, these are the ontological and
epistemological ideas this study is based on. This is not a settled position within political
science. Colin Hay and Philip Tetlock below set out the debate well.
“What model of the nature of political actors are we creating in our explanations? Are these
actors the unwitting products of their context, helpless individuals with minimal control over
their destiny, floundering around in a maelstrom of turbulent currents; or are they
knowledgeable and intentional subjects with complete control over the settings which frame
their actions?” (Hay, 1985, p. 189)
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“Some argue that important decision makers are so tightly constrained by their roles that they
have little discretionary power. Others argue that there often remains considerable room for
individual preferences and styles to influence policy choices” (Tetlock, 1981, p. 737)

The strongest opponents of political psychology’s contribution would probably concede that
individual differences exist and matter, however, they may doubt that this can be studied in a
serious way. When referring to those with this view, Juliet Kaarbo (1997, p. 556) notes that
some comparativists argue the study of individual differences among political leaders is
“impossible” and attempts to do so are “unscientific”. This may include academics like Daniele
Caramani who devotes little space in Comparative Politics (2014) to the notion that individual
differences among politicians play a role in determining events. Guy Peters writes in the same
book that while it is “impossible to discount the importance (of individual behaviour) when
understanding how governments work, institutions outweigh individual agency in the field of
comparative politics as the main forces that shape and constrain behaviour (Peters, 2014, p. 41).

An ideological stance against individual agency seems inconsistent with common sense and
insider knowledge. For example, British Members of Parliament, a group with privileged
insights describe “decisive, principled and intelligent” Prime Ministers as those who are more
successful (Royal Holloway Group, 2015, p.111). In terms of individual cases, it is difficult to
imagine that a Liberal Party Prime Minister other than John Howard would have introduced the
gun buy-back scheme after the Port Arthur massacre, when many in his Coalition Government
opposed him. Would a Labor leader other than Bob Hawke have opened the Australian
economy to international competition at such a rapid rate? Both were able to lead their party in
a direction it might not have gone naturally. They, and one could add Gough Whitlam, Malcolm
Fraser, Margaret Thatcher and Tony Blair, were courageous leaders. Then, as another reference
point, there is inspirational, world changing, leadership, such as that shown by Nelson Mandela.
Bob Hawke describes this in an interview with Hugh Riminton.
“In my judgement the greatest figures I’ve met, one of the giants of the 20th Century …a man
incarcerated for 27 years … incarcerated in a position where he was outstandingly capable
lawyer, there he was just locked away for 27 years, and he came out of that with charity and
compassion, and commitment to achieve the interests of his country at its core and that
commitment to the interest of his new and liberated country meant holding out the hand of
cooperation with those who had been his tormentors and captors” (Riminton, 2013).
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Anthony King (2002, p. 1) notes that “almost every casual conversation during a national
election campaign contains references to the personal characteristics of major party leaders and
candidates”. He wrote:
“[P]erhaps most significantly, politicians' beliefs about the importance of leaders' personalities
and other personal characteristics—and about which specific traits and characteristics are
especially important—have a profound bearing on who they actually choose as leaders and
candidates” (King, 2002, p. 4)

Former Australian Prime Minister, John Howard echoes this view in an interview with James
Cadzow (2014) saying, “You need the right temperament … you've got to have the capacity to
deal with a whole lot of things at once”. The second part of this quote suggests that competence
is also a fundamental consideration – to deal effectively with many things at once. Yet
competency as a potential Prime-Ministerial leader and manager does not seem to have been
considered in the selection of some of those covered in this study. As noted earlier, it would
surely be a prerequisite to have at least run something big and complex before being asked to
run a country. Political without management experience seems insufficient. Assuming both
political skill and competence, a good temperament under pressure also seems to be important.
Robert Blake (1975), who devoted much of his book The Office of Prime Minister to their
personalities, starting with Sir Robert Walpole in the early 1700s, concludes:
“Possession of the right temperament is not a guarantee of success, but lack of it is a firm
guarantee of failure” (Blake, 1975, p. 20)

But what is the right temperament? Temperament does not seem to have been considered in the
selection of some of the Prime Ministers in this study. It might have saved the party, the country
and indeed themselves some pain had it been a more central factor. Patrick Weller concludes
that “obviously all leaders will bring their own personality to the position; consequently, the
exercise of leadership will differ from person to person within any polity and over time”
(Weller, 2014, p. 489). Whitlam, for example, made choices that arguably helped lead to his
dismissal by the then Governor-General, notwithstanding his projection of much of the blame
onto others as I outline in Chapter Five, James Walter discusses Whitlam’s personal impact in
context, including the idiosyncratic role of the Governor-General at the time.

13

“Thus, it might be argued, the Whitlam years were different from the years of the Fraser
administration, but these differences depend primarily upon the interplay of large social,
historical and economic forces that would have produced the social conditions in question,
whatever the personality of the Prime-Ministerial role incumbent at either time. Yet the rush to
explain Whitlam's leadership by writers of all calibres, and the public response to these books,
suggests that, at least in the popular imagination, individual leadership is perceived as affecting
social conditions. There are, too, persuasive examples of leadership idiosyncrasy having clearcut effects on a nation's political life: does anyone imagine that any Governor-General would
have dismissed any Labor Prime Minister in 1975, or that this event has had no effect on social
attitudes or social conditions in Australia since?” (Walter, 1980, p. 5)

There is sufficient evidence to show that studies of the interaction between individuals and
institutions are worthwhile pursuits. Indeed, Mark Schafer (2014, p. 306) after examining 50
years of psychological research on political leaders, concludes, firstly, that there is support for
the validity of many measures of psychological attributes, and, secondly, that these measures
can provide important insights into leadership behaviour. However, he also observes “there is
still much room for increasing the quality, scope and effectiveness of the science” (Schafer,
2014, p. 306). I finish this section with a quote from Dan McAdams because he outlines a core
assumption that guides my own research. I then describe what more rigorous methods in the
current context look like.
“While a range of factors, such as world events and political realities, determine what political
leaders can and will do in office, foundational tendencies in human personality, which differ
dramatically from one leader to the next, are among them” (McAdams, 2016, p. 5)

Improved rigour in political psychology research
We routinely compare people to one another, including political leaders, who certainly differ
in their work habits, how they relate to others and the information they prefer to enable them to
make decisions (Kaarbo, 1997, p. 553). Any lay conversation about Prime Ministers’
leadership, quickly turns to strengths: Hawke’s Cabinet management; Julia Gillard’s ability to
work across political boundaries; Thatcher’s determination; Whitlam’s vision; Major’s
decency; or Keating’s economic and rhetorical skills. They also turn to weaknesses such as
Rudd’s temperamental flaws under pressure or Heath’s inability to inspire or lack of desire to
engage with his own party backbenchers. These are comparative and contestable appraisals,
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and the “scholarly endeavour” advocated by Fred Greenstein demands more. By this,
Greenstein means approaches that apply appropriate intellectual standards to overcome
“problems of evidence, inference and conceptualisation” that otherwise exist in political
science. To assist in the evaluation and advancement of theories, comparative frameworks and
methods must be systematic, replicable, objective and hypothesis driven.
“[T]he use and application of the comparative method, is often not systematic, nor is it applied
rigorously in most cases. This may result not only in unfounded opinions and flawed
conclusions, but also with biased views of reality as well as inappropriate generalizations about
what goes on in society” (Pennings et al., 2006 p. 3)

More useful analysis utilises theories and methods that can be improved over time. In this vein,
Walter (1980) notes the limited value of approaches without an empirical base and the need for
standards and comparative reference points, arguing that without them they leave a:
“… bewildered reader to infer the author's idiosyncratic premises from the completed work. We
therefore are left in the dark, with no apparent standard by which to judge the work - except
that, maybe, it feels right. Thus, for example, the inordinate variation between the books on
Whitlam, the racy ‘campaign-style’ biography, the caustic critique, the descriptive journalism
… provide different and worthwhile elements of representation and documentation, but leave
us with fragmentary impressions of the man” (Walter, 1980, p. 8)

The purpose of the current research is to show, as Paul Pennings et al. advocate above, the
benefits of being able to discuss Prime Ministers using several relatively objective measures
and comparative statements such as more, less, higher, lower, the same, on credible measures.
This can be achieved because the political psychology field offers tools to systematically study
and compare political leaders on a range of dimensions. For example, Dean Simonton’s (2006)
study of Presidential IQ, intellectual brilliance and leadership, generates scores on each measure
for 42 Presidents, from George Washington to G.W. Bush. While the ideas behind Simonton’s
work are the same as my study, the way in which his assessments are made, and outcomes are
measured, are less objective and precise. In his analysis, a range of anonymised biographical
descriptors are interpreted by trained judges to develop “IQ” scores, with adequate reliability
achieved for 110 of 300 potential measures. Factor analysis resulted in 14 distinct dimensions
being identified including “intelligent”, “wise”, “inventive” and “curious” (Simonton, 2006, p.
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512). Scores were shown to correlate with measures of leadership performance taken from 12
sources. The current study uses more objective psychological measures and an objective
measure of political success (winning more than one election).

Another comparative study by, Bryce Dietrich et al. (2012) looked at US State Legislators using
personality measures and added to the relatively small body of research using multiple political
subjects. It included the “Big Five” personality measures: openness to experience;
conscientiousness; extroversion; agreeableness; and emotional stability. Their study assumes
an interaction between individual and contextual factors as explanations for behaviour. This
accords with our day-to-day observation of political leaders. Even those with common party
affiliation differ from each other in important ways. For example, political leaders articulate
party ideologies in more extreme or moderate ways. Some prefer to argue based on facts, while
others rely more on rhetorical devices, like myth- or fear-stoking, or promoting belief systems
on the basis that those who hold different ones are opponents to be fought.

Methods matter. Dietrich et al. (2012) used an internet-based survey to gather data.
Participation was voluntary, response rates were low – an average of 21 per cent across three
state legislatures. Of those who responded, the majority rated themselves in overwhelmingly
positive ways, in terms of: openness to experience (95 per cent positive); conscientiousness (75
per cent positive); extroversion (83 per cent positive); agreeableness (93 per cent positive); and
emotional stability (95 per cent positive). The value of results like these is therefore
questionable and reinforces the need for a more objective assessment approach. The research
of most relevance to this study is that which uses structured, theory-based assessment methods
across multiple subjects, as described below.

Empirical, theory-driven, research
Joakim Eidenfalk et al. (2018) applied Self-Determination Theory (SDT) to the study of four
Australian Prime Ministers: John Howard; Kevin Rudd; Julia Gillard; and Tony Abbott. The
first three are subjects in this study, while Abbott is covered separately, in comparison with
Turnbull in Appendix B. SDT is a “theoretical lens to evaluate behaviour and provide a
comparative assessment” (Eidenfalk et al., 2018 p. 224), in this case, of political leaders. It is
based on the premise that people have three basic needs: autonomy; belonging; and competence.
Autonomy in SDT is about the need to experience choice and control over one’s actions.
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Belonging is about the connection with others, in a work environment, perhaps through a sense
of common purpose. The authors argue that Fraser, Hawke, Keating and Howard were able to
meet the needs of their followers in relation to each of the three dimensions. As an illustration,
Howard’s effective leadership and management skills are revealed through this approach. The
way he delegated tasks to ministers and held them accountable for the actions was evidence in
support of his autonomy. It is noted that there were no leadership challenges during his eleven
and a half years as Prime Minister, which is attributed to his ability to create a sense of
belonging and personal connection with others. His competence was widely acknowledged
within Cabinet and among backbenchers (Eidenfalk et al., 2018, p. 230).

While different methods are used in the current study, both combine quantitative results and
qualitative interpretative methods. Similarly, Niklas Steffens and Alex Haslam (2013, p. 1)
employ Social Identity Theory to examine whether Prime-Ministerial candidates were more
likely to be successful if they cultivate “a sense of ‘us’” in their campaign speeches. This theory
holds that great leaders require followers, and for the leader this means they can speak in terms
of ‘I’ and ‘me’, as well as ‘we’ and ‘us’. These measures are included in the current research.
They studied Australian campaign speeches since 1901 and sought to establish whether ‘wereferencing’ language was predictive of political success. They found that in 80 per cent of
elections the successful candidate used more collective pronouns – ‘we’ and ‘us’ – than the
losing candidate. Others have examined similar issues. Carter’s and Reagan’s press conferences
as President were studied by Walter Weintraub (1986). He found that Reagan, the more
successful (a two-term President), used ‘we’ statements almost 50 per cent more often than the
less successful Carter (a rare one-term President). Weintraub wrote:
“Reagan is the consummate team player, the chief spokesman for the group that has reached
consensus on the issues under discussion. Leaders of revolutionary movements tend to use ‘we’
frequently and it is clear that Reagan sees himself very much as the head of a conservative
crusade. He rarely took sole credit or blame for his administration’s successes or failures.
Reagan generally gave full and enthusiastic credit to his subordinates for their successes, a
policy that made him appear generous and confident” (Weintraub, 1986, p. 289)

Of more direct relevance to the current project, Aylin Görener and Meltem Ucal (2011) used
Leadership Trait Analysis (also used in this study) to compare scores for Prime Minister
Erdoğan with benchmarks for global leaders. These researchers conclude he has relatively high
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scores, compared to 214 political world leaders, and Middle Eastern leaders, in terms of his
belief he could control events. This, they argued, is consistent with a view of oneself as an
influential political actor, with an active policy orientation, who can overcome barriers to
successful action. His low score on conceptual complexity predicted he would see the world in
‘black and white’ terms, would demonstrate a low tolerance for ambiguity and project an ‘us
and them’ world view. Further, his high score for distrusting others, is associated with
suspecting their motives, and being on the lookout for threats to his authority. This is only a
snapshot of the overall profile, but the authors conclude, with reference to secondary material,
that it is an accurate one. Like my study it is based on the application of a method that can be
reliably replicated and uses a mixed method comparative approach for multiple subjects.

Methods
Four assessment types are used in this study:
1. Leadership Trait Analysis – commonly used to examine the relationship between leaders’
profiles and their foreign policy decisions (Hermann, 1999)
2. Motives – also commonly used for foreign policy decision analysis (Winter, 1996)
3. Operational Code Analysis – used to study actors’ views of their political environments,
how they prefer to respond and how it relates to decisions they make (Walker et al., 1998)
4. Verbal Behaviour Analysis – used for personality profiling (Weintraub, 2008)

Together they reveal 36 psychological scores, shown in Chapter Four, Appendices A and C.

Linking profiles to outcomes
So far, I have talked mainly about the process of assessing individual differences, but the value
of work like this is increased when these independent variables are related to important
outcomes. Indeed, one of the main reasons political psychologists study individual differences
among political leaders is to examine how this relates to their behaviours and outcomes. Dean
Simonton (1993, p. 541), for example, reviewed political psychology research to that date and
concluded that there was sufficient evidence to make several claims. One is that motivational
drivers affect a leader’s orientation to foreign powers. This includes how likely they are to enter
military conflict, instead of pursuing a negotiated solution. He observed that political leaders
who score higher on assessments of a power motive make more aggressive foreign policy
decisions (Winter, 2005, p. 576). Psychological factors have also been shown to affect the
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propensity of leaders to use military conflict to divert national attention when facing domestic
embattlement (Foster and Keller, 2014).

Psychological scores and information processing
Research also examines how different traits relate to information processing, with some leaders
being less open to information if it is discordant with their own beliefs, while others widely
canvass views different to their own. Some leaders take this further and openly punish dissent
with the effect of reducing the willingness of advisors to provide evidence contradicting their
views, even when advisors believe this evidence is critical to the decision at hand (Hermann, et
al., 2001, p. 84). Some leaders have a greater or lesser propensity to accept, or challenge,
political constraints (Hermann, 2008). She describes an interpersonal process through which
political leaders can exercise their power over others. Hermann explains how powerful leaders
can shut down debate.
“When a single individual has the power to make the choice concerning how a state is going to
respond to a foreign policy problem, he or she becomes the decision unit and acts as a
predominant leader. Under such conditions, once a leader's position is known, those with
different points of view generally stop public expression of their own alternative positions out
of respect for the leader or fear of reprisals. If these others can continue discussing additional
options, their opinions are no longer relevant to the political outcome of the moment” (Hermann
et al., 2001, p. 84)

Such findings suggest the way information is presented is important if the intention is for a
leader to take it on board and use it, perhaps preventing a costly mistake. For example, Dyson
(2009a, p. 33) linked Thatcher’s worldview and leadership style, including speech showing low
conceptual complexity while she was able to effectively project power, to her policy decisions.
He claimed that his results provided a “vivid example of how individuals matter in politics”.
Thatcher is one of the Prime Ministers included in my study, and I replicate the scores Dyson
obtained for her. He had previously showed how Blair’s leadership style helped to explain his
decisions to pursue war in Iraq (Dyson, 2006). Blair is also included in this study, and again, I
replicate Dyson’s scores for Blair as a test of measurement reliability.
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Beyond foreign policy
Given the military and security service origins of political psychology it is not surprising that
much of the research has focused on how foreign policy decisions are made (Hermann, 1980a;
Kaarbo and Hermann, 1998; Dyson, 2006; Dyson and Preston, 2006; Foster and Keller, 2014).
This seems justified given a single foreign policy decision, often made against a backdrop of
considerable uncertainty, can profoundly affect a country’s security and economy. It is also an
area of political decision-making when individual leaders may be less constrained by
institutional factors. Leaders, usually alone, can decide whether to launch a military strike on
another country, if they believe there is an immediate threat to national interests.

How the current study is different
This study differs from many using the same tools in two main ways. One is that all policy areas
are considered in the data that is analysed. All policy areas require competing interests to be
balanced and at times bold decisions, whether they relate to taxation, education, security,
environment, infrastructure, communications, employment, health, or welfare. The source
material for this study covers Prime Ministers’ verbal behaviour across all topics they
responded to in Parliament during their first terms in office. My research method does not
involve the deliberate selection of policy areas, as outlined in Chapter Three.

It also differs in the choice of outcome variable, with a focus on winning elections, rather than
the more typical analysis of foreign policy decisions. Indeed, Schafer (2014) challenges
researchers to expand political outcomes to new domains. Some have done this, for example by
using expert historical rankings of ‘greatness’ or other measures of effectiveness. This is a
contested approach. Peter Riddell in The Times (1 December 2004) describes it as no more than
a “parlour game for political junkies” (reported by Theakston and Gill, 2006, p. 194) although
some would seem more qualified to play it than others, such as British MPs. When given the
opportunity to do so they ranked Thatcher as the most successful Prime Minister, at least to
2015, with Clement Attlee just behind her. Other studies used a ranking methodology and
ranked Thatcher, Blair, Heath, and Major as the best in that order, and then in a later similar
study Thatcher, Blair, Major, and Heath (Royal Holloway Group, 2015, p. 111).

The outcome measure in the current study is electoral success. Longevity in office or getting
re-elected would seem to be a more robust and objective measure than historical ratings of
Prime-Ministerial success (Rhodes and ‘t Hart, 2014). Thus, the outcome of interest in this
20

study is whether a Prime Minister, after leading his or her party to a win, can stay in power (i.e.,
not be removed by his or her own party) and win a second election.

Research questions and hypotheses
The core research question for the multivariate part of this study is therefore whether there are
measurable differences between the average score for the group of Prime Ministers who, after
their first election win, were able to stay in power and win a second election, compared to those
who did not. I explore this through four studies, testing eight hypotheses in the process.
Leadership Trait Analysis (Hermann, 1999)
Hypothesis 1: Prime Ministers who stayed in power for their full first term and went on to win
a second election will have a higher average score on combined measures of Conceptual
Complexity, Need for Power and Belief Events Can Be Controlled than those who did not.

Motives (Winter, 1996)
Hypothesis 2 – Winter’s measures of n-Power, n-Affiliation and n-Achievement motive scores
revealed through verbal behaviour in Parliament will not account for Prime Ministers’ success
at a second election when assessed together.
Hypothesis 3 – n-Power and Need for Power scores measured respectively as a motive and a
trait will be uncorrelated (Winter, 2005).
Hypothesis 4 – A model including Hermann’s Need for Power trait score revealed through
verbal behaviour in Parliament will account for more variance in Prime Ministers’ success at a
second election when assessed together than one only including Winter’s n-Power, n-Affiliation
and n-Achievement scores.
Hypothesis 5 – n-Achievement and n-Affiliation will not be associated with electoral success.
Hypothesis 6 – Higher n-Power and Need for Power scores will be positively associated with
electoral success, more so when used together.
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Operational Code Analysis (Walker et al., 1998)
Hypothesis 7 – Prime Ministers who cannot retain the leadership for their full first term, or who
fail to win a second election will have more extreme operational code scores.

Verbal Behaviour Analysis (Weintraub, 2008)
Hypothesis 8 – Verbal category factor scores assessed using VBA revealed through speech in
Parliament do not distinguish between first-term Prime Ministers who stayed in power and won
a second election from those who did not.

Thesis Structure
Figure 1 provides an overview of the thesis structure.

Figure 1. Overview of the thesis structure
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Having situated the thesis research within the field of political leadership, in Chapter Two I
describe the theoretical and empirical bases of the psychological measures used in this study.
Chapter Three sets out the method, first by introducing the subjects – 12 Prime Ministers who
served since 1970 – then how psychological assessment measures are operationalised, the
procedures that are followed and the statistical techniques that are used.

Chapter Four outlines the results of this quantitative work. Chapters five to eight combine Prime
Ministers’ profiles with qualitative analysis using secondary source materials and interviews
conducted for this study to validate or challenge quantitative profiles. Prime Ministers are
grouped according to their electoral success and whether they are Australian or British. Chapter
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Nine outlines the theoretical, methodological, empirical and applied contribution that has been
made through this research and identifies other potential applications of the method, including
how to compare new cases to benchmarks reported through the study. As an illustration, profiles
for two additional Australian Prime Ministers – Malcolm Turnbull and Tony Abbott – are
included in Appendix B. Appendix C provides further information on the frameworks and
scores that are used in chapters five to eight.

Contribution – beyond unidimensional studies of prime ministerial power
This thesis demonstrates how we can advance the study of prime ministerial power beyond
unidimensional journalistic accounts, self-assessments (autobiographies), leadership stories
(biographies), theory-free descriptive analyses, to instead use multi-dimensional theory-based
analysis and comparative approaches that combine elements of each of these approaches to
differing degrees. In addition to applying assessment methods located within the political
psychology field, and which have a history of foreign policy applications, I use them to compare
two groups of Prime Ministers on an outcome variable which is indicative of political success,
namely, whether they win more than a single election. My data are the words spoken by Prime
Ministers under defined parliamentary conditions and cover all policy areas (or at least do not
select for areas). I draw on each of the approaches described above to explore quantitative
results. My contribution is therefore methodological, in that I have applied psychological
assessment tools and frameworks beyond the typical foreign policy domain and have done so
using a range of statistical procedures. It is also empirical in that I extend and deepen the
knowledge of individual Prime Ministers, in a comparative way, based on original case study
investigation enriched through the insights from secondary material and expert interviews.
Finally, I outline ideas for future research which I have not yet found in the literature which
was thoroughly reviewed for this work. I hope to extend beyond this work to promote public
and party-political debate about Prime-Ministerial leadership before, not after, they are elected.
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Chapter Two

Psychological Assessment of Political Leaders –
Four Models

U.S. Government Origins
This chapter reviews research underpinning the theories and tools used for the quantitative part
of this study. It starts with a brief account of the origins of this line of psychological profiling,
which began with an “unusual” meeting psychiatrist Jerrold Post attended in 1965:
“We met for lunch, and he offered me the opportunity to develop a pilot program for assessing
at a distance the personality and political behaviour of foreign leaders for senior U.S.
government officials. A service of common concern, the unit would be administratively based
in the Central Intelligence Agency. I thought it would be an interesting divertissement and
decided to delay for two years my entering the groves of academe” (Post, 2014, Preface).

This is an extract from the book Post edited, The Psychological Assessment of Political Leaders,
first published in 2005. Each of the methods used in this study are covered in this groundbreaking book on the theories and methods of political psychology, and their practical
applications for informing foreign policy analysis and negotiations. In the same preface, Post
outlines the practical purpose of the research.
“[I]t was immediately clear that my training in clinical psychiatry, while useful, was insufficient
for the complex and daunting requirements of the challenging task ahead. The clinical case study
was designed to establish a diagnosis in a patient suffering a mental illness, but the large
majority of political leaders are psychologically normal. Indeed, severe mental illness would be
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incompatible with sustained leadership. Yet political leaders from different political cultures
differ profoundly and understanding those differences would be of inestimable value to our
senior leaders both in negotiating with them and dealing with them in political-military crises.
But what elements of political leadership should be delineated?” (Post, 2014, Preface)

The attributes of political leaders covered in this study, all introduced in Post’s book, include
leadership traits (Hermann, 1999), motives (Winter, 1996), political attitudes and beliefs
(Walker et al., 1998), and personality characteristics (Weintraub, 2008). These academics have
conducted research together and offer the following collective comment on their perspectives:
“While we each have our own conceptions of personality, the present study reflects a shared
theoretical view of personality as eclectic and diverse, with special emphases on (a) motives, or
goals, (b) adaptive or defensive transformation of these goals, and (c) cognitive characteristics
or ‘algorithms’ that filter or process information from the environment” (Winter, et al., 1991, p.
224)

The origins of each approach are discussed below, along with research applications and what
they reveal about political leaders’ thinking styles, attitudes, and behaviours.

Leadership Trait Analysis
Hermann (2008, p. 178) developed Leadership Trait Analysis to “learn about the leadership
styles of political leaders in more than a cursory fashion” and to do so without the administration
of psychological tests or clinical interviews that such leaders would be unlikely to participate
in. Her method analyses political leaders’ speech, that is, their verbal behaviour, and the images
produced about power, confidence, and cognitive complexity, among other attributes. Traits are
inferred from this material, which is typically abundantly available for political leaders
(Hermann, 1999). Leadership Trait Analysis examines verbal behaviours that are relatively
stable over time and situations because they reflect habits formed over a lifetime of political
speech (Cottam et al., 2009). An informal observation after examining the first speeches to
parliament of the subjects in this study, is that their distinctive voice and beliefs appear to have
remained consistent throughout their political career. This hypothesis could be examined
empirically using the tools of this study.
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Hermann’s approach assesses the frequency of words indicative of different traits (Hermann,
2006). There are seven leadership traits in the model: In-Group Bias; Distrust of Others; Self
Confidence; Task Orientation; Conceptual Complexity; Need for Power and Belief Events Can
Be Controlled. Over several decades, Hermann has tested and refined her understanding of how
traits relate to political leadership styles and outcomes. These are detailed in Chapter Four.
While traits are, by definition, relatively stable, some are more so that others, including SelfConfidence and the level of Distrust of Others (Kesgin, 2020, p. 61). For the quantitative study
described in Chapter Four, only the last three traits: Conceptual Complexity; Need for Power;
and Belief Events Can Be Controlled are used. This is because Rohrer (2014) hypothesized that
higher scores on these three traits would be associated with Prime-Ministerial success. This is
re-examined in the current study, first as a combined three-trait model, then individually.
Further detail on each of these three traits is provided below. All seven traits are employed for
qualitative analysis in chapters five to eight, and more detail on the other four traits is provided
in Appendix C.

Conceptual Complexity
For many decades, researchers have examined the link between measures of intelligence and
political leaders’ decision-making (Suedfeld and Rank 1976; Rubenzer et al., 2000; Simonton,
2006, 2009; Thoemmes and Conway, 2007; Suedfeld, 2010; Suedfeld, Cross, and Brcic, 2011;
Lord, Hannah and Jennings, 2011; and, Conway et al., 2016). For example, “great” former
presidents score higher on Openness to Information, which in turn is correlated at a moderate
level with general cognitive ability at approximately .30 (Rubenzer et al., 2000; Costa and
McCrae, 1992). People with higher levels of conceptual complexity are more comfortable with
ambiguity and prefer to seek out relevant information before making decisions (Hermann 2008,
p. 317). Conceptual complexity is “generally thought of as a combination of flexibility, high
levels of information search, a tolerance for ambiguity, and a comfort with a lack of closure”
(Suedfeld, 2010, p. 1670). Overall, higher levels of conceptual complexity support a decisionmaker’s capacity to carefully consider more information and integrate different perspectives
before responding. Thus, a superior ability to deal with conceptual complexity powers higherorder decision-making.
“High complexity indicates that a decision-maker carefully weighs all the relevant perspectives
on an issue and then integrates them into a coherent position. Low complexity, in contrast,
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indicates that only one viewpoint is considered, which is maintained with dogmatic tenacity”
(Van Hiel and Mervielde, 2003, p. 781)

Dyson (2009a) summarises results of multiple conceptual complexity studies in the following
way:
“Individual complexity has been among the most studied of the characteristics developed for
use with at-a-distance methods. Lower conceptual complexity has been linked to a black-andwhite worldview, and a tendency to divide the political world into starkly drawn, often
dichotomous, categories such as “us and them”; “good and evil”; “friend and enemy” This
dichotomizing tendency is much less pronounced in individuals with a higher complexity score,
who have been found to see the world in more equivocal and nuanced “shades of grey”“ (Dyson,
2009a, p. 35)

As will be shown later, Howard and Fraser have high conceptual complexity scores, while
Thatcher, Major and Cameron have low scores. The other seven Prime-Ministerial subjects in
this study have moderate scores. In later chapters, I consider how these scores align to others’
perceptions of their conceptual complexity based on interview data and secondary material.

In terms of political implications, it has been shown that conceptual complexity is positively
related to presidential performance ratings (r = .38, p = .016) (Rubenzer et al., 2000, p. 415).
As a contemporary example, Donald Trump was assessed before becoming president, and his
relatively low conceptual complexity score predicted he would be less open to information than
average presidents before him, and presumably less likely to be successful, while Clinton had
an average score for presidents (Walker et al., 2018, p. 17). Just to note, the same assessment
process in 2015, using Leadership Trait Analysis, found that Trump had a very low score on
Task Focus, suggesting he was more concerned about the effect actions had on others’
perceptions of him than the action itself. Conversely, Clinton’s very high task focus score
suggests she was more motivated by problem-solving, than maintaining relationships. That is,
the way they approach political problems is very different, which for Trump is more about
relationships than the detail of tasks, and for Clinton is more about the analytical process
associated with the problem to be solved than group relationship maintenance.
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Sam Rohrer (2014) hypothesized that Hermann’s measure of Conceptual Complexity would be
positively related to Prime-Ministers’ effectiveness. Following his lead, a hypothesis in this
study is that more successful Prime Ministers (those who won more than one election) will have
higher conceptual complexity scores.

Need for Power
“Politics is about power. It is about the power of the state as applied to individuals, the society
in which they live and the economy in which they work. Most critically, our responsibility in
this Parliament is how that power is used: whether it is used for the benefit of the few or the
many” (Rudd, 1998, p. 162)

The extract above is from Kevin Rudd’s first speech to Parliament in 1998. Rudd observed that
seeking and acquiring power is not inherently good or bad. What matters is how power is used.
Nelson Mandela amassed considerable power, but so did Adolf Hitler. Politicians’ need for
power is a commonly researched leadership trait (Rohrer, 2014); those that are more concerned
with “establishing, maintaining and restoring one’s power” and having control and influence
over others (Hermann, 2008, p. 190).
Those with high scores are likely to come across as “daring and charming- the dashing hero”
and be “highly Machiavellian” with a relatively high need to appear to win (Hermann, 2008,
p. 191). Politically, high power may be manifested as aggression and be reflected in more
independent foreign policy decisions by political leaders (Winter, 1996, p. 139; Winter, 2005,
p. 576). One study showed that Blair’s relatively high score on Hermann’s trait-based measure
of power – referred to in this study as Need for Power – helped to explain his decision to go to
war in Iraq (Dyson, 2006). A high score was also generated for Blair in the current study, along
with high scores for Thatcher, Cameron, and Howard. Conversely, those with low power scores
(only Gillard in this study) have less need to be in charge, can share credit, have an even-handed
approach to leadership, promote a stronger sense of justice, and share responsibility (Hermann,
2008, p. 191). Measurement focuses on the use of verbs and whether they are concerned with
the projection of power in the actions proposed or taken (Hermann, 2008, p. 190).
Applying Hermann’s trait-based model, Samuel Rohrer (2014) hypothesized, and then found
in his study, that higher Need for Power scores were positively correlated with Prime29

Ministerial effectiveness. Therefore, a second hypothesis in this study is that the combined
score for Need for Power will be higher for the group of Prime Ministers who were able to stay
in power and win a second election, which is the measure of effectiveness.

Belief Events Can Be Controlled
Political leaders differ in the degree to which they project a belief that they can control events.
Hermann’s research found that those who express higher levels of this belief are “generally
more interested and active in the policy-making process”. Based on decades of research she
made the following observations.
“Leaders who believe they can affect what happens are more likely to initiate and oversee
activities that ensure that policies are enacted; they are more likely to take charge because they
perceive they can influence events. Moreover, because such leaders are so sure they can have
an impact on the world, they are less prone to compromise or to work out a deal with others.
Once they decide, they exude confidence in their decision – they know what should be done”
(Hermann, 2008, p. 189)

One of the hypotheses Rohrer (2014) tested in his study, which is re-examined in mine, is that
the score for Belief Events Can Be Controlled is positively related to electoral success. Rohrer’s
(2014) approach only allowed him to test the effect of individual variables through simple
correlations. The multivariate analysis undertaken for this study allows the combined effect of
the three measures to be tested, as a necessary first step, before individual effects are examined.

Motives
Motives are concerned with goals and goal-oriented behaviour (Winter et al., 1991). They are
“internal mental representations of goals, anticipations, plans and satisfactions” (Winter, 2018,
p. 156). Motives energise behaviour and affect behavioural choices (Cottam, 2009, p. 21).
Classic and modern theories of motivation are unified to the extent that they agree that people
experience needs, pursue need-fulfilling goals, develop representations of their experiences as
it relates to their motivation, and this shapes the formation of their personality. Motives are
often unconscious (implicit) but may be consciously known (self-attributed) (Spangler et al.,
2014). Several decades of research has led to a consensus that three motives – power, affiliation
and achievement – “are the dimensions of motivated behaviour” (Winter, 2011, p. 1066).
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“Since the three motives are usually independent or uncorrelated with each other, we can think of
them defining a three-dimensional space” (Winter, 1996, p. 139)

Three dimensional images of the three power motives are shown for the Prime Ministers in his
study in Appendix C.

Implicit motives are assessed in this study, and as such are not expected to correlate highly with
what people say about their own motives (Winter, 2018). Implicit motives provide underlying
“direction and energy for action” and are therefore more situationally determined (Winter,
2008, p. 153). Winter (2016, p. 156) notes that underlying motives can “easily be disguised in
garments of social desirability and impression management”. In summary, traits reflect styles,
or habitual patterns of behaviour and temperament that are generally considered to be stable
over time, while motives relate to desires or wants (Winter, 2005, p. 568). In colloquial terms,
behaving as if you have a need for power, may not meet an inner need to have it. This leaves
the possibility open that the motives people purposely project, may be different to the true
motives that drive their behaviour, something that is discussed in the context of results for
individual Prime Ministers later.

Assessing motives
Winter (1996, p. 137) outlines progress towards the systematic assessment of motives. David
Murray’s (2008) Thematic Apperception Test (TAT) provides the foundation of this approach.
Apperception refers to the process of assigning meaning to a stimulus (Winter, 1996, p. 133).
Murray argued that the meaning people attribute to stimuli reflects underlying motives.
Initially, clinical judgement was used to interpret TAT results. This does however introduce
potential inconsistencies. To address this, McClelland and colleagues adopt more empirically
rigorous approaches. One involves experimentally stimulating subjects’ motives and observing
the effects on TAT story content. For example, the experiment might stimulate a subject’s
power motive, with the goal being to see what words she uses in response. Results based on
these experimental subjects’ stories are compared to control groups. Differences in content
enables measures for each implicit motive to be developed.
“Motive scoring systems developed by this technique are said to be empirically derived, because
they are based on the actual effects of the motive on fantasy” (Winter, 1996, p. 137)
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The resulting coding systems are applied to other kinds of imagery data. By studying what
people said during these experiments, implicit power, affiliation, and achievement motive
profiles can be developed.

Relevant to this study, it is thought that motives, or at least situationally determined motivation,
can be assessed based on what people say. Further, it is believed that this is most usefully
assessed based on spontaneously expressed material rather than prepared speeches (Winter,
1996, pp 159-160). Using speech material as the data means that psychological profiles can be
developed without the need to access a subject directly. The development of so called ‘at-adistance’ content analysis techniques also means the effects of experimental settings and
interpretive biases can be largely avoided (Heckhausen, 1967). Dyson sets out the benefits of
at-a-distance assessment approaches for the study of political leaders.
“Simply put, with reliable data it is possible to compare the behaviour of individuals with
different measured characteristics faced with similar situations, and to build up a body of
empirically supported propositions concerning the effect of personality on politics” (Dyson,
2009b, p. 28)

The motive measures used in this study were developed by Winter (2010b, p. 409). He reports
high correlations with controlled studies of motives, good test/re-test reliability and a good
ability to predict motive-related behaviours. For example, the power motive has been correlated
with historical ratings of presidential “greatness” at a moderate level (.40) and going to war
(.52) (Winter, 2005, p. 560).

Need for Power
Political leaders’ Need for Power has already been discussed in the context of Hermann’s traitbased model. Her model shows how people project power when they speak. But Winter’s model
focuses on power as a driver of behaviour rather than an expression of it, that is, a need that is
high and satisfied by attaining goals relating to prestige and one’s reputation (Winter, et al.,
1991). Power is of course fundamental to politics. Jean Blondel and Adrian Blau describe
political leadership in the following terms.
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“It is manifestly and essentially a phenomenon of power: it is power because it consists of the
ability of the one or few who are at the top to make others do a number of things (positively or
negatively) that they would not or at least might not have done” (Blondel, 1987, p. 2)
“Broadly defined, power refers to all kinds of influence between persons or groups, including those
exercised in exchange transactions, where one induces others to accede to his wishes by rewarding
them for doing so” (Blau, 2006, p. 115)

Conceived of in this way, as a motive, power is something that satisfies an inner need. Thus,
someone may be motivated by power above all else with this being expressed as a relentless
series of behaviours concerned with “establishing, maintaining and restoring” power over
others (Schafer, 2000, p. 511). The formal study of how political leaders acquire, use and
maintain political power has been of academic interest for many years (Rohrer, 2014), but its
origins stretch into antiquity. Over the last few decades, Winter (e.g., 1973, 1987, 1993, 2003,
2005, 2007, 2010a, 2010b, 2011 and 2016) has been a frequent contributor to the research base
about power. His laboratory research showed that people who score high on power motives
want to have impact on other people to “seek and get formal social power … they are concerned
with prestige” (Winter, 1993, p. 532). Mark Schafer (2000, p. 511) concluded that enough is
known to say power-oriented people have a higher propensity to take vigorous action that
impacts others, attempt to convince or persuade others, provide unsolicited help and actively
monitor and control events.

A power-motivated person is more likely to enjoy the game of politics for its own sake (Winter,
2010b). Politically, high power may be manifested as charisma or aggression (Winter, 1996, p.
139; Winter, 2005, p. 576). But are politicians simply “power-hungry liars” who are
disinterested in the truth? Some survey evidence supports this view and that this might be
behind the widespread decline in political trust (Stoker, 2006). Others argue power itself is
value neutral. Its relationship to action depends on how responsibly a person behaves (Winter,
2011). A powerful and responsible leader can elicit high morale among subordinates. However,
Winter says, power combined with low responsibility can lead to “profligate impulsivity”.
Of interest, Donald Trump has the highest score for a power motive of any 20th/21st century
President. It is over two standard deviations above the Presidential mean (Winter, 2018). Winter
predicted at the time, based on this extreme score, that Trump would enjoy simply being in the
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job, at least for a time as he unusually also had a very high need for achievement score, the
implications of which are discussed below. He predicted Trump would enjoy “scrimmages”
and could deploy humour at critical moments, also noting that a high power motive is associated
with a polarising effect on public opinion. Winter noted that high power scores are associated
with charismatic behaviour and a propensity to enter a war.

Need for Achievement
The achievement motive is an essential driving force for human behaviour (Winkel and
Petermann, 2007, p. 23). Those motivated by achievement are focused on goal attainment
(McClelland and Burnham, 2003) and unique accomplishment (Winter, et al., 1991).
Achievement theory assumes people’s beliefs about goal attainment mediate between stimulus
and response (Weiner, 1972). Those with a high need for achievement pay more attention to
cues relating to performance improvement, which in turn promotes learning and performance
development (McClelland, 1987, p. 227). A high achievement motive is not necessarily related
to scholastic achievement, but it can be shown that it means people are more easily incentivised
to ‘try harder’ to improve their performance (McClelland, 1987, pp 227-240). People with a
high need for achievement prefer certain types of tasks and performance conditions. Jerry
Burger (2010) summarises prominent characteristics of those who score high on measures of
achievement, as being: moderate risk takers (their motivation to succeed is balanced with their
desire to avoid failure); attracted to opportunities that enable them to show their creativity; and
more likely to take credit for what they achieve. Those motivated by achievement prefer clear
performance measures and want to know how good they are compared to others. They are more
likely to think and plan for the longer-term as they consider future opportunities (Burger, 2010,
pp 185-186).

Achievement-oriented people like to set personal goals (Spangler et al., 2014). They are more
likely to achieve entrepreneurial business success if they can define their own goals and decide
how best to reach them (Winter, 1996). Those with a high need for achievement are also more
likely to have early occupational success. One reason is that they tend to make more realistic
assessments of the match between job requirements, their abilities and their performance history
(McClelland, 1987, p. 251).

A risk-area for high achievement-oriented people (for example, Thatcher and Blair in this study)
is that they may find it difficult to delegate (Burger, 2010). They may prefer to accomplish
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outcomes themselves rather than, as is normally required in a large organisation, through others
(Spangler et al., 2014). While achievement-oriented people tend to have high and realistic
aspirations and delay gratification, the flip side, at the extreme, is they may cheat or even use
illegal means to achieve outcomes. In politics this might include the use of radical or
revolutionary tactics (Winter, 1996, p. 143). Winter refers to James Barber’s (1977) book The
Presidential Character: Predicting Performance in the White House in which he described
achievement-oriented, rigid, presidents as likely to become frustrated, disliking of the job and
self-defeating. Winter notes three high achievement-oriented presidents: Wilson, Nixon and
Carter. Wilson, when frustrated by Congress, attempted to go around it and communicate
directly with the people. Nixon, unable to direct the FBI to investigate leaks, embarked on
illegal activity. Economic conditions, the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, the Iranian Hostage
Crisis and probably other events stopped Carter pursuing his agenda. His response, as a
Washington outsider, was to publicly vilify the system based on what he saw as narrow
interests, false claims and constant conflict and chaos resulting in his inability to pursue his
own bold policy plans (Winter, 2010a, pp. 1643-1645).

As noted above, Trump has a very high need for power. He also has a very high achievement
motive score, almost three (2.78) standard deviations above the average score for previous
Presidents (Winter, 2018). Winter predicted Trump would display “changes and reversals of
behaviour” as a search for “whatever works” depending on the circumstances (Winter, 2018, p.
161). Winter also predicted that ultimately Trump would be frustrated by politics because it
often requires others to agree to make and implement decisions, something he had not
encountered to the same extent in business. As he explains:
“[A]chievement-motivated presidents tend to end up frustrated and angry at their lack of control
– blaming the opposition, the media, or even internal sabotage for their failures … they may go
over the heads of Congress, to ‘the people’ … take illegal shortcuts … or exhaust themselves in
micromanaging … (if they are leaders) in other countries they may even lead a coup d’etat””
(Winter, 2018, p. 163)

Research has shown that an unrestrained need for achievement can result in an individual
ignoring political or interpersonal constraints to pursue their goals (Spangler et al., 2014).
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While historical ratings of “greatness” were correlated at a level of .4 with an implicit power
motive, “greatness” is not related to achievement (r = .08) (Winter, 2005, p. 560). Winter
(2010a) suggests one reason for this may be the low level of control over events and issues that
politicians tend to deal with. They are less able to control their agenda than, for example, private
sector leaders who typically have more tangible profit-based success measures.

Winter made a comment of relevance to this study, cautioning, that findings concerning
presidents may not translate to parliamentary systems (Winter, 2010a, p. 1661). He noted that
Thatcher had a high achievement-orientation and moderate power-orientation (replicated in this
study) yet achieved political success. Therefore, a null hypothesis is proposed for the impact of
the n-Achievement motive on electoral outcomes for the Prime Ministers in this study.

Need for Affiliation
As noted above, some leaders are motivated by the pursuit of power, or achieving their political
goals. Others however are motivated by establishing strong and close relationships (Winter et
al., 1991; McClelland and Burnham, 2003). Political leaders with a high need for affiliation
seek out and maintain close personal relationships (Spangler et al., 2014). Affiliation-motivated
people are other-oriented. They take pleasure from social interactions as long, as they occur in
a safe and friendly setting (Winter, 1996). Studies have found that people with a high affiliation
motive spend more time talking or writing to other people, are sensitised to affiliative cues,
make faster affiliation associations (who likes who) and prefer working with friends to experts.
They place a higher value on feedback about how well their group is getting along than feedback
on their group's level of achievement (McClelland, 1987, pp 346-352). On the face of it, being
motivated by affiliation sounds positive. However, it can also lead to a negative cycle. This
may occur when closeness to one group of people leads to the exclusion of others based on
“distance, dislike and dissimilarity” (Winter, 1996, p. 147). In- and out-groups may also
experience the same affiliation-oriented person differently. Overall, they may appear warm and
friendly to intimate friends and close associates, yet to an outsider, may appear “prickly” and
defensive (Winter, 1996, p. 148).

Politically, high affiliation motives can compromise objectivity. It can create a risk of
favouritism or even corruption (Spangler et al., 2014). Fairness and trust in organisations
require the rules to be applied universally. A highly affiliative leader, who wants to get on with
everyone, is more likely to make exceptions for individuals (McClelland and Burnham, 2003).
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Political leaders high in their need for affiliation may also fear rejection. They are more likely
to avoid competition or conflict when there is a risk of negative feedback. They seek
reassurance from others and avoid mixing with people who disagree with them (McClelland,
1987, p. 356). A null hypothesis is proposed in relation to any explanative power concerning
Prime Ministers’ n-Affiliation and their electoral success. Results on this measure will also be
discussed in the qualitative case-based discussion in chapters five to eight.

William Spangler and Robert House (1991, p. 447) found a certain motive profile is associated
with presidential success, including whether they were assessed as having made: “great
decisions” while in office; were rated as “great presidents” overall; and how well they were
considered to have performed in international relations. The profile is low scores for both
affiliation and achievement and a high score for needing power. None of this study’s 12 Prime
Ministers had this profile, so this could not be tested. The closest matches were Whitlam and
Howard. It is something to examine in a future expanded study.
The current study examines whether any or all of Winter’s (1996) three motives: n-Power; nAffiliation and n-Achievement (read "n-" as "need for", an internal drive to be satisfied) help to
differentiate between Prime Ministers who win more than one election compared to those who
only win one. Because it is expected that Hermann’s trait measure of power, Need for Power,
will be uncorrelated with n-Power, Hermann’s measure is added to create and test a second
four-measure model. In summary, there are five hypotheses relating to motive scores.
Hypothesis 2 – Winter’s measures of n-Power, n-Affiliation and n-Achievement motive scores
revealed through verbal behaviour in Parliament will not account in Prime Ministers’ success at
a second election when assessed together.
Hypothesis 3 – n-Power and Need for Power scores measured respectively as a motive and a
trait will be uncorrelated (Winter, 2005).
Hypothesis 4 – A model including Hermann’s Need for Power trait score revealed through
verbal behaviour in Parliament will account for more variance in Prime Ministers’ success at a
second election when assessed together than one only including Winter’s n-Power, n-Affiliation
and n-Achievement scores.
Hypothesis 5 – n-Achievement and n-Affiliation will not be associated with electoral success.
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Hypothesis 6 – Higher n-Power and Need for Power scores will be positively associated with
electoral success, more so when used together.

Operational Codes
The two psychological assessment methods described so far relate to leadership traits, and
motives. Operational code analysis considers how political leaders view their political
environments, as friendly or hostile, and their response preferences, as conflict or cooperation.
It is based on the initial work of Nathan Leites (1958). Leites argues that the beliefs and
premises through which actors perceive and diagnose their operational environments impact
their strategies and tactics. The RAND Corporation applied Leites’ model to the analysis of the
way political leaders exercise their power (Walker et al., 2003).

Later, Alexander George (1969) developed a cognitive approach to study what he termed
leaders’ “operational codes” (Schafer, 2014). The conception is that the views decision-makers
hold about political opponents will, to some degree, determine how they act and influence
outcomes (George, 1969). Further, he states that, the “subjective perceptions and beliefs of
leaders” play an important role in decision-making particularly during conflict situations
(George, 1969, p. 191). The approach rejects rational choice theories as inadequate on their
own to explain complex real-world decisions and holds that beliefs and norms also need to be
considered (Schafer and Walker, 2006, p. 3; Simon, 1985, pp 294-295). Rationality, therefore,
occurs within boundaries. One reason is that political leaders often have limited access to
information, and they differ in their abilities to assimilate and process it. Yet choices need to
be made, often quickly, in the face of uncertainty and under stress. Therefore “rationality” is
“bounded”. Consequently, a more complete analysis needs to consider human “frailties of
motives and reason” (Simon, 1985, p. 303) and weight must be given to decision-makers’ biases
(Walker et al., 2018, p. 4).
George (1969) suggests that the rational and non-rational components of political leaders’
decision-making can be understood if it is possible to know their answers to five philosophical
and five instrumental questions (see Box 1).
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Box 1. Operational Codes
Philosophical

(1) What is the "essential" nature of political life? Is the political environment essentially one of
harmony or conflict?

What is the fundamental character of one's political opponents?

(2) What are the prospects for the eventual realization of one's fundamental political values and
aspirations? Can one be optimistic or must one be pessimistic on this score, and in what respects
the one and/or the other?
(3) Is the political future predictable? In what sense and to what extent?
(4) How much "control" or "mastery" can one have over historical development?
(5) What is one's role in "moving" and "shaping" history in the desired direction? What is the
role of "chance" in human affairs and in historical development?

Instrumental

(1) What is the best approach for selecting goals or objectives for political action?
(2) How are the goals of action pursued most effectively?
(3) How are the risks of political action calculated, controlled, and accepted?
(4) What is the best "timing" of action to advance one's interests?
(5) What is the utility and role of different means for advancing one's interests? (George, 1969,
pp. 201-216 – reported by Walker, 1977)

Stephen Walker, a leading operational code theorist and researcher, uses an operational code
approach to study Kissinger’s verbal behaviour during the Vietnam conflict. This context met
conditions likely to enhance an actor’s influence over events. It required decision-making that
considered long-term consequences, under conditions of stress, based on complex, incomplete
and unclear information. In Kissinger’s case, Walker had access to unusually relevant and
abundant academic sources. These included Kissinger’s treatises of European diplomatic
history, analyses of contemporary political events and a thesis on the philosophy of history.
Material was supplemented by speeches, interviews, and government documents. Such material
is not typically available. Walker and colleagues therefore developed an alternative way of
studying leaders’ operational codes.
Walker’s Verbs in Context System (VICS) provides a way of answering George’s ten questions,
at-a-distance. Inferences are drawn about beliefs from the examination of verbs used and their
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context, specifically, “subject, verb category, domain of politics, tense of the verb, intended
target and context” (Malici and Malici, 2005, p. 398). Like earlier approaches covering traits
and motives, operational codes are revealed through leaders’ verbal behaviour (Schafer and
Walker, 2006). VICS works in the following way.
“By coding the direction and scaling intensity of transitive verbs in our subject’s rhetoric, and
then indexing results, we end up with a broad picture of the way the actor sees the exercise of
power in the political environment by self and others” (Schafer and Walker, 2006, p. 31)

A transitive verb is an action verb (e.g., kick, want, clean, paint) that directs an object. For
example, “fight” is the transitive verb in the following statements “John will fight me” and “I
will fight John”. The first example involves an attribution about how John will behave towards
an actor. The second is how an actor makes self-attributions about strategy or tactics. Features
of operational code analysis include:

i.

Its primary purpose is to diagnose the use of powers by others in the political environment and
a leader’s own propensities to exercise power from sanctions to rewards

ii.

It codes for the balance, central tendency and dispersion of power attributed to the self and
others

iii.

It reflects affect-laden cognitions about positive and negative sanctions

iv.

Its theoretical purpose is to explain how states manage conflict with other states by examining
the steering effects of leaders’ propensities (Walker, Schafer and Young 1998, p. 177).

P-1, P-2, I-1, and I-2 (see Box 2) summarise the overall balance between a leader’s attributions
about the political environment (as hostile or friendly to them) and the direction and intensity
of attributions about themselves towards others (as conflictual or cooperative) (Walker et al.,
1998). VICS raw scores are also used to calculate measures to help answer George’s other six
questions. A description of each code along with the calculation method is provided in Box 2.
Schafer and Crichlow (2000) argue that P-1, P-2, I-1, and I-2 are cognitive indices while the
other six are secondary indices that provide insight into traits and styles. In this study, two of
the primary cognitive indices (P-1 and I-1) are used for statistical analysis while the other eight
are used to generate Prime Ministers’ profiles that are used in the case-based analysis in
chapters five to eight.
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Box 2. Four primary Verbs in Context System indices

-

The nature of the political environment (P-1)

Prospects for realising fundamental values (P-2)

Measures leaders’ philosophical views about the
-

Measures how optimistic or pessimistic leaders are about

nature of politics

achieving fundamental goals in line with their political

-

values
Constructed as a net index of positive/
cooperative

-

attributions

minus

negative/
-

Constructed as an index of positive and negative

conflictual attributions to others in the political

attributions to others’ motives and intentions. A higher

environment of interest. Concerned with images

score reflects a more optimistic level of attribution to others

of opponents as those who cooperate or seek

as those who would appeal/support, promise and reward

conflict. A higher score indicates a view of others

(the alternatives being to oppose/resist, threaten, punish)

in more friendly and cooperative terms.

the actor.

Direction of strategy (I-1)

Intensity of tactics (I-2)

Measures leaders’ strategic approach to political
-

Measures the intensity of either a conflictual or cooperative

goals based on positive (cooperative) or negative

strategy

(conflictual) self-attributions
-

-

It focuses on the tactics for how goals and objectives can be

It does not specify what the goals are, just an

most effectively pursued. Positive intensity is indicated by

actor’s orientation in relation to them. A higher

more self-attributions indicating an actor’s propensity to

score indicates an actor’s preference for a more

appeal/support, promise, reward (the alternatives being to

cooperative rather than hostile strategy.

oppose/resist, threaten, punish) others

Sources: Schafer and Walker, 2006, pp 32-38; Walker, Schafer and Young, 1998, pp 178-180

Over several decades, operational code research has provided insights into the way leaders think
and act on foreign policy matters. For example, it has been used to: compare Chinese political
leaders’ foreign policy beliefs (He and Feng, 2013); understand how the public statements of
terrorists change in pre-attack periods (Walker, 2011); profile individual terrorists (Jacquier,
2014); examine whether a President’s core beliefs changed over time (Renshon 2008); help to
understand why democracies rarely fight each other (Schafer and Walker, 2006); compare postcold war presidents’ responses to conflicts (Walker, et al., 1999) and study differences in Israeli
leaders’ idealism and pragmatism (Crichlow, 1998).

Before the 2016 US Election, the operational codes of Donald Trump and Hilary Clinton were
assessed (Walker et al., 2018, p. 15-24). Both were evaluated as less cooperative and more
conflictual than 90 per cent of presidents, but even in this extreme range, Trump was twice as
conflictual as Clinton. Trump’s scores were at least one standard deviation above or below
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benchmarks on 13 indicators, and more than three standard deviations on three measures. Both
candidates at the time saw the political universe they were in as much more hostile than average
presidents. They were much less optimistic about cooperation and expected conflict. Trump’s
approach to dealing with uncertainty and managing risk was to talk about engaging in extreme
conflict behaviour (four standard deviations above norms).

In summary, the typical purpose of operational code analysis has been to explain state conflict
through the study of political leaders’ propensities to think and act in certain ways. A central
question in this study is whether operational codes will help to explain political leaders’
behaviours and outcomes outside foreign policy domains. In this study the domains in which
Prime Ministers’ and Opposition Leaders interact are the Australian and British Parliaments.
The operational codes of Prime Ministers are revealed through their responses to questions
without notice from Opposition Leaders. Operational code profiles are created and reported for
each Prime Minister. The goal is to determine whether operational code scores are linked in a
meaningful way to an objective outcome, namely, whether first-term Australian and British
Prime Ministers since 1970 stayed in power and won a second election. The study is
operationalised based on whether more extreme operational code scores are linked to adverse
political outcomes. It is inspired by Karl Brummer’s (2016) study, described below.

Moderate or extreme operational codes
Higher or lower scores on operational code indices are not good or bad in themselves. However,
it would seem reasonable to argue that responses are more likely to be effective if they are based
on an accurate assessment of the political challenges they respond to. It would also seem to be
politically advantageous if a Prime Minister can adapt their responses to changing political
contexts. Walker and Maliki (2011, p. 6) stressed the importance of sound political diagnosis
and prescription in foreign policy domains stating, “good judgement can avoid wars or win
them, while poor judgement can start wars or lose them”. They emphasise the importance of
political leaders’ ability to correctly assess intentions of others towards them and respond
appropriately with a mix of conflictual or cooperative strategies and tactics.
This is consistent with Brummer’s (2016, p. 207) argument and evidence that more moderate
views of the political environment are related to political effectiveness, and more extreme views
are related to failures. He said, rather than looking for any general direction of operational
codes, it makes more sense to examine manifestations as being either moderate or extreme. His
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hypothesis was that Prime Ministers with extreme scores would more likely be associated with
political failures. Explaining this approach, he suggested that leaders who see the world as
overfriendly might downplay the malignant intent of others and therefore fail to take
precautionary measures. Alternatively, leaders who are highly conflictual might see dangers
“lurking everywhere” and, as a result, miss opportunities for settling conflict peacefully. In
terms of instrumental beliefs, Brummer suggested that leaders who overemphasise highly
cooperative strategies might fail when situations require more assertive responses. Equally,
those who always default to conflict might miss opportunities when more cooperative strategies
would work best.

To test this, Brummer identified five British Prime Ministers who he characterised as being
associated with foreign policy “fiascos”: Chamberlain and the appeasement of Nazi Germany;
Eden and the failed Suez intervention; Macmillan and the unsuccessful EEC applications;
Major and Black Wednesday; and Blair with the Iraq war. He compared their operational codes
to a sample of seven Prime Ministers who had not been associated with major foreign policy
fiascos (Churchill, Atlee, Heath, Callaghan, Thatcher, Cameron). He found that “fiasco” Prime
Ministers viewed their political opponents in more conflictual terms (P-1), were less optimistic
about achieving outcomes in line with their political values (P-2), adopted less friendly strategic
orientations (I-1) and had the propensity for less friendly tactics (I-2). They were also inclined
to use more negative sanctions. Summarising his findings Brummer (2016, p. 714) wrote:
“Overall, the operational code analysis presents British ‘fiasco Prime Ministers’ as having a
gloomier perception of the political environment and pursuing a more conflictual approach to
politics than ‘non-fiasco Prime Ministers’, which might predispose them to acting too soon or doing
too much”

A limitation of Brummer’s work is that the categorisation of Prime Ministers as fiasco or not
was made after the fact and may have been influenced by the analysis of others. It is also a
highly subjective characterisation as some may attribute fiasco policies to others, such as Atlee
(post-war reconstruction), Thatcher (poll tax) and Cameron (promising a referendum on leaving
the EU). Notwithstanding, this study follows Brummer’s lead by testing whether there is any
link between moderate or extreme operational codes and electoral success. Rather than “fiascos’
the outcome of interest is whether more moderate or extreme operational codes had any bearing
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on whether first-term British and Australian Prime Ministers since 1970 were able to stay in
power and win the next election.

Personalities (Verbal Behaviour Analysis)
The fourth assessment approach used in this study, Verbal Behaviour Analysis (VBA), was
developed by clinical psychiatrist Walter Weintraub (2003). He created a technique to
investigate whether syntactic and grammatical choices were related to personality
characteristics. His approach incorporates behavioural and psychoanalytic traditions:
“Patterns of speech, like all complex behaviours, reflect important personality traits. Our choices
of grammatical structures are not accidental but mirror significant ways of thinking and behaving”
(Weintraub, 1989, p. 4)

VBA codes for clinical indicators of several personality traits including: Decisiveness, Anxious
Disposition, Impulsivity, Moodiness, Angry Disposition, Emotional Control, Stubbornness,
Controlling Behaviour, Histrionic Behaviour, Passivity and Domineering Behaviour (see
https://profilerplus.org/). Weintraub’s book, Verbal Behaviour in Everyday Life, describes the
work he and his colleagues had done over 20 years to link free speech to personality traits
(Weintraub, 1989). He concludes that the most useful samples are based on spontaneous
material obtained under conditions of moderate stress as these were largely free of conscious
manipulation (Weintraub, 2008, p. 138).

This line of inquiry was prompted by an early study by Weintraub and Aronson (1974) that
compared the speech patterns of compulsive patients to those of a control group. They observed
that compulsive patients were more likely to explain themselves and to use verbal categories
classified as negatives, retractors, and evaluators when they spoke. Weintraub’s initial clinical
focus was extended to the study of world leaders at the request of the U.S. Government. He
used VBA to study the Watergate transcripts and found that President Nixon could not be
distinguished from depressed patients on any verbal assessment categories. He later compared
Reagan and Carter. His verbal analysis revealed Carter as shy, aloof and defensive when
challenged, while Reagan was engaging, generous, confident and entertaining. Under pressure
Reagan denied aspects of reality and reversed his position on statements (Weintraub, 2008, p.
139).
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Ultimately, Weintraub concluded that the different categories in the VBA model reflect
different ways that people deal with stress (Weintraub, 2008, p. 139). His approach rests on
three assumptions:

i.

Patterns of thinking and behaving are reflected in styles of speaking

ii.

Characteristic coping mechanisms can be detected by studying the grammatical structure of
what people say under stress

iii.

An individual’s grammatical structures changes slowly and therefore are reflective of
personality traits (Weintraub, 2008, p. 139).

Conclusion
Four approaches to assessing political leaders are presented in this chapter, which starts by
explaining how Gerrold Post brought each of the academic developers together to pursue his
work at the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency. They are complementary approaches, variously
considering political actors’ leadership traits (Hermann, 2008), drives and motives (Winter,
1996), how leaders think and act in response to political stimuli (Walker et al., 1998), and their
psychological make-up, or personality profiles (Weintruab, 2008). Earlier research is discussed
as it relates to several well-known, typically US, political leaders. Readers will have their own
view of whether these characterisations ring true, for example: Trump’s low score on
conceptual complexity compared to past presidents, and a very low score on task focus, yet
very high power and achievement needs. Or, Hilary Clinton’s average score on conceptual
complexity and very high score on task focus. Further, does Weintraub’s assessment of
Reagan’s personality, from an analysis of his public speeches, correctly portray him as
engaging, generous, and entertaining, and conversely Carter as shy, aloof and defensive? The
following chapter provides more detail on the theories and calculation methods underpinning
the application of each assessment method for the 12 prime ministers in this study, with
subsequent chapters evaluating, comparatively, their profile scores, first quantitatively, then
qualitatively with reference to secondary literature and expert interviews.
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Chapter Three

Method

“If we assume individual psychology matters, how then can we assess psychological
characteristics of political leaders? The answer is we must do so ‘at-a-distance’. That is, by
careful observation and analysis of the things we can see in a leader’s present and past” (Schafer,
2014, p. 296)

Studying political leaders’ styles, beliefs and personalities
So far, four political psychology models used in this study to explore the personality traits,
beliefs and styles of political leaders have been presented. This chapter covers how to use them,
and why. It is arranged in five parts. The first introduces the subjects, 12 British and Australian
Prime Ministers who took office after 1970, arguably a point around which television started to
play a greater role in political campaign strategies. The second part includes details about how
variables in each model are conceptualised and coded, and how creators advise researchers to
interpret results. The third part examines the way in which political leaders’ speech is assessed
at-a-distance and why spontaneous verbal material is preferred for the assessment of
psychological attributes. In part four, the online tools used to analyse verbal data are shown.
Finally, the statistical technique of Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) is outlined,
which is used to test whether average group scores differ between the group of prime ministers
who won a single election (Heath, Major, Keating, Rudd, Gillard) and a group who won at least
two (Whitlam, Thatcher, Fraser, Hawke, Howard, Blair, Cameron).
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Subjects – 12 Australian and British Prime Ministers
Each of the four quantitative studies that follow, and the subsequent qualitative analysis in
Chapters five to eight, cover 12 former Australian and British Prime Ministers who served
between 1970 and 2016, when this study started. Harold Wilson is not included because he
resigned as Prime Minister during his first term so the outcome variable of attempting to contest
and win another election does not make sense. While outside the scope of the main study
quantitative analysis has been undertaken for Tony Abbott and Malcolm Turnbull which is
presented in Appendix B as an example of how to compare new cases to existing benchmarks.
Table 1 shows the Prime Ministers and the outcomes of the elections covered in this study.
Future studies could examine differences between the speech of conservative and labour Prime
Ministers, or country level differences.
Table 1. Date of first and second election (and majority of seats won or lost)
Prime Minister

Stayed in power and won
second election or not?

Australian
or British

Conservative
or Labor

Edward Heath

First elected PM and
government majority
over opposition
18 June 1970 (30)

28 February 1974 (lost by 4)

British

Conservative

Gough Whitlam

2 December 1972 (9)

18 May 1974 (won by 5)

Australian

Labor

Malcolm Fraser

13 December 1975 (55)

10 December 1977 (won by 48)

Australian

Conservative

Margaret Thatcher

3 May 1979 (43)

9 June 1983 (won by 144)

British

Conservative

Bob Hawke

5 March 1983 (25)

1 December 1984 (won by 16)

Australian

Labor

Paul Keating

13 March 1993 (15)

2 March 1996 (lost by 45)

Australian

Labor

John Major

9 April 1992 (21)

1 May 1997 (lost by 179)

British

Conservative

John Howard

2 March 1996 (45)

3 October 1998 (won by 13)

Australian

Conservative

Tony Blair

1 May 1997 (179)

7 June 2001 (won by 167)

British

Labour

David Cameron

6 May 2010 (78)

7 May 2015 (won by 12)

British

Conservative

Kevin Rudd

24 November 2007 (18)

Removed by own party

Australian

Labor

Julia Gillard

21 August 2010 (2)

Removed by own party

Australian

Labor

Why 1970 as a starting point?
From around 1970, Prime-Ministerial candidates gained broader public exposure through
television, something that was apparent in campaign strategies. Colour television was launched
in the UK in 1969 (National Science and Media Museum, 2011). While established in most
Australian metropolitan and major regional centres by 1971, television, although not colour,
was progressively available nationwide, including to more remote places like Darwin, Mount
Isa, and Kalgoorlie. Colour television was available in Australia from 7 October 1974 (National
Film and Sound Archive, n.d.(a)). A start date of 1970 means Edward Heath is the first Prime
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Minister in this study for the United Kingdom, and Gough Whitlam for Australia. Whitlam’s
American style ‘It’s Time’ election campaign shows the way he used television to market his
ideas, and himself in presidential terms. This is discussed in more detail in the case-based
analysis presented in Chapter Five. While there was national reach soon after 1970, each
country had only a few channels, meaning most people got their televised election news from
national broadcasters, the BBC or ABC.

Psychological measures
Leadership Trait Analysis
Margaret Hermann began publishing research linking the psychological characteristics of
political leaders and foreign policy events and outcomes in the 1970s (Schafer, 1974, p. 299).
Hermann’s approach involves the counting of words and phrases that are indicators of seven
different psychological traits. She developed large dictionaries of words and phrases indicative
of high and low scores on these trait measures, three of which are used in the quantitative part
of this study and are shown in Table 2 below: Conceptual Complexity; Need for Power and
Belief Events Can Be Controlled. The other four traits – Distrust of Others; Task Focus; InGroup Bias, and Self Confidence – are introduced in Appendix C as they are use in later
qualitative analyses. As an illustration, a high score on Conceptual Complexity arises from the
use of more words (per 100) associated with complexity and ambiguity (e.g., possibly, maybe,
sometimes) while a low score is indicative of more declarative speech that leaves no room for
alternative views or ambiguity (e.g., always, never, must be) (Schafer, 2014, p. 299).

Table 2. Trait description and coding for Leadership Trait Analysis measures
Trait
Conceptual
Complexity

Description
Demonstrates the ability to discern different
dimensions of the environment when
describing actors, places, ideas and situations

Need For
Power

A concern for gaining, keeping and restoring
power over others

Belief Events A perception of the world as an environment
Can Be
a leader can influence, and themselves as
Controlled
influential actor.
Source: Dyson (2006, p. 292)

Coding
Percentage of words related to high
complexity (i.e. approximately, possibly,
trend) vs. low complexity (i.e. absolutely,
certainly, irreversible)
Percentage of verbs that reflect actions of
attack, advice, or influence on others and a
concern with reputation
Percentage of verbs used that reflect action or
planning for personal action or of the relevant
group.

Motives
Leadership Trait Analysis is behaviourally oriented and reflects how someone presents
themselves to the world through their speech. In contrast, the study of motives has its origins
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in psychoanalysis. It is concerned with the verbal imagery used by subjects and what this says
about their underlying motives (Schafer, 2014). Winter’s model has three motives: power,
affiliation and achievement. From this point on they are presented with ‘n-’ to be read as ‘needfor’ – that is, n-Power, n-Affiliation and n-Achievement. Table 3 outlines how motives are
related to behaviours, actions, negotiating style and the preferred source of advice.

Table 3 Motive scoring definitions and action correlates
n-Power
Verbal image scores
Concern about having
impact,
control,
or
influence on another
person or group, or the
world at large, and
acquiring prestige
Actions
Successful leadership and
high subordinates’ morale
if responsibility is high.
Profligate
impulsivity
(alcohol,
drugs,
sex,
aggression)
if
responsibility is low
Negotiating Style
Forceful,
exploitative,
aggressive
Source: Winter (2018, p. 157)

n-Affiliation
Concern
about
establishing, maintaining,
or restoring warm, friendly
relations among persons or
groups

n-Achievement
Concern
about
the
standard of excellence,
quality of performance,
success in competition, or
unique accomplishment

Cooperative and friendly
with similarly friendly
others. Defensive and even
hostile with others who are
dissimilar or who disagree

Takes moderate risks, uses
feedback
to
modify
performance,
seeks
entrepreneurial success, at
the extreme, can be
dishonest when necessary
to reach an important goal
Cooperative
and
a
“rational” actor

Cooperative
if
safe,
defensive if threatened

Operational Codes
Operational codes focus on beliefs, expressed through speech, about the nature of the political
world a leader is talking about. Work on operational codes was significantly advanced by
Stephen Walker. Operational codes are inferred from four indices of balance, central tendency,
proportion, and dispersion (Walker et al., 2003, p. 226). Balance reflects the use of positive and
negative verbs attributed to others (i.e., beliefs about how friendly or hostile the political
environment is perceived to be) and to the actor’s self (i.e., an actor’s strategic and tactical
propensities on a continuum from conflictual to cooperative). Measures of attributional
intensities to others and self are obtained by applying weights to the verb categories and
multiplying them by their frequencies. The central tendencies of these weighted scores are
indicators of the prospect of success in the political environment (expectations about others’
ability to limit an actor’s success, about what others may/do to the actor to stop them) and an
actor’s propensity to use cooperative or conflict-based tactics to exercise their own political
power on others (when the actor is speaking about what they may/will do to others to persuade
them). Tables 4(i)-(iv) assist to interpret scores based on benchmark results (Walker et al., 2003,
p. 227). Table 4(i) for example outlines the meaning of a range of scores between -1 to +1 on a
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measure indicating the degree to which a person describes their operating environment as very
hostile to very friendly. Table 4(ii) shows scores indicative of whether a leader is pessimist
about achieving their goals (scores towards -1) or very optimistic (scores towards +1). Tables
4(iii) and 4(iv) show respectively whether a speaker’s scores on response preference tend
towards conflict or cooperation, and how intensely this is expressed.
Table 4(i). P-1 Nature of the Political Environment (hostile/friendly)
Hostile
Extremely
-1.0

Very
-.75

Definitely
-.50

Somewhat
-.25

Mixed
.00

Somewhat
+.25

Definitely
+.50

Very
+.75

Friendly
Extremely
+1.0

Very
+.75

Optimistic
Extremely
+1.0

Table 4(ii). P-2 Realisation of political values (pessimism/optimism)
Pessimistic
Extremely
-1.0

Very
-.75

Definitely
-.50

Somewhat
-.25

Mixed
.00

Somewhat
+.25

Definitely
+.50

Table 4(iii). I-1 Direction of Strategy (conflict/cooperation)
Conflict
Extremely
-1.0

Very
-.75

Definitely
-.50

Somewhat
-.25

Mixed
.00

Somewhat
+.25

Definitely
+.50

Very
+.75

Cooperation
Extremely
+1.0

Definitely
+.50

Very
+.75

Cooperation
Extremely
+1.0

Table 4(iv). I-2 Intensity of tactics (conflict/cooperation)
Conflict
Extremely
-1.0

Very
-.75

Definitely
-.50

Somewhat
-.25

Mixed
.00

Somewhat
+.25

Source: Schafer and Walker (2006, pp 33-38)

Together, boxes 2 and 3 below describe the 10 indices P1-P5 (philosophical beliefs) and I1-I5
(instrumental beliefs – preferred responses) (Schafer and Walker 2006, pp 33-38).
Box 3. Four primary Verbs in Context indices
-

-

The nature of the political environment (P-1) Prospects for realising fundamental values (P-2)
Measures leaders’ philosophical views about the
- Measures how optimistic or pessimistic leaders are about
nature of politics [Constructed as a net index of achieving fundamental goals in line with their political
positive/cooperative attributions minus negative/ values [Constructed as an index of positive and negative
conflictual attributions to others in the political attributions to others’ motives and intentions. A higher
environment of interest. Concerned with images score reflects a more optimistic level of attribution to others
of opponents as those who cooperate or seek as those who would appeal/support, promise and reward
conflict. A higher score indicates a view of others (not oppose/resist, threaten, punish) the actor]
in more friendly and cooperative terms]
Direction of strategy (I-1)
Intensity of tactics (I-2)
Measures leaders’ strategic approach to political
- Measures the intensity of either a conflictual or cooperative
goals based on positive (cooperative) or negative strategy [It focuses on the tactics for how goals and
(conflictual) self-attributions [It does not specify objectives can be most effectively pursued. Positive
what the goals are, just an actor’s orientation in intensity is indicated by more self-attributions indicating an
relation to them. A higher score indicates an actor’s propensity to appeal/support, promise, reward (not
actor’s preference for a more cooperative rather oppose/resist, threaten, punish) others]
than hostile strategy]
Source: Schafer and Walker (2006, pp 32-38); Walker et al. (1998, pp 178-180)

51

Box 4. Secondary Verbs in Context (VICs) indices
Additional VICs
Indices
P-3
Predictability of the
political
environment (low
to high)

Description

Calculation

Examines whether an actor views others as
behaving in consistent and predictable
ways. Assessed based on the dispersion of
observations across the six verb categories.
The more variety of the other attributions
the less predictable others are viewed.

P-4
Degree of personal
control over events
(low to high)

An indicator of the degree of control
attributed to self or others. Someone is
more in control if they refer to themselves
more than others.

P-5
Role of chance

Derived from P-3 x P-4. The more
predictable the environment (higher P-3)
and higher degree of self-control (higher
P-4) the less events are viewed as resulting
from chance.
Examines how risk-averse or riskacceptant an actor is. It assesses the degree
to which their self-attributions differ on the
six verb categories.
I-4a indicates the diversity of actor’s
choices across cooperation and conflict
verbs

The Index of Qualitative Variation
(Watson and McGaw 1980, p. 88) is used.
The score is 1 – the IQV (note calculated
for this study using an online tool from
California State University, Bakersfield)
A lower score means the person sees the
world as less predictable.
Ratio of self to other attributions. Low
scores indicate the subject sees the locus of
control residing more with others while a
high score indicates that the subject has
more control themselves.
P-5 = P-3 x P-4 (the higher the number, the
lower the assessed role of chance the actor
sees in their political environment).

I-3
Averse to acceptant

I-4
Flexibility of tactics

I-4b indicates the diversity of the actor’s
actions in terms of the distribution of
words and deeds

This is concerned with the actors’ belief in
the utility of different tactics when
exercising political power. Do they
perceive there is greater utility in
cooperation or conflict tactics?
Source: Schafer and Walker (2006, pp 33-38)

I-5
Utility of means
(low to high)

The score is 1 – IQV score for dispersion
for each of the verbal categories. A higher
score means an actor is more acceptant of
risks due to their tactical choices.
I-4a: 1 – the absolute value of [the
percentage of cooperative self-utterances
minus the percentage of conflictual selfutterances]. A higher score means more
flexibility in the use of conflictual and
cooperative actions
I-4b 1 – the absolute value of [the
percentage of word self-utterances
(promise, appeal, propose, threaten) minus
the percentage of deed self-utterances
(reward or punish)]. A higher score means
more diversity, more flexibility, across
word and deed tactics.
I-5 Punish (sum of “Punish” selfutterances divided by the sum of all selfutterances). Similarly, indices are created
for I-5 Threaten; I-5 Oppose; I-5 Support;
I-5 Promise; and I-5 Reward

Verbal Behaviour Analysis
Speech is a form of behaviour. How we convey ideas says a lot about who we are, how we
think, what matters to us, and how we might act. Someone who says they are angry reveals their
state of mind unless they are acting or pretending. Someone who threatens someone else, might
be taken seriously. It might lead to action. Beyond these obvious statements, word and phrase
choices indicate more about our personality and associated propensities to act. Speech may be
expressive, defensive, passive, avoiding, elaborating, declarative or grandiose (Walter, 1980,
p. 131).
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Verbal Behaviour Analysis (VBA) is a way to create personality profiles from spontaneous
speech. In his 1989 book, Verbal Behaviour in Everyday Life, clinical psychiatrist Walter
Weintraub applied his method to the study of seven presidents. He drew on both psychoanalytic
and behavioural traditions to develop the model. Box 5 outlines the measures Weintraub
developed. For example, he looks for qualifiers, that is, speech which immediately qualifies a
statement. An example is someone who says ‘yes, but’. Frequent use of qualifiers is a clinical
indicator of a lack of decisiveness, confidence or even anxiety. They may also be verbal
“fillers”, indicative of a lack of preparedness, and a preference to speak rather than experience
silence. Thus, scores need to be considered as part of a broader assessment of an individual’s
personality and context.
Box 6 sets out Weintraub’s concepts of emotional speech, anxious disposition, moodiness and
other measures. These are not used in the quantitative part of this study but are drawn on in the
qualitative analysis of chapters five to eight.
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Box 5. Verbal Behaviour Analysis categories
Category
Qualifiers

Description
Expressions of uncertainty. They weaken statements without adding information, for
example, “it’s what you might call an evening of relaxation”. They are typically
expressed before a complete verb discounting the following message. Used frequently
they indicate a lack of decisiveness and anxiety (Lalljee and Cook, 1975). They may also
indicate a lack of preparation as they are “fillers”. They should be studied based on
spontaneous text not prepared speeches.
Evaluators
Expressions of judgement which are scored for goodness-badness (good = e.g., “he’s the
best worker”; right-wrong (e.g., wrong = “it is a sin to steal”); correct-incorrect (e.g.,
correct = “you have the right answer”) and pleasant-unpleasant (e.g., pleasant = “it’s nice
to be on vacation”). High scores reflect judgemental or “punitive” mannerisms. Most
psychopathological states are characterised by a significant use of evaluators.
Retractors
These weaken or reverse previously spoken remarks and include “but”, “however” and
“nevertheless”. “John is obnoxious, but he has contributed a lot to the organization”.
While qualifiers precede a statement, retractors follow it. The moderate use of retractors
reflects a capacity for mature reconsideration. Used frequently they indicate a difficulty
in adhering to decisions already taken. It is clinically associated with impulsivity. As is
the case for qualifiers “speech without retractors has a certain barren or dogmatic
flavour”.
I and we
Political leaders who want to present themselves as their own person use I much more
often than we. Those speaking for a party or a cause have the opposite profile. A
moderate use of we suggests a healthy capacity to collaborate with others. Very high
rates of using I indicate self-pre-occupation while a moderate use “reflects a healthy
ability to commit oneself in thought and action while retaining an adequate degree of
autonomy. An infrequent use of I indicates avoidance of intimacy, commitment,
detachment and candour. The I/we ratio measures self/object differentiation. “When we
is high and I is low avoidance of intimacy and commitment is indicated”.
Me
Me is the most intimate of personal pronouns. It is generally used as the object of action
words. It tends to be used by passive speakers or those adopting the role of victim. For
example, “I think it is right to say a few words with reference to the questions put to me
by the Honourable leader of the opposition”.
Negatives
Negative words include “not”, “never” or “nothing”. They are associated with stubborn
or oppositional traits. They may be coping mechanisms including indicators of denial.
Clinically, a high negative score can indicate poor “reality testing”. See also Weintraub,
1986, p. 288)
Explainers
Explainers provide reasons or justifications for actions and are indicated by causal
connections (Winter et al., 1991, p. 220). Common explainers include “because”,
“therefore”, “in order to”. People who use lots of explainers have an apologetic or
rationalising verbal style. Those using only a few come across as concrete, categorical
or dogmatic.
Expressions of
These include statements about oneself or a group one is part of that indicate for
feeling
example: attraction-aversion; like-dislike; satisfaction-dissatisfaction; pleasuredispleasure; hope-despair, fear, anger, and desire among others. Low expressions of
feeling reflect an aloof or cool verbal style. High usage is associated with the display of
emotion and, at the extreme, histrionics.
Adverbial
Adverbs increase the force of a statement and add colour to a speaker’s remarks (Winter
intensifiers
et al., 1991, p. 220). Examples include “very”, “really”, “so” and “such”. They make the
speaker sound more dramatic. Those who use few are bland. High scores are indicative
of exaggeration or seeing the world in black and white terms.
Direct references
Direct references are those made to an audience, the situation, or the physical
surroundings (Winter et al., 1991, p. 220). A high rate of the use of direct references is
indicative of an engaging and/or manipulative speaker. It may indicate the speaker wants
to divert the audience’s attention from what he or she is struggling to say by directing it
to aspects of the environment itself. When the rate is very high it may be indicative of
an intrusive or controlling person. A complete absence may be associated with shyness
or aloofness.
Rhetorical
Rhetorical questions are those meant to arose or engage and audience (Winter et al.,
questions
1991, p. 220). They do not require an answer. They can indicate aggression.
Source: Weintraub (1989, pp 11-17); Weintraub (2003, pp 143-147) unless otherwise stated
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Box 6. Verbal categories and their relationship to personality traits
Trait
Emotional speech
Decisiveness

Relationship to verbal category scores
Most emotional speakers will use several verbal categories to convey warmth.
Someone who uses fewer qualifiers before taking a position or making a decision comes
across as more decisive. Combined with the regular use of I and we as subject clauses a
low use indicates action orientation and acceptance of responsibility.
Reconsideration
Indicated by the moderate use of retractors and qualifiers. Low/moderate scores on
qualifiers and retractors indicate the capacity to make and stick with decisions. High
scores on both may indicate “paralysis of decision-making” or a “tendency to waffle”.
As for qualifiers, “speech without retractors has a certain barren or dogmatic flavour”
Impulsivity
Associated with a more frequent use of retractors (this has been extensively studied in
clinical settings).
Anxious
This is more typically associated with vocal patterns which are not measured in this
disposition
study. This said, an anxious person’s verbal behaviour is typically characterised by the
excessive use of several verbal categories including an excessive use of I and me (selfpre-occupation). Defensive people are also more likely to use evaluators, negatives,
retractors, explainers and qualifiers. “An anxious disposition suggests
psychopathology. Few individuals displaying ‘verbal anxiety’ are likely to be chosen as
leaders of their nation”.
Moodiness
Indicators are rapidly shifting moods. Depressed people have been shown to make many
personal references, have high I and me scores, direct references, expressions of feeling,
adverbial intensifiers and negatives – indicative of an uncontrolled affect (high scores
on emotional categories), self-preoccupation (the I score), dependent needs (direct
references and me scores) and negativity (high negatives scores). This pattern led
Weintraub to conclude that Nixon’s pattern of speech showed evidence of depression
during Watergate.
Angry disposition
A combined high level of negatives and the disappearance of qualifiers. Aggressive
engagement with the listener can also be indicated by the high use of rhetorical
questions and direct references. “Angry speech is unusual for world leaders, who
generally try to present a calm appearance to their listeners”.
Emotionally
Expressive and warm people have high scores in the feeling categories compared to the
controlled
low scores of those who are emotionally controlled.
Oppositional traits Stubborn and oppositional speech is indicated by the use of many negatives.
Controlling
Those with controlling behaviours are more frequently emotionally controlled. They use
behaviours
few feelings categories. They tend to prepare for and limit what they will answer during
interviews and use few qualifiers.
Achievement
Indicated by the frequent use of I and we (personal pronouns acting on verbs) and
infrequent use of qualifiers.
Histrionic
Expressed as exaggeration. The high use of adverbial intensifiers and evaluators.
behaviour
Frequently used by charismatic leaders to hold an audience.
Passivity
Indicated by the frequent use of the personal pronoun me (more common among children
as well as elderly, depressive and or compulsive people). me is almost always the object
of the verb and therefore the speaker is the recipient rather than the initiator of action.
Domineering
High levels of verbosity indicated by the use of many connectors (qualifiers, retractors,
behaviour
explainers)
Flattery
High scores on evaluators and adverbial intensifiers. Similar to histrionic mannerisms.
Source: Weintraub (1989, pp 95-102); Weintraub (2003, pp 148-152)

Methodological Considerations
There are at least four major research considerations for a study of this kind: how to assess
leaders when you cannot directly speak to them; whether prepared or spontaneous speech is
better; automated processing of verbal data; and the appropriate statistical techniques to use.
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At-a-Distance Assessment
“[A]t-a-distance analyses of political leaders, if theoretically grounded and well executed should
hardly be considered less valid than experimental and clinical research. Indeed one could easily
argue that they might be more valid: after all, at-a-distance analyses are generally based on
observations taken in natural settings rather that in the artificial setting of an experiment or
under the watchful eye of the clinical psychologist” (Schafer, 2014, p. 296)

At-a-distance personality assessment approaches are necessary when it is not possible to have
direct access to subjects. It is unlikely political leaders will consent to a clinical interview or to
complete a series of assessment instruments for the scrutiny and publication of others. Instead,
this study uses verbal material, which thankfully, is abundantly available for political leaders.
Speechmaking is at the core of their job. An additional benefit is that it is based on performance
observations in a natural rather than an experimental setting. The goal is to draw inferences
from patterns of verbal behaviour and to relate them to other outcomes (Schafer, 2014). That
is, to use words as data (Kesgin, 2020, p. 56). The material used in this study is exclusively
Prime Ministers’ responses to Opposition Leaders’ questions without notice, selected for
reasons outlined in a later section, but including that Opposition Leaders “are the most
prominent questioner” of the Prime Minister in, at least in the British House of Commons
(Sealey and Bates, 2015, p. 18), but probably also in the Australian House of Representatives.

Preference for spontaneous speech
Certain conditions combine to make it more likely an individual’s underlying traits will be
revealed through their speech. Walker (1977) recommends that, for cognitive measurement, the
best source material meets three criteria. The first is when responses are required to be
verbalised under conditions of stress, meaning there is less time to consider how different
responses might be received and therefore select from options. Secondly, conditions of
ambiguity make it necessary for the speaker to think and generate novel responses rather than
rely only on rehearsed material. Finally, more complex issues require problem-solving, so
issues are less likely to match rehearsed responses. Weintraub’s (1989) method for
psychological profiling typically involves analysis of spontaneous speech samples of at least
10 minutes duration obtained under conditions of stress. Walker (1977), for example, notes that
questions during media interviews generates good material for analysis. Reporters’ questions

56

are difficult to anticipate, and answers must be given without props and under pressure
(Hermann 1999, p. 2).

However, for this study, it is assumed that responses to questions without notice by Opposition
Leaders in Parliament are also close to ideal. Note below I sometimes use “Question Time” as
a shorthand way of referring to both Prime Minister’s Questions (Britain’s House of Commons)
and Questions without Notice (Australia’s House of Representatives). Shaun Bevan and Peter
John (2016) note that Prime Ministers Questions were formally introduced in the British
Parliament in 1961 and remain one of the most important ways for Opposition Leaders to
challenge a Prime Minister. Joni Lovenduski (2012, p. 314) describes exchanges during Prime
Minister’s Questions as a “political ritual”, and further, that they are a “prominent feature of
political news” that journalists follow and routinely report. Further she notes, they are a “high
profile party competition and well-known accountability instrument”. She says they are a
“centre point of parliamentary life” (Lovenduski, 2012, p. 314). Emphasising the importance
to those participating, she writes:
“Questions are performed one at a time by individuals according to long-established
conventions that are reinforced in various ways by the Speaker, clerks, whip, party leaders, MPs
and the press and other audiences including the general public. All are part of a cast and audience
in this production. We know that MPs gain or lose peer and media respect on the basis of their
performance at question time, hence it constitutes a pressure on them and affects the way they
view themselves as parliamentarians” (Lovenduski, 2012, p. 316)

Clearly, Prime Ministers want to do well in front of the opposition, their colleagues and the
journalists who will report and comment on highlights. It is a chance to show off their rhetorical
skills (Bevan and John, 2016, p. 59). Others agree.
“Parliamentary question times are big occasions, not because the leader is about to lose control
but because reputations matter; it is the occasion for showing the backbench that they are in
control and that they have the measure of the leader of the Opposition. It is about morale,
standing and confidence” (Weller, 2014, p. 497)

Importantly, from the standpoint of psychological assessment, while others assist Prime
Ministers to anticipate questions and prepare responses for Question Time, it is not known
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which questions an opposition will ask on any given day, or the order in which they will be
asked. This creates a useful degree of performance pressure. For the current study, friendly
questions from a Prime Minister’s own side known, which are known as “Dorothy Dixers” in
Australia (See Australian Parliamentary Education Office, n.d.) have been excluded.

In essence, a Prime Minister is on their own at this gladiatorial moment. Question Time requires
them to think on their feet and deal with questions asked by those who oppose them, and who
will expose and embarrass them if they can. Peter Bull and Pam Wells (2012) describe the
contest in the following terms:
“Figuratively, PMQs may be likened to a form of verbal pugilism, conducted under arcane
conventions resembling the Queensbury rules of boxing” (Bull and Wells, 2012, p. 46)

Both sides use Question Time as an opportunity to enhance their political standing. Energised
clashes between party leaders become television highlights (Lovenduski, 2012, p. 319). While
the current study is focused on Prime Ministers, the intensity of the moment is increased
because they are up against Opposition Leaders who also want to enhance their reputation and
lift party morale through a memorable performance (Sealey and Bates, 2015). In fact, the
spectacle has been referred to as “‘Punch and Judy’ politics” (Shephard and Braby, 2020, p.
27). Tactics may include intentional face-threatening acts by either participant; the skill of
which is demonstrated by doing so while refraining from using potentially sanctionable
unparliamentarily language and behaviour (Bull and Wells, 2012). Thus, questions are not
asked to simply get an answer, they are often intended to ‘rattle’ the respondent and render them
politically vulnerable and, “even the best performers may be unnerved by the occasion”
(Lovenduski, 2012, p. 321). Question Time is often stressful, at least for most Prime Ministers,
satisfying another of the above conditions for good assessment material. The forum favours
some Prime Ministers over others, so the kinds of individual differences explored in this study
are pertinent. Whitlam for example enjoyed it.
“Whitlam has always relished the parliamentary performance. As Prime Minister, he
approached it with new zest. In opposition, verbal facility, and a wide command of information
built up over years, often had allowed Whitlam to seize the initiative from the government and
finally to outshine McMahon” (Walter, 1980, p. 40)
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In contrast, Blair reportedly did not enjoy Question Time in parliament, and successfully used
his power and position in 1997 to reduce its frequency to once a week and length to 30 minutes
(Bull and Wells, 2012). While he may not have liked it, it will be shown later he performed
well in this environment, and statistical evidence shows his performances reflected increasing
confidence over this first term, at least in terms of his ability to project power in parliament (see
Chapter Four). He and Thatcher were the only Prime Ministers whose profile scores changed
on some measures over their first term as they settled into their parliamentary roles, in both
cases reflecting increased confidence, although this was expressed in different ways.

One hesitancy with a comparative study of this nature is that the context in which Question
Time performances occur might have changed over time, despite longstanding rules and rituals.
The nature of the questions themselves, and the reasons they are asked, may also change. I
particularly note that the third criteria for good material relates to complexity, including how
hard questions are to answer. In this regard, one interesting research finding relates to the gender
of the MP asking the question, with women more likely to ask “helpful questions” primarily
intended to elicit information about a Government position or policy as opposed to
“unanswerable questions” primarily intended to provoke discomfort or evasion, possibly based
on incorrect information, which are more likely to be asked by male MPs (Bates et al., 2014,
pp. 253-254). The complexity of problem-solving also comes from the real-time political
calculations a Prime Minister must make to consider how different stakeholders will interpret
any response, and what this may suggest in the minds of others about their character, abilities
and personality when reported through media and other accounts. Further, it has been observed
that Question Time itself is becoming less civil. Bates et al’s study shows the number of
interruptions per session increased from one per session for Thatcher to over six for Cameron.
“[T]here appears to be a general opinion among commentators, bloggers and viewers that PMQs
has turned from a relatively ‘civilised’ parliamentary session into something of a rowdy, mudslinging spectacle catered more towards shallow political point scoring than serious scrutiny of
Prime-Ministerial activity” (Bates et al., 2014, p. 254)

Whether or not these are important mediating variables has not been addressed in this study. It
is noted in the final chapter of this thesis as something to consider in future work.
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Lovenduski (2012, p. 316) notes the general amenability of parliamentary questions to
empirical study. Ballard (1983) used Hansard material for her study of individual differences
on the measure of conceptual complexity, and comments:
“Hansard speeches, which represent a restricted category of material, are interesting since they
reflect politicians speaking to their Parliamentary colleagues and opponents. Here may be a
middle ground between speeches to voters in general on the one hand and private
communications to personal acquaintances, friends, and supporters on the other” (Ballard 1983,
p. 127)

A benefit of using answers to questions in parliament for psychological assessment is that they
are from a single domain, reducing the possibility of “differential audience and venue effects”
(Dyson, 2006, p. 291). This also makes it easier to replicate earlier studies. For example, Rohrer
(2014) used the same source of archived parliamentary data as the current study so his results
can be directly compared to those here. Apart from testing broader findings it is test of
measurement reliability. That is, if the measurement tools are reliable, one would expect
Rohrer’s scores for a particular Prime Minister to be the same those obtained in this study.
In summary, it is argued above that there is sufficient support for the use of Prime Minister’s
responses to Opposition Leader’s questions without notice as good material for a study like this
one.

Automated assessment
Content analysis was originally completed by trained coders using prescribed rubrics. More
recently this analysis was automated which has reduced the interpretative burden. What is lost
in the ability to capture more nuanced language must be weighed up against the benefits of
automation (Suedfeld and Tetlock, 2014). Such assessment removes human fallibility as a
factor in assessment. For example, it has been shown that people overstate the conceptual
complexity of another person if they believe they share their political views (Conway et al.,
2016). Compared to hand coding, automation programs make it possible to process a vast
amount of material almost instantly. The main benefit though is that the same scores are
produced if the same source material is entered into the computational program. Perfect
reliability in this sense is critical to the advance of this kind of research. Social Science
Automation was founded in 1997 as a platform for the different leadership and personality
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coding schemes used in this study. ProfilerPlus was developed by Michael Young with support
from the U.S. Department of Defense (Levine and Young, 2014; Hermann et al., 2001).
Technical details about how content coding systems work are available (Young and Hermann,
2014). This platform has been used for many studies of political leaders (Brummer, 2016;
Charles and Maras, 2015; Dyson, 2008; Dyson and Raleigh, 2014; Hermann and Pagé, 2016;
Van

Esch

and

Swinkels,

2015;

Young

and

Hermann,

2014).

The

site

http://socialscience.net/partners/research.aspx lists more than 100 research papers and projects
using the ProfilerPlus platform and analytical engine.
“Analyzing text with this program guarantees uniformity in the treatment of text; hence, words
become the data ... ProfilerPlus is important not only for significantly reducing the time spent
for analysis but also for developing systematic and objective results” (Kesgin, 2020, p. 62)

Ethical considerations
Ethics approval was obtained from the University of Canberra before interviews were
conducted. Those interviewed signed consent forms. A final step was taken to confirm I had
permission to use selected quotes for this thesis (and a potential future book). All of those
interviewed agreed by email exchange, including to be identified by name. On occasions
interviewees elected to slightly amend quotes and these changes were made.

A further consideration is the ethics of assessing political subjects without interviewing them.
It is important to say that I am not assessing Prime Ministers’ mental health. I am not qualified
to do that. I also do not draw any conclusions about whether it is inherently good or not, for
example, to speak in a way that indicates a high (or low) task focus, need for power, or selffocus (a high use of I and me). My argument is that it is better to make observations with valid,
reliable, and tools, and to compare results to benchmarks, than more subjective measures in
media reports every day. Whether results are seen as desirable or not is up to others, for example
voters or party members, to decide.

Statistical analysis
Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) is used in each of the four studies that make up
the broader research project. The purpose of this statistical technique is to determine whether
there are significant differences between two groups based on one or more theoretically relevant
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measures. In the current study two groups of Prime Ministers are compared based on measures
introduced above (leadership traits, motives, personality attributes and views of their political
universe). One group is comprised of Prime Ministers who won a single election (Heath,
Keating, Major, Rudd and Gillard). The second group includes members who led their party to
two or more election wins (Whitlam, Fraser, Thatcher, Hawke, Howard, Blair, Cameron).

Specifically, one-way, between-group, Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) is used
to compare these two groups of Prime Ministers. The data consists of 10 verbal samples of at
least 2000 words taken from each Prime Minister selected randomly over their first term in
office. Thus, there are over 20,000 words for each Prime Minister. Samples were taken from
(permanently archived) Hansard transcripts and, as noted above, only relate to Prime Ministers’
responses to Opposition Leaders’ questions without notice. The method used to do this was to
divide Hansard records for a subject’s first term into 10 roughly equal parts, with each part
becoming a ‘landing point’ from which to select at least 2000 words spoken by the subject. For
example, if there were 400 archived sections, they were divided by 40 to find 10 ‘landing
points’. I had no knowledge of what was at each point. The only observation made by me was
to select words spoken in response to Opposition Leaders’ questions without notice. This
avoided ‘friendly’ questions (Dorothy Dixers) asked by the subject’s own party. Others have
used the same source material including Dyson (2006), Rohrer (2014) Brummer (2016).

One methodological issue is that each of the 10 verbal samples for each Prime Minister is
‘nested’ within Prime-Ministerial cases. Statistical tests generally assume independence of
observations. To match the analysis to the situation, it was decided to treat the verbal sample,
adjusted for the fact that it was ‘nested’ within Prime Ministers scores, as the unit of analysis.
To do this properly, assistance was provided by a professor (McGuire, 2017) who is an expert
in school-based statistical analysis (student test results are ‘nested’ within classes and schools)
who helped to think about the data and use SPSS (and write this paragraph). The rest of the
statistical analysis and the way it is interpreted and presented is my own work.

In each of the four studies, MANOVA analysis was performed in three steps. The first step
ensured that the data being used met assumptions for the appropriate use of MANOVA
(normality, linearity, homogeneity of variance and multi-collinearity). A small number of
outlier scores were addressed by Winsorization (this means converting the value of data points
that are outliers to the value of the highest data point not considered to be an outlier, Salkind,
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2010). The second step tested whether models, each with multiple variables of interest, in each
study passed an initial test of statistical significance. As they all did, it is permissible to consider
the effects of individual variables. Other statistical techniques are used, including factor
analysis, which enabled the reduction of 12 VBA (personality) assessment variables to a
manageable number of discrete factors. This is described in Chapter Four. This approach should
be considered exploratory, and a demonstration of a method that would be more applicable to
a larger data set. This said, minimum statistical assumptions were satisfied.

Chapters five to eight extend the quantitative analysis by providing a qualitative, comparative,
overview of Prime Ministers, which is informed by their relative scores on the 37 psychological
measures used in this study. This enables discussion about Prime Minister’s individual scores
relative to the average score on a measure, and what their high and low scores might mean.
‘More’ or ‘less’ is assessed as being at least one standard deviation above or below the average.

Conclusion
Psychological assessment of political leaders can only be done at-a-distance. This chapter
introduces the subjects, who are 12 Prime Ministers from Australia and Britain who served after
1970. Since then, televised media has played a greater role in more personalised campaigns. A
description of the ways the psychological assessment models are constructed is given, along
with an explanation of the benefits of automated assessment using Profiler Plus, which is hosted
by Social Science Automation. It is concluded, based on the advice of those with appropriate
expertise and experience with these tools and methods, that good verbal data is that which is
important to the speaker, is obtained under stressful conditions, and requires thinking on one’s
feet, such as the consideration of how multiple audiences might think about what is said. Media
or doorstop interviews meet these criteria, but this study uses Prime Ministers’ responses to
Opposition Leaders’ verbal questions without notice in parliament, on the basis that it is equally
good. Interviewers and Opposition Leaders are both incentivised to catch a Prime Minister out
which serves to increase performance pressure.

The following chapter presents the results and is structured around the eight hypotheses set out
in the introductory chapter.
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Chapter Four

Traits, Motives, Beliefs, Personality –
Quantitative Findings

“[S]tudies of political leadership are primarily qualitative … this has been a problem with
leadership research, although there are attempts to make this a more mathematically
manipulable configuration” (Bell, 2014, p. 93)

Results from quantitative analysis
So far, the case has been made to study individual differences among political leaders, arguing
that there is considerable scope for them to shape their roles and make decisions that affect
others, and outcomes. Studies like this one do this with quantitative methods, as Bell advocates
above, enhanced by the additional depth and richness that comes from a qualitative overlay
(chapters five to eight). Four approaches are used, each of which is located within the academic
discipline of Political Psychology that individually and together reveal useful psychological
information about the subjects being examined and, consequently, how they are more or less
likely to behave. The previous chapter focused on how to do at-a-distance psychological
analysis. This included the calculations that underpin each personality score, the selection of
appropriate source material and the use of automated assessment tools rather than hand coding
to increase the reliability of measurement. The current chapter presents the results of
quantitative analysis for 12 Prime Ministers as the foundation of the quantitative and qualitative
comparative analyses that follows. I report the scores, relate them to benchmark data when
available, do multivariate analysis, and discuss what the results might mean.
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Leadership Trait Analysis
As already outlined, Leadership Trait Analysis examines the speech of political leaders. Traits
are inferred from spoken words, which in turn are linked to political behaviour. Traits are the
“everyday language of personality description: the enduring ways in which people interact with
each other and appear to them” (Winter, et al., 1991, p. 224). While there are seven traits in
Hermann’s model, only three are used in the quantitative study presented in this chapter, as it
involves the replication of another study (Rohrer, 2014) using the same three traits and similarly
sourced parliamentary material. The approach enables Rohrer’s original hypotheses, results,
and conclusions to be compared to those of the current study. The other four traits are used in
later qualitative chapters.

Average results compared to benchmarks
Table 5 shows average scores for the 12 Prime Ministers in this study compared to two
benchmarks. Both are reported by Stephen Dyson (2006). One comes from the site that hosts
the assessment tools, Social Science Automation (benchmarks for 51 World Leaders), which
was provided to him by Michael Young. Young helped develop the site and is a lead political
psychology researcher. The other is from Dyson’s own study of 12 British Prime Ministers who
served after 1945, up to and including Tony Blair. They are a different 12 subjects to mine
except for Heath, Thatcher, Major and Blair who are in both studies. Dyson’s data includes the
universe of their responses to foreign policy questions in the House of Commons. The verbal
data in my study includes ten extracts of 2000 words for each Prime Minister selected randomly
over their first term in parliament. That is, there is a total of 20,000 words for each subject
covering responses to any policy topic, not just those relating to foreign policy. Nevertheless,
the average scores for Conceptual Complexity and Need for Power are remarkably like the
results obtained in the current study. They fall between the two available benchmarks. My
average score for Belief Events Can be Controlled is a little higher, although by less than one
standard deviation. This difference may be partly explained by the fact the benchmark scores
relate only to foreign policy issues which are probably less amenable to control than those from
a broader set of domestic policy issues.
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Table 5. Benchmark LTA results for 12 British Prime Ministers
Leadership Trait Analysis
variables

51 World
Leaders

SD.

12 British SD
PMs

Current
Study

SD

Conceptual Complexity

.57

.04

.55

.04

.56

.08

Need for Power

.24

.03

.22

.03

.23

.04

Belief Events Can be Controlled

.35

.04

.33

.05

.38

.06

Source: Data for 51 world leaders is from Social Science Automation reported by Dyson (2006, p. 293).
Data for 12 British Prime Ministers is from Dyson’s own research

Dyson’s (2006) study reports Blair’s individual scores based on responses to foreign policy
questions between 5 May 1997 and 19 March 2003 (covering the start of the Iraq war which
was the context Dyson was interested in). Data in my study includes random samples (each of
2000 words) of his responses to Opposition Leaders’ questions without notice over this first
term on any topic. Despite the difference in source material, scores for Conceptual Complexity,
Need for Power and Belief Events Can Be Controlled are not materially different between the
two studies (i.e. they are not more than one standard deviation different). This suggests
assessment methods are reliable for a given speaker even if the underlying speech material is
different. This is consistent with an observation by Hermann over decades of her research that
Conceptual Complexity is a very stable individual trait over time (Hermann, 1980b). In this
case the other two traits seem stable as well, at least for Tony Blair.

Table 6. LTA Results for Tony Blair
LTA – Tony Blair

Dyson (2006)

Current study

Conceptual complexity

.50

.49

Need for Power

.30

.27

Belief Events Can be Controlled
Source: Dyson (2006)

.45

.46

Finally, a score for Margaret Thatcher’s level of Conceptual Complexity of .49 from another
study (Dyson, 2009a, p. 37) was close to the score I obtained of .47. Like his earlier study on
Blair, Dyson only used Thatcher’s responses to foreign policy questions asked in the House of
Commons. Again therefore, the source of data is immaterial, whether exclusively responses to
foreign policy questions in Dyson’s study or mine which includes everything. Individual
differences do not appear to be overly situationally determined on LTA measures.
Individual Prime Ministers’ scores on three Leadership Trait Analysis measures
Findings reported so far increase the level of confidence in the reliability of the measurement
undertaken in this study compared, firstly to average scores for political leaders (and Prime
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Ministers in particular) and secondly, individual Prime Ministers, illustrated by scores
compared for Thatcher and Blair. The next step is to report results for all 12 Prime Ministers in
this study. These are shown in Figures 2 to 4 and are based on 20,000 words for each Prime
Minister (selected as 10 samples of 2000 words over their first term) when responding to
Opposition Leaders’ questions without notice. Importantly, while average and individual scores
are consistent, there is a good degree of variability between individual Prime Ministers. That is,
the assessment measures effectively discriminate between subjects based on leadership and
personality traits.

Conceptual Complexity
In Figure 2, “Two wins” means a Prime Minister initially won an election then stayed in power
to lead their party to a second win. “One win” means, after winning a first election they
contested, the Prime Minister either did not stay in power for a full first term (i.e., Gillard and
Rudd) or did not win the second election they contested (i.e., Heath, Keating and Major). While
the mean score for the group of Prime Ministers who won at least two elections is higher than
for the group who did not, as will be shown later, the difference is not statistically significant.
Figure 2. Average Prime Ministers’ scores - Conceptual Complexity
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0.40
0.30
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One interesting result is that British Prime Ministers all had lower scores than the Australians.
This raises the prospect of a country-based interaction, which is something that could be
explored in a future study. It may be the result of conventions and the nature of the exchanges
in each parliament, rather than actual differences in conceptual complexity.
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Need for Power
The average Need for Power score for the Prime Ministers who stayed in power and won a
second election is higher than the score for the group who did not. This difference, as is shown
later is statistically significant. Cameron, Blair, Thatcher and Heath projected the highest Need
for Power in their parliamentary question time performances. Keating, Gillard, Hawke and
Fraser projected the lowest. This raises an interesting question in that, while the variable itself
seems important to political success, it did not help Heath that he projected a relatively high
level of power in parliament, nor did it hinder Hawke who expressed a relatively low level in
this forum. Later analysis provides a partial answer in that Heath did not impress the other side,
nor his own, by his forceful speech and confidence. Hawke on the other hand did not need to
project power to possess it.
Separate analysis also found that Blair’s scores on Need for Power increased during his first
term (r = .79, p = .007) while Thatcher’s decreased by the same order or magnitude (r = -.74,
p = .015). No other Prime Ministers’ scores, on any of the 37 measures, changed significantly
over their first terms. One could speculate that Blair settled into the role and grew in confidence
and became more comfortable projecting power in parliament. This makes sense because his
high motive score for power, reported later, suggests that gaining power also drove him, as an
end itself, so the more the better. Thatcher, over time, may have gradually gained command of
the parliamentary arena over her first term and, as such, did not have to project power to retain
it. It is shown later that while she could project power (a trait measure) she was more motivated
by achievement. These are interesting areas to explore in a future study.
Figure 3. Average Prime Ministers’ scores - Need for Power
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Belief Events Can Be Controlled
Of the 12 Prime Ministers in this study, Blair projected the highest level of belief he could
control events. Heath and Rudd also had high scores. Fraser projected the lowest belief that
events could be controlled with Whitlam projecting only a slightly higher view. Further case
analysis would assist to understand the degree to which domestic and global events of the day
justified differences in belief among Prime Ministers. For example, the economic conditions
during Blair’s first term were favourable and he rode a tide of public support. His self-belief
may have been justified as he came into power having made the Labour Party electable after 18
years of being in opposition. For a sustained period, he was a political King and governed as
such. Fraser and Whitlam faced tough economic headwinds, so their scores also make sense.
Australia was buffeted by a global oil crisis, leading to stagflation, events that were largely
beyond political control through domestic policies other than to mitigate their impact. An
economic recession followed in the mid-1970s with rising unemployment. Notwithstanding his
other accomplishments, covered later, Whitlam arguably exacerbated the problem in the short
term by not seeking wage restraint or taking other appropriate economic measures, in fact his
government’s spending on education and health increased during this period. Ways in which
he tried to fund spending, and his apparent disinterest or inability to control his ministers, were
some of the reasons for his removal from office. This is discussed in Chapter Five.
It is not as easy to account for Heath’s high score for believing he could control events, which
is at odds with the significant economic challenges he faced at the time, Britain’s industrial
problems, those related to violence in Northern Ireland and a party divided by what to do about
all of it. His great belief he could control events was either the result of poor situational
judgement, and what he could do about it, or bravado in the face of enormous challenges.
Rudd’s high belief he could control events was probably due to his excessive self-confidence,
initial popularity, and may have been bolstered by how well Australia dealt with the Global
Financial Crisis. These issues are further discussed in Chapter Six (Rudd) and Nine (Heath).

While the average score for the Prime Ministers was lower for those who won more than one
election, as shown in Figure 4, the difference is not statistically significant.
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Figure 4. Average Prime Ministers’ scores - Belief Events Can Be Controlled
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Table 7 shows average differences between groups and standard deviations.

Table 7. Means and standard deviations for groups of Prime Ministers who stayed in
power and won a second election and those who lost power before or at the next election
on three motives
Second election
outcome
One win

Two wins

Conceptual Complexity

Need For Power

Belief Events Can Be
Controlled

Mean

.55

.21

.39

SD

.09

.07

.10

n

50

50

50

Mean

.57

.24

.37

SD

.09

.07

.10

n

70

70
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Multivariate analyses of variance
The main research hypotheses are whether results can be related to an objective outcome, which
in this study is whether first-term prime ministers stayed in power and won a second election.
In this regard, Rohrer’s (2014) lead is followed. He hypothesized that three Leadership Trait
Analysis measures would be related to his measure of Prime-Ministerial effectiveness, which,
for him, was based on historical expert ratings. Thus, while his source material is also Prime
Ministers’ responses in parliament, our outcome measures are different. Further, he used
correlational analysis to test whether rankings of effectiveness were related to LTA scores.
Instead, I was interested in average group differences and therefore MANOVA was an
appropriate method. Hypothesis 1 is below.
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Hypothesis 1: Prime Ministers who stayed in power for their full first term and went on
to win a second election will have a higher average score on combined measures of
Conceptual Complexity, Need for Power and Belief Events Can Be Controlled than those
who did not.

A one-way, between-group, multivariate analysis of variance was performed to investigate
differences on a combined measure containing the three leadership traits, then individually. The
independent variable was the result of the second election outcome. Preliminary testing found
that assumptions of normality, linearity, homogeneity of variance, and multi-collinearity were
satisfied. One outlier score for Conceptual Complexity was addressed by Winsorization, which
means converting the value of data points that are outliers to the value of the highest data point
not considered to be an outlier (Salkind, 2010).

Results show a statistically significant difference between the group of Prime Ministers who
won a single election and the group who went on to win a second election on the three combined
dependent Leadership Trait Analysis variables [Wilks’ Lambda = .86; Mult. F (3,10) = 5.58, p
= .001; partial eta squared = .14]. Partial Eta Squared is a standardised measure of an effect
size; equivalent to R Squared (Richardson, 2011). An effect-size of .14 is described as large
(See University of Cambridge, 2021). The result means that group membership as one- and
two-term Prime Ministers accounts for 14 per cent of the variance in a model containing the
three variables.

When results for dependent variables are considered separately (see Table 8) the only variable
to reach statistical significance on its own using a Bonferroni-adjusted alpha level of .017 is
Need for Power (F (11,108) = 7.25, p = .008; partial eta squared = .06). Results therefore
support Rohrer’s (2014) conclusion that the Need for Power on its own is related to PrimeMinisterial effectiveness. The more general conclusion is that the three variables have more
power when considered together. Indeed, the overall effect size declines from .14 to .11 when
the least significant variable Belief Events Can Be Controlled is removed.
Table 8. MANOVA – Tests of Between Subject Effects for LTA scores
Sum of
Squares
.011

df
1

Mean
Square
.011

F
5.667

Sig.
.019

Partial Eta
Squared
.050

Need for Power

.034

1

.034

7.249

.008

.063

Belief Events Can Be
Controlled

.013

1

.013

1.834

.178

.017

LTA Measure
Conceptual Complexity
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Discussion
Results support a claim that Leadership Trait Analysis (LTA) can be reliably measured using
Profiler Plus as they compare favourably to group benchmarks for a range of political leaders.
Confidence is enhanced because results for individual Prime Ministers from different studies
are very similar. Importantly, while group benchmark scores are similar, there are individual
differences between Prime Ministers, differences which are reported above and are discussed
in more detail in later chapters considering secondary material.

Hypothesis 1 is that three LTA traits Need for Power, Conceptual Complexity and Belief Events
Can Be Controlled would be higher for “more effective” Prime Ministers. This was first put
forward and tested by Rohrer (2014) using similarly sourced parliamentary material. His
method, including a measure of effectiveness – historical rankings in his case – is different to
the current study. Nevertheless, his finding that only Need for Power is an important
explanatory variable is the same as the current study. In the current study the group scores of
one- and two-term Prime Ministers are compared using MANOVA and they are found to be
statistically different (better than .001) in a model including the three variables. Over 14 per
cent of the variance between the two groups is attributed to this three-variable model. Having
passed this first test it is allowed (according to statistical conventions) to examine the
contribution of individual variables. Only the Need for Power variable reached statistical
significance on its own accounting for 6 per cent of the variance between the two groups of
Prime Ministers. Thus, this trait-based measure of power is important and therefore warrants
additional qualitative analysis which is presented later in this study.

Motives
David Winter’s model of motives was introduced in Chapter Two. It includes measures of a
subject’s intrinsic need for power, affiliation and achievement, which he terms n-Power, nAffiliation and n-Achievement. Winter’s earliest book, published in 1973, The Power Motive,
focuses on the one motive, which he described at the time as “an attempt to apply the systematic
and objective techniques of psychological investigation to the study of power” (Winter, 1973,
p. xvii). While close to 50 years have passed, its goals are just as relevant today. Further, he
expressed a view that remains true that “our judgements and values concerning power ought to
be as informed as the can by research and scholarship” (Winter, 1973, p. 1). Of all the measures
used in this study, power is the only one that is conceptualised in two ways, first behaviourally
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as a leadership trait (Hermann, 1999) and in Winter’s model, as an inner force, that is, a want
or a need, that drives behaviour in a general direction. Traits are habits, learned responses to
certain stimuli and conditions that have been reinforced over time. In contrast, the foundation
of Winter’s model comes from psychanalytic tradition. While traits are publicly observable,
motives, which provide the direction and energy of behaviour, are typically implicit. They
“often operate outside conscious attention” (Semenova and Winter, 2020, p. 815). For this
reason, power measured as a trait or motive are expected to be unrelated (Winter et al., 1998)
which, is a hypothesis in this study. If true, in practical terms, it would be possible to project
power as a rhetorical device without it meeting a need for power. That is, you could project
power because it makes sense to do so. As discussed later, Thatcher is a case in point. She could
project power, but she was primarily motivated by achievement. Over time, she projected less
power in parliament, perhaps because she did not need to, to be in control, and it was also not
meeting an underlying need.

Average results compared to benchmarks
Figure 5 below shows scores obtained for British and Australian Prime Ministers for this study
when source material includes Prime Ministers’ responses to Opposition Leaders’ questions
without notice. Australian and British benchmarks could not be found. While US benchmarks
relate to an entirely different group of subjects and source material (in this case the content of
Presidents’ Inaugural Speeches), out of interest, they are included below. While n-Achievement
appears similar between the two groups, it is not surprising the Prime Ministers expressed more
power when responding to Opposition Leaders’ during Prime Minister’s Question Time than
Presidents did when making their first major speech to the public, at a time when they are
presumably trying to unite the nation after an election. It is also not surprising that Presidents
have higher affiliation scores in this setting than Prime Ministers during parliamentary debates
when they are responding to Opposition Leaders’ questions intended to catch them out. Indeed,
it is surprising that the two sets of data are not more different.
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Figure 5. Average results (motive images per 1000 words) for Australian and British
Prime Ministers based on parliamentary source material compared to US benchmarks for
36 presidents based on Inaugural Speeches
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Source: Winter (2003)

Individual Prime Ministers’ scores on three motive measures
Scores for individual Prime Ministers are reported in Table 9. Figures 6 to 8 below show PrimeMinisterial rankings for each measure. Blair, Howard, Whitlam and Hawke had the highest nPower scores. Keating, Cameron and Thatcher had the lowest. A high n-Achievement score for
Thatcher and moderate n-Power score is consistent with Winter’s own findings for her (Winter,
2010a, p. 1661). Fraser, Gillard and Howard had the highest n-Affiliation scores meaning they
are more highly motivated by good relationships, at least with their in-group.
Table 9. Results for Prime Ministers, averages and US benchmark – three motives
PM

POWER
(Images
per 1000 words)

AFFILIATION
(Images per 1000
words)

ACHIEVEMENT
(Images per 1000
words)

UK

Blair

1.46

4.03

8.55

UK

Cameron

6.34

4.62

8.34

Aus

Fraser

7.43

6.90

6.15

Aus

Gillard

8.25

6.83

6.08

Aus

Hawke

9.89

4.91

4.91

UK

Heath

7.04

3.04

3.85

Aus

Howard

1.42

6.36

7.36

Aus

Keating

5.89

3.92

7.72

UK

Major

7.31

5.00

7.00

Aus

Rudd

7.89

5.21

4.78

UK

Thatcher

6.51

5.62

9.90

Aus

Whitlam

9.94

4.57

2.94

UK/AUS

Mean

8.11

5.08

6.46

UK/AUS

SD

1.59

1.13

1.98

Country

Source: Winter (2003)
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Figure 6. Ranked n-Power scores (images per 1000 words)
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Figure 7. Ranked n-Affiliation scores (images per 1000 words)
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Figure 8. Ranked n-Achievement scores (images per 1000 words)
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Figure 9 shows the ranked scores for Hermann’s Need for Power trait measure. Only Blair has
high scores on both trait and motive measures of power. That is, he not only effectively
projected power he was driven by a need for power. Only Heath is in the bottom four positions
on both. That is, he did not strongly project power, nor was it a motivating inner force for him.
At face value this appears to support the notion that n-Power and Need for Power are different
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constructs, as Winter predicted. It also means that because they are independent of each other,
measuring, as they do, different psychological attributes, they can be included together in
MANOVA models.
Figure 9. Hermann’s Leadership Trait Analysis Need for Power
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Table 10. Mean scores for three motives scores and one LTA score
n-Power

n-Affiliation

n-Achievement

LTA – Need for
Power

Mean

7.28

4.75

5.82

.21

N

50

50

50

50

Std. Dev.

3.01

2.49

3.07

.07

Mean

8.66

5.24

6.84

.24

N

70

70

70

70

Std. Dev

4.09

2.48

3.07

.07

Second election
outcome

One win

Two wins

Multivariate analyses of variance
In the first study, using Leadership Trait Analysis, it was possible to retest results from an
earlier study, one which had a similar hypothesis. There is no obvious study to replicate in
relation to motives. Thus, a null hypothesis is proposed. The question is whether there is a
significant difference between the two groups of Prime Ministers using a model containing the
three motives: n-Power, n-Affiliation, and n-Achievement. If there is, a secondary question is
which motives have worthwhile explanatory value of their own. It is also expected that power
measured as a trait and motive will be uncorrelated. If it is the case, Hermann’s trait-based
measure can be added to a combined motive model. It is also expected that both measures of
power on their own will be related to political success. Finally, it is not expected that n-

77

Achievement and n-Affiliation will be associated with political success in line with existing
findings, albeit for Presidents (Spangler and House, 1991). Thus, three null and two directional
hypotheses are tested.
Hypothesis 2 – Winter’s measures of n-Power, n-Affiliation and n-Achievement motive
scores revealed through verbal behaviour in parliament will not account for Prime
Ministers’ success at a second election when assessed together.
Hypothesis 3 – n-Power and Need for Power scores measured respectively as an implicit
motive and a trait will be uncorrelated (Winter, 2005).
Hypothesis 4 – A model including Hermann’s Need for Power trait score revealed through
verbal behaviour in parliament will account for more variance in Prime Ministers’ success
at a second election when assessed together than one only including Winter’s n-Power, nAffiliation and n-Achievement scores
Hypothesis 5 – Higher n-Power and Need for Power scores will be positively associated
with electoral success, more so, when used together.
Hypothesis 6 – n-Achievement and n-Affiliation will not be associated with electoral success

One-way between-group multivariate analyses of variance (MANOVA) was performed to
investigate differences between scores for first-term Prime Ministers who won a single election
and those who stayed in power and won a second election. The initial model (Model 1 in Table
11) included Winter’s three variables: n-Power, n- Affiliation and n-Achievement. Preliminary
tests were conducted to test for normality, linearity, univariate and multivariate outliers,
homogeneity of variance and multi-collinearity. Assumptions were met with one exception.
Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances examines whether the variance of variables being
compared is sufficiently similar. This was not the case for n-Power. This can be seen in Table
10 above with a standard deviation of 3.01 for Prime Ministers who won one election compared
to 4.09 for those who won at least two elections. Variances for the other three variables are
almost identical. The implication is that a more conservative alpha level is used for n-Power
(p< .01 has been selected for this study).

Model 1 (Table 11) results show a significant difference between the two groups of Prime
Ministers on the combined dependent variable [F (3, 106) = 3.41, p = .02, Wilk’s Lambda =
.92, partial eta squared = .09]. Partial Eta Squared is a measure of the effect size. It indicates
the proportion of the variance in the combined model (initially with three variables) that is
accounted for by group membership based on election outcomes (Pallant, 2013). A partial eta78

squared of .09 is considered a medium to large average effect size (See University of
Cambridge, 2021). Thus, there is a statistically significant difference between first-term Prime
Ministers who stayed in power and won a second election and those who did not on the threevariable model. This result mean the null hypothesis (Hypothesis 2) can be rejected.

Hypothesis 3 is that n-Power and Need for Power scores would be uncorrelated as the first
measures motives and the second, traits (Winter, 2005, p. 568). This is confirmed with a
correlation r = -.15 and means the two variables can be used together in a model. Thus, Model
2 in Table 11 also includes Hermann’s measure Need for Power. It significantly improves the
overall performance [F (4, 105) = 5.17, p = .001, Wilk’s Lambda = .84, partial eta squared =
.16]. This (.16) is a large effect size. The result means null Hypothesis 4 can also be rejected.
For both models, this means individual variables can then be examined for their unique
contribution.
Table 11. MANOVA – Between-group analyses using two motive/LTA models
Model
Model 1
n-Power
n-Affiliation
n-Achievement
Model 2
n-Power
n-Affiliation
n-Achievement
Need for Power

Sig.

Partial
Eta
Squared

Value

F

Hypothesis df

Error
df

Wilks'
Lambda

.912

3.41

3

106

.020

.09

Wilks'
Lambda

.836

5.17

4

105

.001

.16

Table 12 shows that of the four individual variables only Hermann’s Need for Power provided
a unique and statistically significant contribution in Model 2 when assessed against a revised
Bonferroni-adjusted criterion of .013 [F (11,108) = 4.73, p = .008, partial eta squared = .06].
An inspection of the mean scores (Table 10 above) indicates that Need for Power was higher
for first-term Prime Ministers who stayed in power and won a second election (M = .24, SD =
.07) compared to those who did not (M = .21, SD = .07).
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Table 12. MANOVA – between-subject effects (Model 2 - LTA Need for Power)

Df

F

Sig.

Partial Eta
Squared

n-Power

1

4.451

.037

.040

n-Affiliation

1

1.242

.268

.011

n-Achievement

1

4.729

.032

.042

LTA Need for
Power

1

7.249

.008

.063

Source

Model 2

Hypothesis 5, that n-Achievement and n-Affiliation would not be associated with electoral
success, is accepted. While Spangler and House (1991) had found both scores to be lower for
more successful Presidents, there was no reason to assume the same would be true of Prime
Ministers, and indeed, it was not. While Table 12 shows some contribution to the overall effect
of the model for n-Achievement at a significance level of .032, on its own they did not add a
significant amount to the explanatory value of the model better than the required level of .01.
Therefore, in a more targeted analysis it is worth testing whether more achievement-motivated
Prime Ministers do better than those with lower scores on this measure when assessed against
several political outcome measures. For the current study though, n-Achievement as an
explanatory factor did not pass a test at the required level of significance.

Hypothesis 6 was that higher n-Power and Need for Power scores would be positively
associated with electoral success, more so when used together. Because n-Power did not pass
Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances a more conservative significance level of .01 was
used. This means a significance level of .037 is insufficient to demonstrate the unique
contribution of this measure in the model. The Leadership Trait Analysis measure of power,
with a significance level of .008 exceeded the significance criteria and therefore made a unique
contribution to Model 2. Overall, the hypothesis is therefore rejected, and only the Leadership
Trait Analysis measure of power is associated with electoral success at the required level of
statistical significance.

Discussion
David Winter’s extensive work draws on insights traced to Sigmund Freud’s original work.
Winter followed this up with decades of experimental research. As a result, it is settled within
the psychological community that there are three main independent human motives, a need for
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power, affiliation, and achievement (Winter, 2018, p 156). In colloquial terms, people differ in
the degree to which they want to control others, be friendly towards them and make things
happen. As mentioned above, motives differ from the traits people display. Traits are thought
of as regular patterns of behaviour. Demonstrating them may or may not meet a need. Thus, as
an actor we may, successfully or otherwise, project power, or affiliation, or an achievement
orientation, but this may or may not satisfy corresponding motives. Winter provides a way to
study these three motives and identify individual differences among leaders. Different motive
profiles are associated with different behavioural outcomes. The motive profiles generated in
this chapter form the basis of the qualitative analysis in subsequent chapters.
Multivariate analysis was undertaken which shows that a model with Winter’s three motives
effectively discriminates between the group of Prime Ministers who won a single election,
compared to those who went on to win two or more elections at a level of statistical significance
of .02. However, when Hermann’s trait-based measure is included in the model, the significance
level of the difference increases to .001. Of the four measures, only Hermann’s trait-based
measure has unique significant explanatory value given the hurdles set in this study.

Operational Codes
“Political leaders are not thinking machines who make decisions solely based on rational
analysis of respective states’ cost-benefits. Rather, they are human beings having various
qualities: beliefs, biases, ideologies, and emotions” (Dirilen‐Gumus, 2017, p. 35).

As outlined in Chapter Two, Operational Codes reflect a political leaders’ philosophical and
instrumental beliefs about the world they are talking about (Walker et al., 1998). This means
their political world in the current study because the verbal samples come from Prime Ministers’
responses to Opposition Leaders questions without notice in Parliament. The operational code
theory was introduced to the field of political psychology by Nathan Leites in his 1951 book
The Operational Code of the Politburo (Walker, 1990, p. 403). Stephen Walker operationalised
the approach through his Verbs in Context System (VICS), which, while originally hand-coded,
has proved amenable to automated assessment through Profiler Plus. VICS answers five
questions about a leader’s philosophy and five relating to their instrumental beliefs as set out
earlier in Box 2 (Walker et al., 1998). It is neither a behavioural nor psychoanalytical approach,
focusing instead on expressed beliefs (Walker, 1990, p. 404). In practical terms, operational
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code analysis, through VICS, provides a systematic way of describing and comparing subjects’
beliefs about themselves and others, and the strategies they use when faced with decisions
(Walker et al., 2018, p. 13).

The method has been used to study a range of political leaders including: the political belief
profiles of Henry Kissinger (Walker, 1977), Bill Clinton, (Schafer and Crichlow, 2000), George
W Bush (Renshon, 2008) and Ayman Al-zawahiri (Jacquier, 2014). It has been used to make
comparisons between Yitzhak Rabin and Shimon Peres (Crichlow, 1998), Fidel Castro and Kim
il Sung (Malici and Malici, 2005), and Donald Trump and Hilary Clinton (Walker, Schafer and
Smith, 2018). In one study Milorad Dodik’s perceptions of the International Criminal Tribunal
were assessed (Hasić and Yesilyurt, 2020) and in another Xi Jinpings’ beliefs about China’s
foreign policy were examined using an operational code frame (He and Feng, 2013).

The current study is unique in that it assesses multiple leaders in two countries and links results
to an objective electoral outcome. In saying this, it is noted that Ozlem Dirilem-Gumas (2017)
did study multiple subjects using a cross cultural design that drew on public speeches. His study
and mine analyse verbal material using the Profiler Plus programme. Both studies examine
differences between groups using multivariate analyses (MANOVA/ANOVA in my study and
MANCOVA/ANCOVA in Dirilem-Gumas’). Brummer (2016) also compared multiple
subjects, notably Prime Ministers. The scores he produced are used as comparative benchmarks
for the subject in this study.

More broadly, as noted in Chapter Two, Brummer (2016, p. 207) argues that a tendency towards
more moderate views of the political environment, on average, is likely to be related to political
effectiveness, with more extreme views, on average, related to failure. An average score for a
political leader means either that they speak in a moderate way all the time, or that they speak
in more extreme ways, perhaps in a situationally dependent way, but this all averages out.
Therefore, to have an extreme score, or in this case one that is more than one standard deviation
away from the average for the 12 Prime Ministers in the study, means the subject speaks in the
same way all the time, for example, that they generally see their political universe as a hostile
or friendly place rather than moving between the two extremes or being moderate overall.

As an outcome measure, Brummer links former British Prime Ministers to political fiascos to
others who were not. He hypothesizes that those associated with fiascos will have more extreme
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views on their political world and how they act in response, than those who manage more
competently. His premise is that it is equally problematic for a political leader to always see the
world as either hostile or friendly, as it may lead to misjudgements about the true nature of a
political situation. In essence, he says political leaders will be more successful if they accurately
diagnose the situation they face as hostile or friendly and they respond appropriately with
conflict or cooperation. The operational code approach, using the VICS assessment
methodology, allows this to be determined.
“Overall, the operational code analysis presents British ‘fiasco Prime Ministers’ as having a
gloomier perception of the political environment and pursuing a more conflictual approach to
politics than ‘non-fiasco Prime Ministers’, which might predispose them to acting too soon or doing
too much” (Brummer, 2016, p. 714)

Rather than “fiascos’ the outcome of interest in my study is whether more moderate or extreme
operational codes have any bearing on whether first-term British and Australian Prime
Ministers since 1970 are able to stay in power and win the next election. The model’s two
primary indices used in statistical analysis are those that relate to principal philosophical (P-1)
and instrumental (I-1) propensities, that is, one for political beliefs and the other for political
actions. A higher score on P-1 reflects a friendlier view of the political universe, and a lower
score a more hostile view. A higher score on I-1 reflects a more cooperative response, and a
lower score a more conflictual one. An additional step was taken to assess Prime Ministers’
scores by recording them as the absolute value of the difference from the mean. Essentially,
this means the question of interest is whether more successful Prime Ministers, defined in
electoral terms, had more moderate scores on P-1 and P-2. Hypothesis 7 is therefore:
Hypothesis 7 – Prime Ministers who cannot retain the leadership for their full first term,
or who fail to win a second election will have more extreme operational code scores.

Average results compared to benchmarks
Results for the 12 Prime Ministers in this study are compared to those for the 13 Prime Ministers
in Brummer’s (2016) study. Brummer uses foreign policy speech material for his assessment
of Prime Ministers’ operational codes, not the parliamentary material in mine which also
includes all policy issues covered during Question Time. Despite these differences in source
material and policy topics, as shown in Table 13, there is a good degree of consistency between
the two sets of scores. Specifically, combined Australian and British scores for the primary
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indices of interest (P-1, P-2, I-1, I-2) in the current study fall between Brummer’s ranges for
fiasco and non-fiasco British Prime Ministers. Some averages on secondary indices in this study
(P-3, P-5, I-4a, I-4b, I-5f) fall slightly outside Brummer’s ranges. This may reflect differences
in a foreign policy context or the nature of this study’s unscripted parliamentary source material.
For example, P-5, the score showing the most difference between the two studies, may be due
to the greater role of chance in relation to foreign policy issues compared to this study’s range
of domestic and foreign policy issues. Overall though, this continues a theme from the earlier
two studies that the measurement instruments are robust, returning results consistent to group
benchmarks, while still revealing individual differences.
Table 13. Average scores for 12 Australian and British Prime Ministers compared to
British benchmarks for 7 ‘non-fiasco Prime Ministers’ and 6 ‘fiasco Prime Ministers’
Operational Code

Diagnostic Propensities
P-1 Nature of Political Env.
P-2 Realise Political Values
P-3 Political future
P-4 Control of events
P-5 Role of chance
Choice Propensities
I-1 Direction of strategy
I-2 Intensity of tactics
I-5a Utility of means – Reward
I-5b Utility of means - Promise
I-5c Utility of means - Support
I-5d Utility of means - Oppose
I-5e Utility of means - Threaten
I-5f Utility of means - Punish
Shift Propensities
I-3 Averse to acceptant
I-4a Cooperation to conflict
I-4b Action words to deeds

This study
Australian and British

Brummer’s study
7 ‘non-fiasco’ PMs

6 ‘fiasco’ PMs

.39
.18
.15
.27
.69

.46
.26
.12
.28
.97

.36
.18
.12
.24
.97

.61
.28
.18
.06
.56
.11
.02
.08

.61
.28
.18
.06
.57
.10
.01
.09

.52
.22
.16
.04
.55
.12
.02
.11

.26
.59
.48

.27
.39
.52

.24
.48
.54

Source: Brummer (2016, p. 713)

Individual Prime Ministers’ operational code scores
While benchmark scores are consistent, there are significant individual differences between
Prime Ministers, which enables comparative analysis. Figures 10 (i)-10 (iv) show a high degree
of variation in Prime Ministers’ average scores for P-1, P-2, I-1 and I-2. Figure 10 (i) shows
that although the average score for P-1 is .39 there is a significant range from Rudd, who saw
his political world in the least friendly terms to Heath, who spoke about his political context in
the friendliest way. No scores fell below zero, so none were in the hostile range. Whether Rudd
and Heath accurately assessed their political contexts is examined in the following chapter.
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Figure 10 (i). Ranked scores for P-1 (Political Environment - hostile to friendly)
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Figure 10 (ii) shows that Rudd was the most pessimistic about realising his political values,
followed by Blair, while Heath was the most optimistic, just ahead of Keating and Howard.
Again, none of the scores fell below zero which meant none were in the pessimistic range. Rudd
came the closest to being pessimistic. It does seem strange that Blair was close to him as his
conditions were relatively favourable which would seem to justify optimism. This probably
says more about Blair than his situation.
Figure 10 (ii). Ranked scores for P-2 (Realisation of values – pessimistic to optimistic)
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Figure 10 (iii) shows that, during her first term, Thatcher spoke in the most cooperative way in
parliament about her strategies when responding to Opposition Leaders’ questions without
notice, while Fraser responded in the least cooperative way.
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Figure 10 (iii). Ranked scores for I-1 (Direction of Strategy – conflict to cooperation)
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Figure 10 (iv) shows preferred tactics to achieve goals. Thatcher and Heath came across as
cooperative, perhaps expecting others would support the views they held most strongly, or
perhaps they simply did not care what those who opposed them thought.
Figure 10 (iv). Ranked scores for I-2 (Intensity of Tactics – conflict to cooperation)
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Tables 14 (i) to (iv) show Prime Ministers’ scores on the four principal operational codes ranked
from lowest to highest. Table 14 (i) shows that, on average, the 12 Prime Ministers viewed their
political environments in somewhat friendly terms with an average score of .4.
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Table 14 (i). P-1 Views about the nature of the political environment – hostile to friendly
P-1 Political
Environment

PM

Score

Std. Error

Least friendly view

Rudd

.23

.06

Major

.27

.08

Blair

.30

.05

Gillard

.31

.05

Cameron

.36

.04

Thatcher

.40

.04

Whitlam

.45

.03

Hawke

.45

.07

Keating

.45

.06

Fraser

.46

.08

Howard

.48

.03

Most friendly view

Heath

.58

.05

Somewhat friendly

Group

.40

.10

Average

Further, Table 14 (ii) shows the group, on average, during their first terms, had a low level of
optimism (average = .18) about being able to realise their political goals but they are not in the
pessimistic range.
Table 14 (ii). P-2 Likelihood of realising political values – pessimistic to optimistic
P-2 Realising
Values

PM

Score

Std. Error

Least optimistic

Rudd

.10

.04

Blair

.12

.04

Major

.12

.04

Cameron

.13

.03

Gillard

.14

.02

Average

Hawke

.18

.04

Average

Thatcher

.18

.03

Fraser

.20

.04

Whitlam

.23

.02

Howard

.24

.03

Keating

.24

.05

Most optimistic

Heath

.28

.03

Low optimism

Group

.18

.06

While Table 14 (iii) shows a definite propensity towards cooperative strategies (.61) in pursuit
of political goals, Table 14 (iv) shows average intensity of the tactics chosen to achieve goals
were less cooperative (.28).
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Table 14 (iii). I-1 Strategic propensity – conflictual to cooperation
I-1
Propensity

Strategic

PM

Score

Std. Error

Fraser

.49

.11

Major

.50

.08

Hawke

.52

.08

Howard

.52

.07

Rudd

.59

.10

Average

Blair

.60

.10

Average

Cameron

.62

.07

Whitlam

.62

.07

Gillard

.67

.09

Keating

.69

.12

Heath

.71

.06

Most cooperative

Thatcher

.72

.10

Definite cooperation

Group

.61

.08

Least cooperative

Table 14 (iv). I-2 Intensity of tactics – conflictual to cooperation
I-2 Intensity of Tactics

PM

Score

Std Error

Least cooperative

Fraser

.17

.06

Rudd

.19

.08

Hawke

.20

.06

Major

.23

.03

Average

Howard

.26

.05

Average

Cameron

.31

.05

Gillard

.31

.05

Keating

.31

.09

Blair

.32

.07

Whitlam

.33

.05

Heath

.38

.04

Most cooperative

Thatcher

.39

.07

Somewhat cooperative

Group

.28

.07

Diagnostic Propensities
Table 15 (i) shows Prime Ministers’ scores for how they diagnose political events. For example,
a high score on P-3 (Predictability) means a Prime Ministers viewed the political environment
as more predictable than peers. Rudd has the highest score at .37, while Keating and Blair had
the lowest at .15. Blair and Hawke spoke as if they had the highest level of belief that they could
control political events (P-4). Fraser and Keating had the lowest.

88

Table 15 (i). Diagnostic Propensities - PM scores on secondary operational code
Diagnostic Propensities

P-3 Predictability

P-4 Control

P-5 Chance

Blair

.15

.37

.55

Cameron

.22

.28

.64

Fraser

.30

.15

.46

Gillard

.32

.29

.93

Hawke

.25

.37

.92

Heath

.31

.32

1.00

Howard

.18

.27

.49

Keating

.15

.13

.19

Major

.25

.26

.64

Rudd

.37

.27

1.00

Thatcher

.29

.33

.97

Whitlam

.27

.24

.66

Group average

.26

.27

.70

Group SD

.07

.07

.25

One interpretation is that while Blair thought events were unpredictable, because he felt he was
able to control them, chance played a relatively small role in outcomes. In contrast Rudd
thought he had the ability to predict events but was only moderately sure he could control them.
Keating on the other hand spoke as if events were not predictable and he had little control over
them, which is arguably the most realistic assessment of how political events occur.
Figure 11 (i). Degree to which events are predictable
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Figure 11 (ii). Degree of control over political events
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Figure 11(iii). The role of chance in political outcomes
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Choice propensities
While I-1 and I-2 provide an overall indication of Prime Ministers’ strategic orientation and
preferred tactics, on a continuum from conflictual to cooperative, Table 15 (ii) below shows
Prime Ministers propensity to choose between different types of strategies and tactics in pursuit
of their goals. All 12 Prime Ministers tended to appeal for the support of others as a dominant
propensity (.56). It makes sense to ask for support before offering to give something up, that is,
to make promises or offer rewards, or to resort to threats. There were also differences. Blair,
Cameron, Heath and Thatcher were most likely to offer rewards for political support. Perhaps
this is more of a British style.

90

Rudd, Keating, and Hawke were most likely to use more extreme, punishing, rhetoric when
pursuing strategies and tactics. Perhaps this is more an Australian style. When Heath and
Howard departed from an appeal for support, they became oppositional.

Table 15 (ii). Choice Propensities - PM scores on secondary operational codes
PM

I-5a
Reward

I-5b
Promise

I-5c Appeal
/Support

I-5d
Oppose

I-5e
Threaten

I-5f Punish

Blair

.25

.09

.45

.10

.02

.09

Cameron

.23

.04

.53

.09

.01

.10

Fraser

.11

.03

.62

.12

.04

.09

Gillard

.15

.06

.63

.05

.04

.06

Hawke

.13

.05

.57

.13

.01

.12

Heath

.22

.05

.60

.11

.00

.02

Howard

.18

.08

.50

.15

.01

.08

Keating

.12

.02

.47

.07

.03

.12

Major

.16

.03

.57

.15

.0

.09

Rudd

.07

.04

.66

.09

.0

.14

Thatcher

.23

.02

.59

.11

.0

.05

Whitlam

.19

.05

.58

.13

.04

.01

Group average

.17

.05

.56

.11

.02

.08

Group SD

.05

.02

.06

.03

.02

.04

Shift propensities (I-3, I-4a, I-4b)
Table 15 (iii) shows Prime Ministers’ scores on secondary operational code scales as they relate
to their propensity to avoid or accept risk (I-3), shift between conflict and cooperation (I-4a)
and shift between words and deeds (I-4b) as they attempted to persuade others. It suggests that
when Heath spoke in parliament in response to opposition leaders’ questions he had the highest
risk orientation, which in operational code theory, means he made more self-attribution across
the six verbal categories, than attributions to others. Another way to think about this is he held
himself to account in his speech than others, or he was simply more self-centred. He also
showed the greatest tendency to shift between conflict and cooperation.

Figure 10(iv) shows that Heath and Fraser were the most acceptant of risk, meaning they were
more likely to talk about their own words and deeds when trying to persuade others, while
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Major, Blair and Rudd were the most risk averse, suggesting they were more likely to talk about
the words and actions of others when attempting to influence others.
Table 15 (iii). Shift Propensities - PM scores on secondary operational codes
PM

I-3 Risk Orientation

I-4a Shift between
conflict and
cooperation

I-4b Shift between
words and deeds

Blair

.11

.58

.31

Cameron

.18

.60

.34

Fraser

.19

.50

.61

Gillard

.13

.69

.57

Hawke

.15

.50

.50

Heath

.22

.74

.51

Howard

.15

.51

.48

Keating

.15

.57

.53

Major

.09

.52

.49

Rudd

.11

.54

.57

Thatcher

.13

.67

.44

Whitlam

.15

.64

.61

Group Average

.15

.59

.48

Group SD

.04

.08

.09

Figure 11 (iv). Degree to which risks are accepted (higher score, more acceptant)
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Figure 11 (v) shows that Heath, Gillard and Thatcher were the most likely to shift between
conflict and cooperation (I-4a) as political tactics, that is they were more verbally adaptive to
the situation. Hawke, Fraser and Howard were the least likely to do so, they had one style and
tended to stick with it.
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Figure 11 (v). Degree of shift between conflict and cooperation (higher score greater shift)
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Figure 11 (vi) shows Whitlam, Fraser, Rudd and Gillard were the most likely to shift between
verbal categories associated with words (promise, appeal, oppose, threaten) and deeds (reward,
punish) in their attempt to persuade others. One way to think about this is that they would lash
out if more traditional speech was not having its intended effect. Blair and Cameron were less
likely to shift between words and deeds, suggesting they maintained their composure in
parliamentary exchanges in a more consistent way.
Figure 11 (vi). Degree of shift between words and deeds (higher score greater shift)
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Figure 11 (vii) shows that Rudd was the least likely of the 12 Prime Ministers to offer rewards
as part of his rhetorical repertoire, while Blair was the most likely to.
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Figure 11(vii). Frequency at which rewards were offered when responding to Opposition
Leaders in parliament
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Figure 11(viii) shows Keating was the least likely to make promises in order to persuade others,
while Blair was the most likely to, followed by Howard.

Figure 11 (viii). Frequency of which promises were offered when responding to Opposition
Leaders in parliament
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Figure 11 (ix) shows that Rudd and Gillard were the most likely to appeal for the support of
others, while Blair and Keating were the least likely to.
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Figure 11 (ix) Frequency at which appeals for support were made when responding to
Opposition Leaders in parliament
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Major and Howard were the most oppositional speakers when responding to Opposition
Leaders’ questions without notice (Figure 10x).

Figure 11 (x) Frequency of which speaker was oppositional when responding to
Opposition Leaders in parliament
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Three British Prime Ministers (Heath, Major, Thatcher) and one Australian (Rudd) made no
threats in the 20,000 words processed for each of them when responding to Opposition Leaders’
questions. Six out of seven Australian Prime Ministers did make threats (Figure 10xi). This
suggests the Australian Parliament may be a more combative place.
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Figure 11 (xi) Frequency of which speaker made threats when responding to Opposition
Leaders in parliament
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Multivariate analyses of variance
Following Brummer’s (2016, p. 207) lead the current study tests whether more moderate views
overall are associated with political success. Scores for the current study therefore reflect the
absolute differences from the mean for all 12 Prime Ministers, and it is expected that more
extreme scores will be associated with less political success, which in the current study means
not staying in power or winning a second election. Hypothesis 7 is therefore:
Hypothesis 7 – Prime Ministers who cannot retain the leadership for their full first term,
or who fail to win a second election will have more extreme operational code scores.

Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to show whether group membership
(as one- and two-term Prime Ministers) was associated with a higher absolute difference from
the mean scores on selected operational code measures. P-1 and I-1 absolute value scores
proved to be independent of each other (r =.08), thus they measure different things
(respectively, philosophical and instrumental beliefs). Distributions were initially positively
skewed but were successfully normalised through square root transformations. Table 16 shows
that the group of Prime Ministers who stayed in power and won a second election had lower
absolute difference scores, that is, less extreme, scores on both P-1 and I-1.
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Table 16. Absolute value of differences from the mean
P1

Did not win second election
Won a second election
Combined

I1

Did not win second election
Won a second election
Combined

Mean

.41

Std. Deviation

.16

Mean

.32

Std. Deviation

.16

Mean

.36

Std. Deviation

.16

Mean

.47

Std. Deviation

.16

Mean

.43

Std. Deviation

.20

Mean

.45

Std. Deviation

.18

A one-way between-groups MANOVA test was conducted. Table 17 shows there was a
significant difference in the electoral outcome using a model containing P-1 and I-1 [F (2, 107)
= 6.1, p = .003; Wilks’ Lambda = .90; partial eta squared = .10]. A partial eta-squared of .10 is
considered a medium to large effect size (See University of Cambridge, 2021). It means that 10
per cent of the variance in a model containing P-1 and P-2 is accounted for by membership of
one- and two-term Prime-Ministerial groups. That is, less moderate scores are associated with
electoral success.
Table 17. MANOVA test for between group differences on the second election outcome
Effect
One or two
+ terms

Column1
Wilks'
Lambda

Value

F

Hypothesis
df

.90

6.1

2.00

Error df

Sig.

Partial
Eta
Squared

107.00

.003

.10

As shown in Table 18, only P-1 made a statistically significant (below .001) contribution to the
model with an effect size, of .09. The null hypothesis can be rejected, and a claim can be made
that more moderate views of the friendliness of the political environment were associated with
winning a second election for the first-term Prime Ministers in this study. I-1 scores were not
statistically different based on group membership as one- and two-term Prime Ministers.

Table 18. MANOVA test for within group differences on the second election outcome

One or two
+ terms

Type
III
Sum
of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

F

Sig.

Partial Eta
Squared

P-1

.267

1

. 267

11.1

.001

.094

I-1

.048

1

. 048

1.5

.229

.013
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Discussion
Consistent with Brummer’s general finding, noting very different methods, my study also found
that more moderate views about political opponents (as friendly or hostile) were associated with
electoral success, but whether conflict or cooperation was preferred as political strategies did
not.

Personalities (Verbal Behaviour Analysis)
Of the four at-a-distance measures used in this study VBA has had a lower impact to date. Mark
Schafer, a prominent political psychology contributor who focuses on the psychological
correlates of foreign policy behaviour, says VBA warrants more empirical attention (Schafer,
2014). Accordingly, the current study is exploratory, and the opportunity is taken to not only
report scores but use a factor analytic technique to reduce them to a smaller number of
composite scores before MANOVA is performed to compare groups. While the study has merit
in examining psychological differences between more and less electorally successful Prime
Ministers, like the operational code work above, it demonstrates a novel but valid combination
of multivariate methods. There is no theoretical or empirical reason to think different
combinations of verbal categories will be associated with electoral success. Consequently, a
single null hypothesis is proposed.
Hypothesis 8 – Verbal category scores assessed using VBA revealed through the speech in
parliament do not distinguish between first-term Prime Ministers who stayed in power
and won a second election from those who did not.

Weintraub, who developed VBA, was a professor of psychiatry at the University of Maryland
Medical School. He has been described as a pioneer of research into what speech can reveal
about a person’s state of mind, who extended his work beyond the clinical setting to political
analysis, including later in this career when he assisted U.S. intelligence agencies profile foreign
leaders and terrorists (Rasmussen, 2018). His method, developed over many decades, is based
on the identification of verbal styles indicative of traits and defensive interpersonal (e.g.,
oppositional, engaging), emotional (e.g., anxious, angry) or decision-making (e.g., dogmatic,
impulsive) styles (Winter, et al., 1991, p. 225).

There are 12 VBA categories which is too many for multivariate analysis. Accordingly,
Principal Components Factor Analysis (PCFA) was performed to reduce them to a more
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manageable number. The goal is to determine the degree to which the new factor scores were
able to account for differences in a measure of Prime-Ministerial effectiveness, electoral
success. Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was then used to compare groups of
interest, in this case one- and two-term Prime Ministers, on the new factors.

Average results compared to benchmarks
As an initial step, results in the current study are compared to those for ‘well-adjusted adults’
(US citizens) and US presidents. Table 19 shows Prime Ministers in this study are less likely to
use I than either US citizens or presidents. Presidents are twice as likely to use we than US
citizens or Prime Ministers. The use of me, Direct References, Negatives, Retractors, and
Explainers are similar across the three groups. US citizens and Presidents are more likely to use
Qualifiers and Adverbial Intensifiers.
Table 19. Verbal Category Benchmarks – per 1000 words (Weintraub, 1989, p. 17)
Benchmark Score
Benchmark Score
Current Study –
Current Study –
– Well Adapted
- Seven Presidents Mean – 12 PMs
SD – 12 PMs
Adults (Note 1)
(Note 2)
I
45-50
35
15.5
6.3
We
5-10
20
1.8
6.9
Me
2-3
1.5
2.0
1.4
Direct References
1-2
2.5
.7
1.1
Negatives
11-14
12
12.6
3.8
Qualifiers
9-12
11
3.4
1.9
Retractors
6-7
6.5
3.9
1.7
Adverbial Intensifiers
12-14
15
6.9
2.4
Explainers
5-7
5.5
7.7
2.4
Expressions of Feeling 6-9
3.5
2.2
1.3
Evaluators
9-11
17.2
5.4
Rhetorical Questions
1.5
1.6
Note 1: Benchmark scores reflect performance for psychologically well-adapted adults speaking off-the-cuff in
free-speech experiments (Weintraub 1989, p. 17)
Note 2: Benchmarks for seven post WWII presidents (Weintraub 2003, p. 148)
Category

Multivariate analyses of variance
Statistical analysis was conducted in three steps: factor analysis, factor-interpretation and
MANOVA.

Step 1: Factor analysis
Principal Components Analysis (PCA) was used to reduce eleven verbal categories to a smaller
number of factors (Pallant, 2013). The twelfth category Direct References was left out because
issues with its distribution could not be adequately addressed through statistical transformation.
Prior to performing PCFA the suitability for factor analysis was assessed. The Kaiser-Meyer99

Olkin value was .5 which is the minimum acceptable level (Kaiser, 1974). Bartlett’s Test of
Sphericity was easily met. The ratio of observations to variables was slightly better than ten to
one, the minimum necessary to avoid computational difficulties (See Institute for Digital
Research & Education, n.d.). PCA produced five factors with eigenvalues above 1 accounting
for, respectively, 18.7, 14.6, 13.2, 11.5 and 9.9 per cent of the variance. To interpret results a
Varimax rotation was performed (Table 20). Tentative working labels have been given to each
factor.

Table 20. Varimax rotated component matrix

Rhetorical Questions
Evaluators
Qualifiers
Retractors
Use of we
Adverbial Intensifiers
Negating
Expression of Feeling
Use of me
Use of I
Explainers

‘Passive and
judgemental’
-.72
.71
.61

‘Conditional
collaborator’

‘Stubborn and
Oppositional’

‘Emotional Self ‘Explainers’
Focus’

.85
.81
.72
.54
.74
.67
.60
.92

Step 2: Factor interpretation
Weintraub’s verbal categories and their clinical correlates outlined below.
FACTOR 1 – ‘Passive and Judgemental’
Category
Qualifiers

Evaluators

Rhetorical questions

As described by Weintraub
Expressions of uncertainty. They weaken statements without adding information, for
example, “it’s what you might call an evening of relaxation”. They are typically said
before a complete verb discounting the following message. Used frequently they
indicate a lack of decisiveness and anxiety (Lalljee and Cook, 1975). They may also
indicate a lack of preparation as they are “fillers”. They should be studied based on
spontaneous text not prepared speeches.
Expressions of judgement are scored for goodness-badness (good = e.g., “he’s the
best worker”; right-wrong (e.g., wrong = “it is a sin to steal”); correct-incorrect (e.g.,
correct = “you have the right answer”) and pleasant-unpleasant (e.g., pleasant = “it’s
nice to be on vacation”). High scores reflect judgemental or “punitive” mannerisms.
Most “psychopathological states are characterised by a significant use of evaluators”
Rhetorical questions are those meant to arose or engage and audience (Winter et al.,
1991, p. 220). They require no answer. The can indicate aggression.
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FACTOR 2 – ‘Conditional Collaborator’
Category
Retractors

We

Description
These weaken or reverse previously spoken remarks and include “but”, “however”
and “nevertheless”. “John is obnoxious, but he has contributed a lot to the
organization”. While qualifiers precede a statement, retractors follow it. The
moderate use of retractors reflects a capacity for mature reconsideration. Used
frequently they indicate a difficulty in adhering to decisions already taken. It is
clinically associated with impulsivity. As is the case for qualifiers “speech without
retractors has a certain barren or dogmatic flavour”.
Political leaders who want to present themselves as their own person use I much
more often than we. Those speaking for a party or a cause have the opposite profile.
A moderate use of we indicates a healthy capacity to collaborate with others.

FACTOR 3 – ‘Stubborn and Oppositional’
Category
Negatives

Adverbial
intensifiers

Description
Negative words include “not”, “never” or “nothing”. They are associated with
stubborn or oppositional traits. They may be coping mechanisms including indicators
or denial. Clinically, a high negative score can indicate a problem in reality testing.
Adverbs increase the force of a statement and add colour to a speakers remarks.
(Winter et al., 1991, p. 220). Examples include “very”, “really”, “so” and “such”.
They make the speaker sound more dramatic or histrionic. Those who use few are
bland. High scores indicate exaggeration or a black and white world-view.

FACTOR 4 – ‘Emotional Self-Focus’
Category
I

me

Expressions of
feeling

Description
Political leaders who want to present themselves as their own person use I much
more often than we. Those speaking for a party or a cause have the opposite profile.
Very high rates of using I indicate self-pre-occupation while a moderate use “reflects
a healthy ability to commit oneself in thought and action while retaining an adequate
degree of autonomy. An infrequent use of I indicates avoidance of intimacy,
commitment. The I/we ratio measures self/object differentiation. “When we is high
and I is low avoidance of intimacy and commitment is indicated”.
me is the most intimate of personal pronouns. It is generally used as the object of
action words. It tends to be used by passive speakers or those adopting the role of
victim. For example, “I think it is right to say a few words with reference to the
questions put to me by the Honourable leader of the opposition”.
These include expressions of feeling about the self or a group one is part of that
indicate for example: attraction-aversion; like-dislike; satisfaction-dissatisfaction;
pleasure-displeasure; hope-despair, fear, anger, and desire among others. Low
expressions of feeling reflect an aloof or cool verbal style. High usage may be
associated with the display of emotion and at the extreme histrionics.

FACTOR 5 – ‘Explainer’
Category
Explainers

Description
Explainers provide reasons or justifications for actions and are indicated by causal
connections (Winter et al., 1991, p. 220). Common explainers include “because”,
“therefore”, “in order to”. People who use lots of explainers have apologetic or
rationalising verbal style. Those who use few may be seen as concrete, categorical or
dogmatic.
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Step 3: Multivariate analyses of variance
A one-way between group MANOVA was performed to investigate differences on five factors.
The independent variable is the result of the second election outcome. Preliminary testing found
that assumptions of normality, linearity, homogeneity of variance and multi-collinearity were
satisfied. The exception was Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances which found that the
assumption of the equality of variance was violated for Factors 1 and 5. As a result, more
conservative alpha levels of .005 instead of a Bonferroni adjusted level of .01 was be used to
test their significance in univariate F-tests (Pallant, 2013). Outlier scores were identified and
addressed through Winsorization which means converting the value of data points that are
outliers to the value of the highest data point not considered to be an outlier (Salkind, 2010).

Overall, there were significant differences in the electoral outcome on the combined dependent
factors [F (5, 104) = 14.97, p < .001; Wilks’ Lambda = .581; partial eta squared = .42]. A partial
eta-squared of over .4 is large (See University of Cambridge, 2021). Mean factor scores are
shown in Table 21 to aid in interpretation. Overall, it supports a hypothesis that five factors
derived from the initial eleven VBA variables effectively distinguish between first-term Prime
Ministers who stayed in power and won a second election from the group who did not. When
results for dependent factors are considered separately three of five reached statistical
significance using a Bonferroni adjusted alpha levels:

[Factor 1 (Passive and Judgemental) F (1, 108) = 14.7, p. = .000, partial eta squared = .12]
[Factor 2 (Conditional Collaborator) F (1, 108) = 16.6, p. < .000, partial eta squared = .13]
[Factor 4 (Emotional Self Focus) F (1, 108) = 28.1, p. > .000, partial eta squared = .21].

Table 21. Mean factor scores
Factor 1 – Passive and Judgemental
Factor 2 – Conditional Collaborator
Factor 3 – Stubborn and Oppositional
Factor 4 – Emotional Self Focus
Factor 5 – Explainer

Won a single election
Won at least two elections
Won a single election
Won at least two elections
Won a single election
Won at least two elections
Won a single election
Won at least two elections
Won a single election
Won at least two elections
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Mean factor score
-.31
.25
-.25
.19
-.20
.25
-45
.30
-.20
.15

Discussion
Results support the rejection of the null hypothesis. That is, there are statistically significant
differences between factor scores for first-term Prime Ministers who stayed in power and won
a second election and those who did not – based on the five-factor model, with statistically
significant individual contributions from three factors. The effect sizes were small to moderate.
What this all means is less clear. A cautious view is that Prime Minsters will be more electorally
successful if they were able to: be composed, yet judgemental (Factor 1); collaborate, but with
conditions (Factor 2); and, express emotions, while being self-focused (Factor 4]. This said, the
main purpose of the study was to experiment with ideas and techniques. Thoughts on practical
implications are tenuous at best.

Conclusion
In this chapter, results using the four models were presented and interpreted in line with
hypotheses drawn from other studies and predictions made by those who developed and applied
these approaches over several decades. Consistent with Rohrer’s findings using Leadership
Trait Analysis, only Need for Power was statistically different between the group of one- and
two-term Prime Ministers.

In terms of motives, a model with n-Power, n-Affiliation and n-Achievement variables showed
statistical differences in the average scores for one- and two-term Prime Ministers, more so
when Herman’s Need for Power trait measure was included. With both three- and four-variable
models passing an initial significance test, an examination of individual variables simply
reinforced the importance of Herman’s trait measure of power. A simple conclusion is
projecting more power in parliament has practical value in terms of ongoing electoral success.
It was shown using operating codes that more successful Prime Ministers had more moderate
views, about the friendliness or hostility of their political environment. It did not matter whether
they preferred cooperative of conflictual political strategies.

Finally, in a more exploratory analysis, eleven VBA personality variables were reduced to five
factors through factor analysis. Factor scores for one- and two-term Prime-Ministerial groups
were compared. Three of the factors were significantly different between the two groups. At a
high level, Prime Ministers who won more than a single term were more judgemental,
collaborative (but conditionally), emotional and self-focused when responding to Opposition
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Leaders. One might suggest more successful Prime Ministers were simply more rhetorically
interesting in parliamentary debates.
Chapters five to eight include accounts of each Prime Minister’s story. This includes their
backstory, leadership, and achievements, which is discussed in the context of psychological
profiles. Appendix C provides further frameworks to assist with this interpretive work.
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Chapter Five

The “Thought Leaders”
Whitlam, Fraser, Hawke, and Howard

Introduction
This chapter marks a shift from a quantitative approach to one using a mixed method that
includes reference to interviews conducted with expert commentators along with secondary
material. This includes an exhaustive data set of all available secondary material mentioning
the Prime Ministers in this study extracted through the University of Canberra’s access to global
literature databases and its physical resources, along with samples from archived newspapers
held by the National Library of Australia covering each subject’s first term in parliament. In
this, and the following three chapters, Prime Ministers from Britain and Australia are grouped
based on whether they won a single election or more than one, the success criteria applied in
the previous quantitative work. The Australian Prime Ministers in this chapter won at least two
elections and collectively followed a relatively continuous path in relation to some core areas
of social and economic reform including universal healthcare (although there were differences
in how to pay for it), policies relating to women, Indigenous affairs, multicultural policies, and
some areas of economic reform, notably the need to open the economy to global forces rather
than retain a more insular, post-war, focus. By continuous, I mean that policies were not
fundamentally changed by later governments, they were built upon. One view is that these four
Prime Ministers tapped into a deeper sense of what Australians value in these areas that is
beyond partisan politics. While differences persisted in other areas, such as environmental,
industrial, immigration and employment policies, these four Prime Ministers modified
Australia’s social foundations that remain in place today.
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The notion that all Australians should be able to access affordable health care is an example of
a policy area that has broad public support. It was first introduced by Whitlam. Fraser said,
initially, that he would not change it, because of its broader popular support, but later abolished
it when he could not work out how to pay for it. This was an aberration. Hawke revised it and
the replacement scheme he introduced, Medicare, seems politically untouchable today.
Economic reform has also had some enduring policy threads. As is shown below, Howard
credits Hawke with pursuing economic reforms in the 1980s that he says he supported at the
time and became the foundation of this own later reforms. Howard’s Goods and Services Tax
is now firmly part of Australia’s economic system. Fraser also pursued reforms relating to
multiculturalism that challenged people in his own party at the time but were consistent with
his own longstanding political beliefs that immigration and humanitarianism are critical to
Australia’s culture and prosperity. The point is, each of these Prime Ministers not only made
lasting reforms they were also ‘thought leaders’ in some policy areas that united Australians
across political lines more than divided them. Each led the national debate on issues they truly
believed were good for Australia and were willing to use their political capital to do so.
This chapter, and chapters seven to nine, starts with the subjects’ backstories, discusses their
personalities and leadership relative to each other (see Attachments A and C), then lists
illustrative achievements. Evidence from quantitative profiling in earlier chapters is evaluated
alongside additional material including interviews conducted with experts, academic sources,
and media commentary.

Whitlam – “It’s time”
Backstory
Gough Whitlam was born in Victoria in 1916. His father was a Crown Solicitor who moved the
family to Canberra. He had a privileged upbringing, top educational opportunities, and the
networks through his father and school to open career and other doors to success. Whitlam was
private school educated, studied law at Sydney University, served in the Royal Australian Air
Force, and was a barrister. He became a federal Member of Parliament in 1952 (Lloyd, 2016)
so had 20 years in opposition to refine his political ideas, although no opportunity to act on
them. His quick wit, rhetorical skills, and ease as a debater were displayed in his maiden speech
in Parliament on 9 March 1953 (Whitlam, 1953) in which he forensically criticised the
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government for being out of touch with the needs of a young growing suburban population.
Although, the young then were from the Silent Generation, not the Baby Boomers he appealed
to in the early 1970s.
He signalled his enduring interest in “hospitals, schools, telephones and all those things which
can make for better communications or better living and a better trained population”. He said
Robert Menzies’ Government had failed in these areas. Whitlam saw them as federal as much
as State issues and was committed to them as leader of the Australian Labor Party from 1967
through to becoming Australia’s 21st Prime Minister in 1972 (Lloyd, 2016).
Whitlam’s first speech to parliament was combative, prompting a member of the Government
to interject. He controversially challenged States to act against the Commonwealth in the High
Court over what he considered to be broken agreements. It was more like a prosecution case
than a maiden speech to parliament. There were no typical niceties at the start the speech. Unlike
most before and after him in their first speech, he did not tell his origin story and barely
mentioned the electorate he represented. Little in the speech could be called warm and friendly.
His 1974 “It’s Time” campaign is considered a benchmark for modern Australian political
campaigns (Liddy, 2014). It was an evidence-based campaign, had a national focus, “captured
the mood of a nation” (Liddy, 2014). Evangelistic messages were reinforced using celebrities’
images and voices strengthening Whitlam’s own celebrity as a candidate (Canberra666, 2007).
There is a positive presidential air in the campaigns of both Whitlam and Blair. Both promoted
their personal brands and changes they would make. They appealed to younger more highly
educated voters (Grattan, 2020; National Museum of Australian n.d. - a). Blair’s message was
that under Labour Britain could only get better (Great British Politics, 2015). Whitlam’s
campaign was also full of optimism and hope as part of a broader marketing strategy aimed at
“humanising” Whitlam to make him appear more “relaxed and friendly” than he really was
(National Film and Sound Archive, n.d.(b))

Upon becoming Prime Minister, Whitlam was impatient to get on with the reforms he thought
were necessary to address the perceived ills of 23 years of conservative rule. He scheduled
meetings with key departmental secretaries and the Chairman of the Public Service Board
within 12 hours of the close of polling on 2 December. The pace at which the public service
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operated frustrated him. Essentially, everyone had been appointed in Menzies’ days. Whitlam
wrote:
“I had to take into account the habits of public servants in summer and the customary pause in
political activity. I did not want the momentum generated by the election result to be lost by two
months of transfer. In particular, the members and supporters of the ALP were entitled after 23
years of disappointment and defeat, to see prompt and vigorous action from their new
Government. Undue delay in forming a new government would have been a kind of breach of
faith” (Whitlam, 1985, p. 14)

Unfortunately, the economic tide had turned for Whitlam, making his plans more challenging.
“[McMahon] left me and my incoming Government with a baleful legacy, for it was during his
21 months that the decisions, or sometimes decisions not to make a decision, were taken which
led to a gross undervaluation of the Australian dollar, excessive liquidity in the Australian
economy, rising unemployment, and, inevitably, inflationary pressures which were to affect the
whole course of the Whitlam Government” (Whitlam, 1985, p. 12)

He wrote further that:
“The program of economic reform my Government was elected to carry out was developed
during years of economic growth unprecedented for its length and strength in modern history.
It fell to us to carry out the program at a time when the conditions in which it was conceived
were being rapidly undermined” (Whitlam, 1985, p. 183)

Apart from the country’s economic woes he faced a hostile Senate for both of his parliamentary
terms. During his second term, between July 1974 and November 1975, 21 Bills were rejected
by the Senate twice. He could not do what he wanted to do. Opposition leader Malcolm Fraser
said he would block the supply of money unless Whitlam called a new election for the House
of Representatives. Whitlam refused, saying it is not for the Senate to decide who should hold
Government. The Governor-General dismissed Whitlam to break the stalemate. An extract from
the letter is presented below.
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Dear Mr. Whitlam,

In accordance with section 64 of the Constitution I hereby determine your appointment as my
Chief Adviser and Head of the Government. It follows that I also hereby determine the
appointments of all the Ministers in your Government. You have previously told me that you
would never resign or advise an election of the House of Representatives or a double dissolution
and that the only way in which such an election could be obtained would be by my dismissal of
you and your ministerial colleagues. As it appeared likely that you would today persist in this
attitude I decided that, if you did, I would determine your commission and state my reasons for
doing so. You have persisted in your attitude and I have accordingly acted as indicated. I attach
a statement of my reasons which I intend to publish immediately.

It is with a great deal of regret that I have taken this step both in respect of yourself and your
colleagues.

I propose to send for the Leader of the Opposition and to commission him to form a new
caretaker government until an election can be held (WhitlamDismissal.com, n.d.)

Ultimately voters decided. Whitlam lost to Fraser in the new election with his party only
winning 36 of 127 seats in the House of Representatives (AustralianPolitics.com, n.d. (a)).
Voters clearly wanted the political chaos to end. Whitlam’s main problem appears to have been
a lack of parliamentary or any other management experience to guide him when he became
Prime Minister, nor a willingness to seek help to do so. In the case of Whitlam, he had big ideas,
could inspire with grand promises, was a masterful debater, but he lacked the skills to manage
people and a nation’s money in a sufficiently disciplined way.

Leadership and Personality
Leadership Traits
Whitlam had three distinctive traits compared to the 11 Prime-Ministerial peers in this study: a
high In-Group Bias, a low score for his Belief Events Can Be Controlled and, perhaps
surprisingly, at least when he spoke in parliament, a low score on Self-Confidence.

According to Margaret Hermann, who developed the Leadership Trait Analysis framework,
political leaders like Whitlam, with a high In-Group Bias, are likely to have a view of the world
where their own group is central to their thinking and a strong own-group attachment. She says,
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“Political leaders high in In-Group Bias are interested in maintaining the separate identity of
their groups at all costs … they tend to see the world as ‘we and them’” (Hermann, 2006, p.
202). The ‘we’ for him was not just union members. It was also a broader group including
younger more highly educated voters, and more generally, families struggling to raise kids in
the suburbs, something he spoke about 20 years earlier in his maiden speech to parliament
(Whitlam, 1953). In effect he created a “new” electable Labor, like Blair did later in Britain.
“Whitlam’s first task on entering the cabalistic world of Labor Branch politics was to convince
a dubious branch membership of his Labor sympathies” (Lloyd, 2000, p. 331)

Hermann notes that leaders high in In-Group Bias are “likely to use external scapegoats – their
perceived enemies – as the cause for all the group’s (government’s, country’s) problems and
tend to mobilise the support of their population through this external threat” (Hermann, 2006,
p. 202). Whitlam certainly blamed others for his ultimate demise, notably Menzies for the
economic conditions he inherited and Malcolm Fraser and the Governor-General for causing
his downfall. But Whitlam’s bigger problem was his own inability to reassess his position as
the evidence changed, despite his claim to be an evidence-based decision-maker. James Walter
explains it as follows:
“Whitlam refused to reconsider what he ‘knew’. The elaborate measures ensuring personal
consistency were designed to bolster this, and the emphasis on ‘logic' and ‘rationality’ was also
so frequent to suggest a denial that the element of subjective judgement enters into
consideration. (Walter, 1980, pp. 162-163).

Walter also comments on Whitlam’s cognitive style.
“Whitlam's cognitive style was marked by a degree of rigidity, externalization and reluctance
to countenance alternatives. The almost inevitable consequence of single-mindedness and selfcertainty is a tendency to see the world in terms of polarities … His presentation suggested an
almost intuitive leap to correct propositions, with a posterior justification. It was a paradigm of
"either/or" thinking. As a rhetorical device, it was also undoubtedly effective” (Walter, 1980,
pp. 162-163)

Grattan also commented on his rigidity.
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“Whitlam as Prime Minister took foolish risks. You can look at it this way, Whitlam was
determined never to break promises. So where Hawke went to the '83 election with a bundle of
policies and then when circumstances were different, ditched some of them, Whitlam said 'we've
got to do what we promised' and it was a disaster. Whitlam had a justification, when economic
circumstances changed, for breaking promises. A really legitimate justification – but he
wouldn't do it. So I think a characteristic of Whitlam was his rigidity” (Grattan, 2020).

A surprising result for Whitlam, at least on the face of it, is his low score on the measure Belief
Events Can Be Controlled. This seems at odds with what is more generally known about him,
for example these two comments on his optimism.
“Whitlam’s case is unusual: profoundly optimistic, inspirational and an enormously
comprehensive programmatic thinker” (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 142)
“Whitlam's creed was optimism and hope, vigour and expansion” (Walter, 1980, p. x)

According to Hermann, leaders who score low in this category tend to be more reactive and
wait to see how situations play out before they act. She says “they are also less likely to take
initiatives, preferring instead to let others take the responsibility for anything too daring or out
of the ordinary” (Hermann, 2008, p. 203). Whitlam did allow others to take daring actions,
although this was partly due to his own lack of management interest and oversight. This
included Rex Connor’s ‘loans affair’ in which Conner sought offshore funding through
unorthodox channels. Fraser considered this to be, at best, unethical and, at worst, illegal. Fraser
saw this as one of an “escalation of fiascos” leading him to block the money supply needed to
fund the annual budget (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 120).
“The loans affair embarrassed the Whitlam government and exposed it to claims of impropriety.
The Malcolm Fraser-led Opposition used its numbers in the Senate to block the government’s
budget legislation in an attempt to force an early general election, citing the loans affair as an
example of ‘extraordinary and reprehensible’ circumstances” (National Archives of Australia
(n.d. (a))

As noted above, the more general problem for Whitlam was a lack of leadership and
management capability. Michelle Grattan observes:
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“At a personal level, Whitlam wasn't an effective leader of his government because he couldn't
properly control the team. Labor had been out of power so long it had no memory of
government, and many ministers did not have the discipline necessary for office. Whitlam didn't
have the personal qualities to control his people, many of them very strong-willed. And also of
course he ended up in very difficult economic circumstances and that all contributed to the
government's problems and at times its chaos. He wasn't across economics” Grattan, 2020)

Walter agrees:
“Whitlam had all sorts of problems managing his cabinet, throwing people out when he didn't
like them and so on” (Walter, 2018)

One interpretation is that Whitlam could not control events because he lacked knowledge of the
fundamental levers of good governance, including people management and effective
administration. He is said to have unnerved people with the force of his will and urgency. Walter
says, “Whitlam’s preoccupation with speed and action was discomforting to his own
colleagues” (Walter, 1980, p. 40). The result was chaos and scandal in his political team, which
he seemed ill-equipped to deal with as the following quotes illustrate.
“[R]eports suggest that Whitlam was uninterested in the supervision of his ministers,
concentrating instead on those topics that were of interest to him, while leaving important areas
unattended until they reached crisis-point” (Walter, 1980, p. 51).
“The result of this sort of divisive approach was that things were initiated by small coteries
without full Cabinet knowledge. It was not that competing factions developed within Cabinet
so much a that independent groups took to acting alone without wider consultations or thought
of the collective rationale. The paradigm of this tendency was the secretive inception of the
‘Loans Affair’, which was little more than an ill-judged attempt to stage a financial coup by
securing huge loans for domestic government purposes outside established borrowing channels,
but was so badly handled as to bring great discredit on his government” (Walter, 1980, p. 52).

As already noted, his reform program assumed economic growth (Lloyd, 2000, p. 331). He did
not have a Plan B, so he continued a program “conceived during the ‘long boom’ that did not
match the economic times he found himself in. The economy he “inherited was already
underperforming, with rising unemployment, significant inflation and decreasing economic
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activity” (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 121). The oil price shock from 1973 led to stagflation,
meaning increasing inflation, slowing activity and higher unemployment” (Strangio, et al.,
2017, p. 121). The change in economic circumstances must have been profoundly disappointing
given his big ideas. Walter says:
“He had come into office with this mantra, ‘We don't have to plan for scarcity, we have to plan
for abundance’. He explicitly said that, and that was part of his whole vision” (Walter, 2018)

Whitlam also had a low score for Self-Confidence, at least when he spoke in parliament. On the
face of it, this too is surprising. Hermann observes that those scoring low on this trait are:
“Easily buffeted by ‘contextual’ winds … without a well-developed sense of who they are, such
leaders tend to continually seek out information from the environment in order to know what to
do and how to conform to the demands of the circumstances in which they find themselves … the
behaviour of these individuals often appears highly inconsistent, matched as it is to the nature of
the setting, not to the needs or desires of the individual” (Hermann, 2008, p. 195)

Whether confident or not, Whitlam’s propensity was to push ahead driven by “raw political
courage” (Lloyd, 2000, p. 327) rather than worry about details and planning. Walter says
Whitlam’s strength was in setting out a “total vision” but was “incapable of total design”, a
view Grattan shares.
“Whitlam admitted impediments and restrictions but argued the necessity of escaping despair by
surmounting them” (Walter, 1980, p. 131)
“(Whitlam’s) … leadership strengths were in policy … (He was) … a visionary leader … he had
the big picture ideas but he didn't have the detail … he was a bad manager” (Walter, 2018)

Comments above suggest Whitlam was not adaptive, and he appeared to be poor at taking
counsel in the areas in which he lacked knowledge and skills. He was not a reflective leader.
This was particularly the case on economics, as Michelle Grattan notes:
“Whitlam should have been more economically literate before he went into the Prime-Ministerial
job. He needed to be more flexible when circumstances changed – as they did quickly and
dramatically. That was the central problem. Whitlam was clearly a very strong personality and
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somewhat pig-headed. His attitude was, 'Well, I've made these promises, I've got this program,
therefore I carry it out'. Economic circumstances made that unwise and impractical, and yet he
didn't respond effectively to the new situation” (Grattan, 2020)

While Whitlam reportedly had a huge degree of confidence in his own judgement, which Barry
Cassidy says it is a product of a huge ego (Cassidy, 2014), it makes sense that when speaking
in parliament at the time he might be less confident about realising his political agenda as he
did not control the Senate (Kukoli, 2016).

It is also noted that Hermann qualified her inferences about people with low self-confidence
scores by saying they were less applicable to people who had a well-developed sense of who
they are. Whitlam, by all accounts, had a very strong sense of who he was. Whitlam vigorously
tried to persuade others to come on board with his agenda. Unlike Hawke, Whitlam was not
consensus-oriented and did not like people on his side to argue with him as he considered their
views to be inferior to his. A member of the Whitlam Government, Fred Daly is reported to
have said: “Whitlam would tell you himself that he had more brains than anybody, and you
might as well know it” (Walter, 1980, p. 23).

As noted above his ego was probably his Achilles heel. It meant he pushed ahead in the face of
obstacles that might have stopped others yet seems to have also made him resistant to the views
of others than may have helped him stay in power longer and achieve more. He confronted
ministers who failed to accept his ideas or show proper deference, accusing them of not being
on board with ‘the program’ (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 117). He had a freer interchange with
outside experts from academic and business sectors and the public service including short-term
transfers into his team, rather than relying on traditional Labor Party advisors (See Jacobs,
1972).
“In the development of policy, Whitlam relied very greatly on outside advice. Whitlam
developed the original themes, the three great areas: schools, health and cities. He laid down the
principle that you'd never get decent schools until you had national aid, State aid, for all schools.
But the fine print of the education policy, particularly as it applied in government, depended
very largely upon outside advice” (Walter, 1980, pp. 31-32)
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In summary, like Heath, Whitlam would seek expertise wherever it existed but often not through
traditional channels. Perhaps for both men, the difference was that those outside the political
system were not political competitors, so getting information and ideas from them increased
their personal power within political and public service battlegrounds. One of his challenges
was to ensure public servants were sufficiently focused on his political goals rather than those
of the former conservative regime that had been in power for so many years before him. One
way he did this was to appoint his former private secretary John Menadue as the Secretary of
the Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 113). His relations
with agency heads could be frosty. In particular, he did not get on well with The Treasury whose
leadership did not support his views and style of economic management.
“(There was) … distrust between Treasury and the government … he had Treasury working
against the government because it thought the government was doing illegal things. The whole
system didn't work together, didn't fit together really … (the problem was Whitlam’s) …
personality. It was unwillingness to listen to advice. It was the fact that you had a system which
became dysfunctional because of all round lack of trust” (which transcript is this from??)
(Grattan, 2020)

Motives
Whitlam’s high n-Power score suggests he was primarily driven by a need for power. People
who score high on power motives are concerned with having impact on other people; “they
seek and get formal social power … they are concerned with prestige” (Winter, 1993, p. 532).
Schafer concludes that enough is known from research to say power-oriented people have a
higher propensity to take vigorous action that impacts others, attempt to convince, or persuade
others, provide unsolicited help so people do things in the right way, and actively monitor and
control events. They are primarily concerned with “establishing, maintaining and restoring”
their power” (Schafer, 2000, p. 511). A power-motivated person is more likely to enjoy the
game of politics for its own sake (Winter, 2010b).

Politically, high power may be manifested as charisma or aggression (Winter, 2005, p. 576).
Whitlam demonstrated both traits. His first campaign for Prime Minister was mainly focused
on himself as the leader rather than the party. His campaigning style was presidential (See
Canberra Times, 1972). He persistently referred to “my Government” to reinforce leadercentricity (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 107). He considered it his ‘destiny’ to lead the Labor Party
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(Lloyd, 2000, p. 336). In this regard, he was like Hawke who along with others around him
considered from an early age that he was likely to eventually become Prime Minister.
“Vain gloriously, Whitlam also said that it was his ‘destiny’ to lead the Labor Party as soon as
there was a ballot for the position” (Lloyd, 2000, p. 336)
“If ever there seemed to be a man destined to be Prime Minister, both in his own eyes and that
of many others, it was he (Bob Hawke) … as he grew up it became family lore that one day
young Bob would become Prime Minister” (Blewett, 2000, p. 383)

For Whitlam, getting and keeping power satisfied an internal need and he projected it strongly
through aggressive pursuits, however, this energy was not directed in an appropriately
discipline way to run a country efficiently and effectively in the longer term.
Walter reports an insight from an interview with Clem Lloyd, who knew Whitlam well: “one
of the things wrong with the Whitlam government was that while he was flying around on all
these fronts, there was never a coherent strategy behind it all” (Walter, 1980, p. 33).
Whitlam’s achievements were consequential outcomes of his intellect and bold pursuit of the
objectives needed to gain power and prestige. However, his very high need for power appears
to have overridden his ability to focus on implementation, monitor his ministers’ behaviour or
complete the other tasks needed to lead a nation while undertaking policy reform. He may have
held office for longer if he was more open to information and advice on effective administration.
Like Heath, Whitlam’s n-Achievement score was low suggesting achievement per se was not a
driver of this actions. He certainly did not create an achievement-oriented working environment
among his cabinet necessary for the orderly pursuit of tasks to achieve goals. He was
notoriously poor at “team-building, caucus management, cabinet discipline, ministerial
oversight, policy administration and day to day administration”. Instead, his style was to crash
through with his big ideas, which when you consider the outcomes for the country, was clearly
successful in the short term. As Cabinet chair he was “impatient to be heard, he could not sit
back and moderate” (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 116). Alex Mann makes the point that Whitlam
was disinterested in the detail, preferring to communicate the vision instead.
“[Whitlam] got elected so that he could implement his big program of reform for Australia. But
here’s the thing about Gough Whitlam. He was good on the vision thing. In fact, he was so good
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on the vision thing, that sometimes it seemed like he wanted to avoid the reality of everyday
politics. The compromises, the concessions, paying attention to the optics. He wanted to rise
above it all” (Mann, 2020)

Operational Codes
Relative to Prime-Ministerial peers in this study, Whitlam viewed his political environment as
moderately friendly. He also talked as if he was moderately confident of achieving political
goals and was willing to use both conflict and cooperation as strategies and tactics to do so.
Whitlam had average tendencies to offer rewards, make promises, appeal to others for support,
or be oppositional as communication strategies to achieve his goals. As none of these scores
were high or low, it suggests he could use different rhetorical tactics depending on the situation
and did not favour one more than the other. The one exception is that he was more likely than
average to make threats in response to Opposition Leaders’ questions. This seems consistent
with the assessment that “Whitlam mixed persuasion with confrontation” (Walter, 1980, p. 99).
Walter summarises this trait as follows:
“Whitlam was described from the first as a man in a hurry. An outcome of this persistent urgency
was his propensity to confrontation: nearly every key transformation within the party was
achieved by confronting and ‘crashing through’ opponents, a practice Whitlam took with him
into government” (Walter, 1980, p. 173)

Verbal Behaviour Analysis (VBA)
Whitlam‘s only distinctive verbal style was his low score for the use of we. His use of I was
relatively high (19.6 per 1000 words) although just below the one standard deviation cut-off
point to call it high (21.8 per 1000 words). A high score for the use of I and a low score for the
use of we is associated with a need for someone to “present themselves as their own person”
rather than speaking for a cause or group (Weintraub’s (2008, p. 144). While Whitlam wanted
to improve outcomes for Australians, it was through his program this would be delivered.

In closing, while he clearly had some leadership and managerial weaknesses, which he and his
government paid the price for, Whitlam’s huge force of will led to remarkable, lasting, changes
to Australia. Many of his signature policies remain in place 50 years on. In one sense he laid a
policy foundation for Fraser, Hawke, and Howard to build upon, with more disciplined
execution. He also rebuilt the Labor party to make it electable again after the Menzies era, a
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legacy Hawke was the first to benefit from. (Walter, 2018). Whitlam, and his period as Prime
Minister, will and should be remembered for a long time. It was a period of poorly governed
but bold reform. Grattan says:
“[I]t should be stressed that the Whitlam Government was an important reform government and
left an enduring legacy in many areas that did change Australia. (Grattan, 2020)

Achievements
Whitlam’s arrival as Prime Minister, with his long-repressed impatient force must have been
head-spinning for some public servants. He immediately abolished conscription. He took steps
to pursue equal pay outcomes and sought budget recommendations for education, welfare,
hospitals, and city policies, among others. Many of the areas he mentioned in his maiden 1952
speech. He commenced an inquiry into Aboriginal rights and wanted policies developed right
away to help to remove “fear of foreigners”, specifically the “Chinese version of communism”.
He considered the policies of Menzies to be “rooted in racism” (Whitlam, 1985, p. 26). From
Whitlam’s perspective a lot needed to be done, and given the history of Labor leadership in
Australia, the time to do it might be short.

His first achievement was bringing Labor to power, as John Howard says:
“Well Gough Whitlam importantly made the Labor Party electable at a time when the people
thought that was very unlikely, and that is crucial to democracy. It broke the habit of losing for
Labor and you need to have a contest” (Howard, n.d.)

Whitlam changed Australia in the areas of healthcare, education, attitudes to Indigenous
Australians, Multiculturalism and arts and culture (BBC News, 2014). He changed the way
Australians saw themselves as Julia Gillard said when asked what Whitlam should be
remembered for:
“Gough Whitlam for changing the nation’s sense of itself, but particularly, for me, for what he
did for university education. It wasn’t just making it free. It sent a message that kids from
ordinary backgrounds could go to university and we needed that message to be sent or we
wouldn’t be the Australia we are today” (Gillard, n.d.)
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When he reflected on Whitlam, Paul Keating said:
“Well, I think Gough Whitlam made one of the seminal turns in Australia. The reaffirmation of
our nationhood, our rights as a nation, the first focus on the region. Also trying to make some
new standards in our social life, like health, and education” (Keating, n.d.)

Any assessment of Whitlam’s impact should end with a positive note.
“[I]t should be stressed the Whitlam government was an important reform government and left
an enduring legacy in many areas that did change Australia” (Grattan, 2020)

Fraser – compassionate conservative
Backstory
Malcolm Fraser was born in Victoria in 1930. His family regularly talked about politics. His
grandfather was a Senator in the first Commonwealth Parliament. His parents were wealthy
farmers. Like Whitlam, he had a privileged upbringing. He was also private school educated
and studied at Oxford. He became a federal Member of Parliament in 1955 at the age of 25
(Kelly, 2016). In his first speech to Parliament on 22 February 1956 (Historic Hansard, 1956),
Fraser noted that he was the youngest member of the House, and further that it would take him
another 33 years to reach the average age of the Cabinet. After a passing reference to his
electorate of Wannon, he criticises the policies of the Coalition Government led by Robert
Menzies, his own party, and suggested they were the cause of inflation at the time. It signalled
he had an independent political mind, something that may have been a product of his childhood.
It is displayed consistently throughout his life.
“The environment in which Fraser grew up nourished the values of individualism” (Kelly, 2000,
p. 10)

This first speech touched on defence and immigration. He said Australia’s population of only
around 9 million, with its large landmass, needed a well-resourced defence force to protect it.
He advocated for a vigorous immigration policy to supply sufficient workers. He predicted he
would live to see an Australia population of 25 million. It was a good prediction, as it was
around 24 million when he died in 2015. He speaks for some time about ways to improve
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agricultural productivity, through better irrigation. He advocates for a national communications
plan and notes that 30 per cent of the national income is spent on transport. As an early insight
into his political philosophy of personal rights and responsibilities, he concludes this speech by
saying:
“But all these things (belief in the nation, public works, increased population) will mean nothing
if one thing is ever forgotten, that the individual happiness of each citizen is, and must remain
forever, the first thought of our national leaders”.

Paul Kelly said these were Fraser’s fundamental political beliefs.
“Fraser described his own beliefs as those of political and economic freedom and personal
responsibility” (Kelly, 2000, p. 53)

He was Minister for the Army in 1966, and Minister for Education and Science in 1969. He
became Australia’s 22nd Prime Minister in 1975, having already had significant political
leadership experience in ministerial roles (Kelly, 2016). In this respect, as already noted, he
was different to Whitlam, who had only held opposition roles prior to becoming Prime Minister.
This means Fraser’s leadership and management styles were known quantities before he led a
government, while Whitlam’s were not.

Leadership and Personality
Leadership Traits
Fraser’s two most distinctive traits were a high Conceptual Complexity score and a low score
on the Belief Events Can Be Controlled. Of the 12 Prime Ministers in this study, only Howard
projected a similarly high result on Conceptual Complexity. Hermann’s research found that
those with high scores on this trait are better able to differentiate concepts when discussing or
describing people, ideas, places, policies, and things. “They can see varying reasons for a
particular position (and are) willing to entertain the possibility that there is ambiguity in the
environment (and can be) flexible in reacting to objects or ideas” (Hermann, 2008, p. 195).
Hermann says:
“Political leaders who are high in conceptual complexity attend to a wider range of stimuli from
their environment than those who are low … these leaders remain highly attuned to contextual
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information since they do not necessarily trust their first response to an event … to understand
a situation and plan what to do, one must gather a large array of information and seek our others’
opinions on what should be done” (Hermann, 2008, p. 196).

This describes Fraser well, as Dale Budd recalls:
“He had an ability to see issues and the consequences of decisions two or three steps along the
road … I often thought that if he was a chess player, he would've been unbeatable because he
would've seen the consequences several moves ahead” (Budd, 2020)

Comments from others support the face validity of a high Conceptual Complexity score. As a
leader he consulted widely with ministers and external experts before exercising judgement. He
preferred to work his own ideas out rationally, through argument (Museum of Australian
Democracy, n.d. (a)). Thus, he differed from Whitlam in that he encouraged and welcomed
debate within his political circle, even from his competitors, partly because he expected to win
any intellectual contest.
“I remember saying once that you might have an argument with him and on both sides of the
argument, there would be, say, 10 points for and 10 against. You'd go into the discussion and in
the heat of the moment, you might remember five of your 10 points. He would remember all 10
of his, every time. He was right on top of all of the issues and the arguments and he could see
the consequences of things … so he was a fairly daunting person to argue with but he didn't
want you to roll over” (Budd, 2020)
“Fraser’s capacity to dominate the flow of policy information, deliberation, decision-making
and communication of intention and outcomes was now unrivalled by any predecessor, the
structures now established a gift to those who would follow” (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 140)
“Fraser was a master of process. Dominant, relentless and knowledgeable, he believed in the
power of government and used the machinery of Cabinet, public service and the party to achieve
in seven years just under 19,000 Cabinet decisions. To insiders Fraser was an awe-inspiring
political executive with a near-unrivalled capacity” (Kelly, 2000, p. 356)
“He had an immense capacity to read material and to absorb issues. He had an ability, as I'm
sure most Prime Ministers must have to a greater or lesser extent, to be on top of the whole
gamut of what governments are responsible for” (Budd, 2020)
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A sign of higher Conceptual Complexity is the ability to take on new information and change
one’s mind.
“He was capable of being turned around 180 degrees on a policy. And to his great credit, having
turned around, he would pursue the new course with as much enthusiasm as the old one” (Budd,
2020)
“He wanted people who would do a sound job. But also when it came to discussing policies or
determining policies, he wanted his ideas to be tested. He absolutely did not want yes-men”
(Budd, 2020)

In Fraser’s own words as he reflected on what he learned about politics from Oxford.
“Good government is essentially pragmatic. Decisions need to be guided by philosophy but
based on empirical evidence. Government is not about a deductive system; it is inductive, based
on circumstances and facts as they emerge. There are no formulas that can make government
easy” (Fraser and Simons, 2015, p. 43)

Fraser was also politically ruthless if he had to be. His actions in relation to Whitlam, are a case
in point, and he has been criticised for them, but they were consistent with his belief of personal
responsibility, which he did not think Whitlam demonstrated at the time. Fraser saw the acts of
the Whitlam Government as, at best, administratively incompetent, and at worst, corrupt, at
least among some within Whitlam’s sphere. There is some merit in Fraser’s view. It is worth
recalling that, against the advice of Treasury, without Cabinet approval, and without consulting
Parliament, Whitlam’s ministerial team tried to organise a loan, at $4 billion, the largest in
Australia’s history at the time and repayable by a future government in 20 years. The unseemly
nature of the loan was reflected in the use of an off-market broker who stood to earn $100
million as an intermediary (Kelly, 2000, pp. 261-262). In Fraser’s mind, he had no choice but
to force an election. Blocking Whitlam’s access to money, to stop excessive spending, was a
matter of principle for him (Budd, 2020). As Dale Budd notes:
“Thinking about 1975, when the Whitlam Government was in office and floundering,
specifically with the Loans affair, people like Jim Cairns and then Rex Connor were getting into
a lot of trouble and Whitlam was not able to manage them or the problems. Malcolm Fraser and
a lot of his colleagues felt that there was a need to get rid of the Whitlam Government. It was,
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if you like, negatively driven. ‘We've got to get rid of this terrible government and we will do
better’” (Budd, 2020)

Even in 2015, after he had become post-politics friends with Whitlam, Fraser did not express
regret at his actions to block supply which led to Whitlam’s dismissal:
“[B]locking supply should be done again if an opposition had the numbers in the Senate and the
government was so ‘reprehensible’ that it should answer to the people” (Fraser and Simons,
2015, p. 315)

The Senate has both power and responsibility to protect the nation from poor government. That,
he says, is what he did.

Interestingly, though, Fraser had a low score on Belief Events Can Be Controlled. This may
have been a rational assessment of the external challenges he faced at the time.
“By no means an optimist, dogged rather than inspirational, preoccupied with establishing
authority to govern from strength, committed to a philosophy rather than a social vision, and
task-oriented to a fault, he would ensure order was maintained through micro-management”
(Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 143)
“He believed that his strong leadership would disprove the theory he once articulated with
distain that men and women are governed by inexorable events beyond their control Fraser
himself was swept away in 1983 by deep political and economic currents that he failed to
control” (Kelly, 2000, p. 361)

According to Hermann (2008, p. 203) leaders with low scores on low on Belief Events Can Be
Controlled tend to be more reactive and wait to see how situations play out before they act.
“They are also less likely to take initiatives, preferring instead to let others take the
responsibility for anything too daring or out of the ordinary”. This seems contrary to Fraser’s
style. Rather than letting others take responsibility, Fraser sought to share responsibility for
decisions, but only after people had been encouraged to openly argue their case. An alternative
perspective is that rather than a shared view he wanted people to argue until they agreed with
his view. Paul Kelly says Fraser acted as if his personal judgements were superior to others’,
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and they probably were, but this could come across as arrogance or “self-importance” (Kelly,
2000, p. 359).
“Fraser was extraordinarily persistent. He wore his cabinet down … (he) remained fairly
dominant because he went back and forth with everyone, and wouldn't move until he got them
behind whatever it was he wanted to do. That was a strength” (Walter, 2018)
“He knew the power of collective responsibility and rarely exposed himself by acting alone.
Fraser consulted ministers, advisors and public servants and consulted them endlessly. He
dominated his ministers but hated overruling them … He was always prepared to intervene; his
ministers knew him as intimidating, probing and constructive. The public service creaked,
growned and responded” (Kelly, 2000, p. 363)

This said, he genuinely wanted to work with the best, most competent, people.
“[O]nce people got into the cabinet room, he wanted … a good discussion. And he expected
ministers to be competent and well briefed… I guess he looked for competence above
everything else” (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 125)

“Fraser built an impressive power structure. He was dominant in Cabinet, the parliament and
Liberal Party in a fashion that demanded parallels with Menzies. He relied upon his own
department, headed by Alan Carmody and the Geoffrey Yeend, for ‘across the board’ advice;
upon his strong private office under David Kemp; and he spoke daily with Liberal director Tony
Eggleton, his political touchstone. Fraser refined the technique of Prime-Ministerial
government” (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 363)

Motives
A high score on n-Affiliation is Fraser’s one distinctive motive score. Affiliative people are
other-oriented and take pleasure from social interactions – if they occur in a safe and friendly
setting (Winter, 1996). They are sensitised to affiliative cues, make fast associations (who likes
who) and prefer working with friends to experts (McClelland, 1987). A risk is that affiliation is
primarily for an in-group. While warm and intimate among friends they may be “prickly” and
defensive to outsiders (Winter, 1996, p. 148). The evidence reviewed for this study suggests
Fraser was comfortable with his Cabinet colleagues and a small group of close public servants.
He preferred to be respected by colleagues, rather seeking to be liked.
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“He did not seek popularity of friendship, but rather authority and respect” (Strangio et al., 2017,
p. 125)
“Respect is the right word. People respected his strength of argument, etc. And yes, he had
genuine friends among the ministers. But overall, was he particularly liked? Not terribly” (Budd,
2020)

He could also be socially awkward.
“Fraser was a man who didn't enjoy small talk and was often awkward in social situations. He
found it difficult to have a casual conversation. He wanted to get into a harder discussion. If you
said you liked a particular TV program, he would cross examine you. "Why's that?" …” (Budd,
2020)
“Tall, thick-set, unsmiling and lethal. Fraser never overcame his own deep reserve to engage the
public at an emotional level” (Kelly, 2000, p. 356)

He did not seek popularity, believing that good ideas, selected for the right reasons, should be
enough to win others to his side. He believed that others would realise this in time. He could
become frustrated when people could not see what he saw in the evidence.
“[H]e had a belief that good decisions and good policies would be recognized as such by
everybody, including the general population, which was often a bit optimistic. He had very little
time for spin doctors as we would call them now. There was very little effort put into selling
decisions…The Government would agonize over a decision for weeks and then put out a onepage press statement thinking that it would be applauded, but instead there would be horror.
And he couldn't understand why” (Budd, 2020)

Fraser did not typically show his affiliative side to outside observers. Most people saw and
commented on his gruff exterior. Tony Eggleton, who was close to him, saw a different Fraser.
“At heart he was a reserved and private man, and this often contributed to the false perception
of an aloof and brusque personality” (Eggleton, 2020)
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It is therefore better to look at his deeds rather than words for clues about what motivated him.
Fraser was clearly a compassionate, other-orientated, man by nature, which a high affiliation
score would predict. It was his government that passed land rights legislation for Indigenous
Australians, and created the SBS, a multicultural broadcaster that still exists today. He was
sincerely committed to Australia’s diversity. Bob Hawke acknowledged this when he said:
“[H]e (Fraser) is absolutely impeccable and always has been on issues of race and colour”
(Hawke, n.d)

Fraser ultimately resigned from the Liberal Party due to its fear-based policies on immigration
under John Howard (SBS News, 2014a). He thought politics should be about principles and
compassion (Zinn, 2015).
“He had a deep commitment to a better Australia and a better world and was a champion of the
oppressed, disadvantaged and under-privileged (Eggleton, 2020).
“Fraser appears a progressive Liberal leader on multiculturalism, immigration, foreign policy
and Aboriginal affairs” (Kelly, 2000, p. 356)

Most today would say he had a deep commitment to a better Australia and a better world. This
is evidence of his deep connection, empathy and concern about others.

John Howard

commented.
“He will be remembered by many people for the generosity of his response after the end of the
war in Vietnam to Indo-Chinese refugees taking many tens of thousands of them … from
refugee camps in the region” (Aston, 2015).

His former Chief of Staff said:
“I went to Malcolm Fraser's funeral and as my wife and I walked down the street approaching
the church, we could see a demonstration, a big crowd of people holding up banners. We
thought, this is pretty bad, a demo at Malcolm Fraser's funeral. It was Vietnamese holding up
banners thanking him for letting them into Australia when South Vietnam collapsed. They were
extremely grateful. He opened the gates at that time to let South Vietnamese in, who otherwise
were probably going to be wiped out” (Budd, 2020)
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Further evidence in support of an affiliative motive can be found in his call for international
action against apartheid in South Africa.
“Malcolm Fraser took a prominent role in responding to contemporary Commonwealth
problems, including apartheid in South Africa and the resolution of the Rhodesian impasse. His
liberal and progressive positions on these issues did not please all members of his Government,
but he refused to be diverted from his beliefs and commitments (Eggleton, 2020)

Former Liberal Party Federal Director Tony Eggleton said when reflecting on Fraser, “many of
his former foes had long since become his friends” (Eggleton, 2020), including with Whitlam
(SBS News, 2014b). Fraser continued to pursue his humanitarian goals through his leadership
of Care Australia.

Operational codes
Fraser viewed his political world as relatively friendly, in the average range for the Prime
Ministers in this study. He was more likely than others to respond in a cooperative way when
responding to Opposition Leaders’ questions without notice in parliament. He spoke as if
chance played a small role in outcomes, that is, people have agency, and can change the course
of events even if they are difficult to predict. This could be interpreted as him being comfortable
with making decisions in light of ambiguity which would seem consistent with the high
conceptual complexity score and all accounts of his exceptional intellect reported above.
Another interpretation is that his privileged upbringing meant he had life chances others did not
have, leading to a confidence he could shape events when others could not. He may have
assumed others had the same opportunities as he did when he called on them to take
responsibility for their actions and outcomes.

In summary, Fraser presented with a measured view of his external environment and how to
respond. If he believed differently, he gave little away in his speech in parliament when
answering Opposition Leaders’ questions. As a rhetorical tactic he was more likely than other
Prime Ministers to appeal for support for his ideas. This said, he could quickly switch to making
threats if they did not. He could be especially “prickly” to hostile outsiders. He was less likely
that other Prime Ministers to offer rewards or make promises to achieve his goals. This is
consistent with views above that he expected people to do the right thing, because it was the
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right thing to do and was consistent with the evidence, not because they should be rewarded for
doing so.

Verbal Behaviour Analysis (VBA)
Fraser’s scores suggest a relatively high tendency to qualify (discount) his statements before
making them (for example the use of “might” before making a statement). Higher rates of use
of qualifiers are indicative of indecisiveness, avoidance of commitment and are associated with
anxiety (Weintraub, 2003, p. 143). He was the only Prime Minister with this distinctive feature
in his speech. I can find no secondary evidence to support the view that he was indecisive.
Perhaps it reflected a way of speaking, a form of politeness or humility that came across this
way when he spoke in parliament. It may be a sign of his upbringing.

Fraser had moderate scores on most trait and motive measures, including only a moderate nPower score. This suggests power on its own was an insufficient motivating force. In
layperson’s terms he had high scores that reflected his intellect and concern to help others. He
believed he was up to the job, which some took as arrogance, but, unlike Heath, his capability
matched his assessment. Most other scores reflected a moderate position on leadership traits,
motives, personality, and his view of the political world. He had good ideas and wanted to make
Australia a better place with rational, economically minded, and people-oriented policies. He
also bluntly expected people to take personal responsibility for their actions and outcomes.
When asked why Malcolm Fraser wanted to be Prime Minister, Dale Budd remarked:
“It's easy to say he had a boundless ambition, but I don't think that's true. I remember when he
was Defence minister that some of us on his staff thought then that looking at the field and at
activities at that time that he had the potential to be Prime Minister or could become Prime
Minister. That was because of his mastery of a mighty lot of detail, his great determination to
get into the detail of policies and actions. You couldn't imagine a harder more focused worker”
(Budd, 2020)

Fraser was stoic and hardworking, and famously said “Life wasn’t meant to be easy”. As both
Kelly and Grattan observe:
“(Fraser was) an aggressive politician ambitious for himself and his country, and a patrician
imbued with a sense of public duty” (Kelly, 2000, p. 359)
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“What we thought about Fraser when he arrived in office turned out to be only a partial picture
of him. He was a mixture. He had quite a lot of ‘small l’ liberal traits or predispositions – on
issues such as race and multiculturalism. He talked in Thatcher language before the Thatcher
government. But he used more economically interventionist than free market language”
(Grattan, 2020)

Kelly sums Fraser up as follows.
“A self-sufficient and introspective nature, in combination with civic mindedness and the will
and ability to lead” (Kelly, 2000, p. 25)
“For Fraser, leadership had both a philosophical and a tactical dimension. When policy and
principle were required, he would provide them – but when manipulation and expediency were
necessary he possessed them in excess. He was both a conservative and a reformer. His patrician
bearing and shyness meant he would win respect, suffer misunderstanding, and rarely inspire
affection. Fraser’s dominance of his own time is not matched by his imprint on history” (Kelly,
2000, p. 378)

As a final comment on his leadership and character, Tony Eggleton observes:
“Malcolm Fraser never dodged controversy and didn’t place great score on personal popularity.
He was not everyone’s cup of tea. He could be demanding, infuriating and sometimes too
strong-willed for his own good. On the other hand, Malcolm’s strengths and virtues more than
outweighed his foibles” (Eggleton, 2020)

Achievements
According to the National Archives of Australia (n.d. (b)) timeline for Fraser’s first term, his
first major foreign policy success was the trade Treaty of Friendship with Japan, which was
Australia’s main overseas customer at the time. He enacted the Aboriginal Land Rights
(Northern Territory) Act in 1976. The Federal Court was established in February 1977,
becoming the highest court except the High Court. As part of a broader Commonwealth
Gleneagles Agreement, he showed Australia’s opposition to Apartheid in South Africa. More
controversially, his government approved the sale and export of Uranium in August 1977.
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Anne-marie Boxall’s view is that Fraser’s legacy on healthcare is not a strong as in other areas,
noting he was not ideologically opposed to Whitlam’s universal healthcare and even went to
the 1976 election saying he would not challenge it. Boxall reports a 1976 pre-election quote
from Fraser.
“Look, time marches on. Circumstances change and you deal with circumstances as they are.
Medibank was introduced. Among many people it was plainly popular. It would have been
destructive and unreasonable to attempt to break it”

This said, he ultimately abolished Medibank putting in place a healthcare safety net instead
(The Conversation, 2015a). Even this includes a notion that everyone should be able to access
healthcare, but he took this action because he did not think Australia could afford universal
healthcare. Arguably, in this policy area, he was out of touch with the views of most Australians.
Hawke’s ‘Medicare’ brought the essence of Medibank back to life and is firmly established as
a shared belief that wealth should not determine access to treatment.

Julia Gillard says, when asked what Fraser should be remembered for:
“[H]is very strong leadership on questions of race. The work he did against Apartheid, the work
he did in favour of multiculturalism. I don’t think people were expecting that and he’s continued
to show a lot of moral leadership on those questions since. (Gillard, n.d.)

When asked what was good about Fraser, Paul Keating says:
“[T]here are certain things that remain solid and good about him, and that was his attitude to
multiculturalism, for instance he established the SBS, which is a very important medium in
Australia. Outside of that the settlement of the Vietnamese refugees and people from the
Lebanon. His continued opposition to apartheid. (Keating, n.d.)

Fraser offered the following views on multiculturalism when speaking at the Inaugural meeting
of the Institute of Multicultural Affairs in 1981.
“In multiculturalism we have forged a radically innovative basis upon which we can respond as
a nation to Australia's diversity... it offers at once an understanding of the present and vision of
the future” (Museum of Australian Democracy, n.d. (a))
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Hawke – people’s prime minister
Backstory
Bob Hawke was born in South Australia in 1929. His father was a Protestant Minister, and his
mother was a schoolteacher (Hansard, 2019). He was public-school educated, albeit in a
selective one, studied law at the University of Western Australia and won a Rhodes Scholarship
to Oxford in 1952. He came from a happy and loving family. Mourning his father’s death at
age 85, Hawke reportedly said in his colloquial Australia way that Clem Hawke “had never
done a crook thing in his life”, “I love him so much” and “I am just so grateful to have had
Clem as a father” and “he’s passed on to me the fundamental beliefs I have, and this is: we are
in this world not just to advance our own interests but we owe an obligation to our fellow human
beings” (National Library of Australia (n.d. (a)). Hawke suffered from the loss of his brother
from meningitis at the age of 17 when he was 10. This intensified his parents’ focus on Hawke
particularly his mother’s hope for his success (Anson, 1992, pp. 3-4). Frank Bongiorno says
Hawke’s near-death experience at the age of 17 from a motorcycle accident “confirmed his
parents' conviction that God had spared their son for a high public purpose” (Bongiorno, 2019).

Hawke joined the Australian Council of Trade Unions in 1958, and won the Presidency in 1969.
He entered federal Parliament in 1980 and was immediately made a shadow minister for
Industrial Relations (Blewett, 2016). Hawke gave his first speech to Parliament on 26
November 1980 (House of Representatives, 1980). He acknowledged his predecessor, and the
people of his electorate, Wills. Hawke’s first speech was warm and friendly at least until the
point he went on the attack. He said he came into Parliament after 22 years in the Australian
trade union movement and explained that countries without trade unions, where people cannot
get together and withdraw their labour, are dictatorships. He indicated how he intended to
perform his role in opposition.
“I shall discharge these obligations of membership and of the shadow portfolios with a very
clear perception of the appropriate role of the Opposition in this House at this time. That role, I
believe, has two aspects. First, and by definition, is the duty to oppose - to oppose the actions,
decisions and proposed legislation of this Government where analysis reveals such actions,
decisions and proposals to be against the interests of the Australian people. When an Opposition
through paucity of numbers, a lack of will, or allowing itself to be seduced by a specious
invocation of the concept of mandate resiles in any way from this task, to such an extent is the
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efficient functioning of a parliamentary democracy diminished” (House of Representatives,
1980).

Despite conventions that maiden speeches should be made without interruption, he was stopped
by no less than the Deputy Speaker who questioned Hawke’s claims about the extent and causes
of poverty in Australia. This leads to a “Hear, hear” by a government supporter. This caused
Hawke, evidently revelling in the contest, to escalate his pitch and force.
‘Hear, hear’, they say. In other words, those 100,000-plus young Australians without any job
really have only their own lack of go and spirit to blame, according to this Government and
according to that interjector. Such attitudes and statements by the Prime Minister and Deputy
Prime Minister are part of the consistent and persistent attempt by this Government to create
divisions and confrontations, to set Australian against Australian. They do this when the crying
need is to create cohesion, a sense of common purpose leavened by a constructive compassion
for that growing body of our fellow Australians who are underprivileged, whose existence is
characterised by a relative poverty not only of the material things of this life, but also perhaps
more importantly, by their inability to see for themselves and their children any brighter horizon
where they can hope to break free from their demeaning circumstances of poverty” (House of
Representatives, 1980).

In this respect he was like Whitlam. Both men’s maiden speeches were forceful and argued
well and both were unconventionally interrupted. The difference is that Hawke’s first speech
showed a natural and warm compassion for others, rather than Whitlam’s academic, lawyerly,
tone. Hawke’s maiden speech was also entertaining, and uplifting, while Whitlam’s was not,
being both forensic and tedious. Hawke finished his maiden speech to parliament as follows:
“To meet that challenge requires a preparedness on the part of government to plan, to coordinate and, on the basis of mutual understanding, to bring the legitimate elements of our
society cohesively together. If that were to be done our capacity as one nation to provide decent
standards for all our own people and support for others less fortunate than ourselves would be
almost unlimited. Our tragedy is not that we, as Australians, do not have the capacity to meet
this challenge; it is that we have a Prime Minister and a Government whose natural instincts are
not for cohesion but confrontation, not for truthful exposition to serve as a basis for mutual
understanding but for partisan propaganda calculated to set Australian against and apart from
Australian. We on this side of the House do not feel ourselves powerless in the face of that
tragedy. We will, from this day, work to provide Australia with an alternative government which
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will match not only the resources and the challenge but also what we believe to be the innate
sense of fair play of the great majority of the Australian people” (House of Representatives,
1980).

The Deputy Speaker stopped Hawke’s speech as his time had expired. Hawke became the party
leader and Australia’s 23rd Prime Minister in 1983 (Blewett, 2016). He came to the role with
decades of management and political experience, a warm personality, and media savvy.

Leadership and Personality
Leadership Traits
Hawke was the only one of the 12 Prime Ministers in this study who had -no distinctive
leadership traits using the Leadership Trait Analysis model. According to Hermann (2008, p.
187) moderate scores on trait measures of Need for Power and Belief Events Can Be Controlled
means political leaders “have the ability of moving towards challenging, or towards respecting
constraints, depending on the nature of the situation; they will be driven by their other
characteristics and what they believe is called for by the context”. This describes Hawke well.
While a party insider, he was not bound by it, or other stakeholders for his political authority.
He had the public on side and made Labor electable, as Whitlam had done before him. In fact,
he seemed to have everyone on side in his Prime-Ministerial prime, with an approval rating
peaking at an extraordinary 75 per cent (Mills, 1993, p. 1). Unlike Whitlam and Fraser, he had
the ability to mix with ordinary Australians with ease. He simply enjoyed it. In this regard, he
was also like Howard. He was a conversational polymath.
“He was welcomed into clubs and boardrooms, dispensing investment advice via satellite to
share traders in Tokyo – via talk-back radio, tips to punters heading for the racetrack. In an
Italian club in Coburg, in a Macedonian club in Perth, at Chinese New Year in Sydney, at a
Greek street festival in Melbourne, he was at home and among friends ... People seemed to like
being close to him … And he did like attention” (Mills, 1993, pp. 2-3).

He was consensus-oriented, and said:
“We need to get everyone listening to the other bloke’s point of view” (ABC, 2019)
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Hawke was careful in the lead up to his first election not to over-promise in his election
commitments. He knew what needed to be done was hard, particularly as a Labor leader. As
Grattan notes, “Hawke ended up in a situation where the Australian economy had to be
transformed. In contrast to Whitlam, Hawke understood the economy, and was able to deal with
the circumstances, Whitlam couldn’t” (Grattan, 2020)
While he could be vitriolic when speaking about Fraser, and then Treasurer, John Howard,
when addressing the nation after his first election win, he presented as a peacemaker.
“And as I say to all Australians, however they voted, that we will be governing for them all, I
ask you all now to give us your trust, your confidence and your co-operation … we have a
magnificent country. If we all work together, we can see, I believe, no bounds to what we can
do” (See Brammall, 1983)

His success in this regard was best illustrated by the Accord he achieved across players from a
diverse mix of industry sectors and perspectives. When opening the summit, he referred to a
commitment he had made prior to becoming Prime Minister.
“We will convene a national summit conference with representatives from the employers, the
ACTU and the State governments. This will not be some half-day superficial point-scoring
exercise but a completely honest attempt to expose all of us, together, to the realities of what is
happening in the domestic and international economic scene and the problems, dangers,
opportunities, and challenges of what is involved in those developments” (Hawke, 1983)

He went on:
“I think it will be acknowledged that the concept and procedures which I then outlined on 30
January 1983, have been followed faithfully in the arrangements for this conference. The results
we seek and these must be regarded as only a minimum measure of our success should be: first,
a heightened appreciation of the need to work constructively together to meet the great
challenges now confronting our country; and second, an increased likelihood of all participants
tailoring their expectations and claims upon the community's resources to the capacities of the
economy, and the urgent need for a reduction in unemployment and a restoration of growth to
an economy now in deep recession” (Hawke, 1983)
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He faced little opposition during his first term, which may have given him the room to shift
between positions as conditions changed rather than be constrained by previous statements.
Following a landslide victory, he did not have to offer alternative policies during his first term.
Fraser was a tired Opposition Leader, associated with a past people wanted to forget,
notwithstanding the conditions were not of his making and he handled them competently.
Hawke saw Australia’s future in optimistic terms (Davidson, 1983a). Hawke was therefore able
to abandon some of his policies once he found out about the budget situation upon taking office,
blaming Malcolm Fraser. Hawke was criticised at the time for the promises he made and did
not keep, but it had little impact on his standing in the party or publicly.
“Oppositions in election campaigns have the choice of playing the harlot — promising the
illusion of everything, and the hope, of fulfilment too — or of soberly saying they would like to
do this, that and the other, that that's where their philosophy leads, but they'll have to let us know
what's possible after the election, if they win. No wonder Governments in our Westminster
system tend to be voted out of office, rather than Oppositions positively voted in” (See
Davidson, 1983a).

He was a talented communicator, presenting an image of an average Australian. The fact that
he has no distinctive leadership trait scores seems consistent with this view. As Robert Pullan
affirms:
“He (Hawke) spoke like a common man and by doing so was able to connect with ordinary
Australians. He did not believe in dressing up his conversation. He believed that the blunt
language of ordinary Australians who could recognise bullshit when they heard it was good
enough for the public domain. The sound of his voice and the words he used were familiar to
all Australians, who heard the sound and every day in the street, the factory and the pub.
Hawke’s public presence was not the special presence of a man who was extraordinary: he was
extraordinary because he was common” (Pullan, 1980, pp. 107-108)

An ability to read people and speak with practiced moderation were sources of his success.
Hawke was remarkable as a former union leader who also built a good relationship with
business. By crossing these traditional boundaries, ably assisted by Keating as Treasurer,
Hawke was able to transform the Australian economy during his period in power, including by
floating the dollar in December 1983. He also kept his party on side (Blewett, 2000, p. 399).
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“The MOST remarkable aspect of yesterday's first meeting of the new Labor Caucus (all 108 of
them) is the apparent ease with which Mr Hawke got what he wanted. He has an inner Cabinet
of 13 — the four parliamentary leaders, and nine of their choice from the other 23 ministers.
That means that not only has caucus agreed to having an inner Cabinet but has allowed the
choosing of it to go from their control. Mr Hawke has also reduced the influence of the economic
rationalists (notably Mr Hayden and Senator Peter Walsh), and the Left” (Davidson, 1983b)
“I know that Hawke … had real charisma that Fraser didn't have. Hawke could capture people
in a room. They would all think he was wonderful. When he took, as he did more than once, a
group of business people on an overseas mission – it could be a trade mission to China or
somewhere – they would all come back saying Hawke had been just wonderful. These were all
blue-blood people from industry!” (Budd, 2020)

As Whitlam did before him, Hawke presented a Labor Party that was “fit to govern” (Strangio,
et al., 2017, p. 146). He was a good political manager, who encouraged and moderated the
debate within his party and with the public. He was a methodical leader, a team-builder who
preferred to charm others to his side only confronting or pressuring them when necessary
(Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 154). His worked with the Public Service rather than against it
(Blewett, 2000, p. 390) particularly with his own Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet
which he says as there to assist him to monitor ministerial performance and “advise him on the
policy interests central to his strategic concerns and protect the processes of Cabinet
government” (Blewett, 2000, p. 390). He was an “excellent Cabinet chairman, well briefed,
disciplined and focused” (Blewett, 2000, p. 391). It helped that he was assisted by “one of the
abler ministries in federal histories” (Blewett, 2000, pp. 392-393).
“[A] highly effective chair, a smart organiser and a confident delegator who was clever enough
not to allow his supreme sense of self-regard to stand in the way of harnessing the drive and
capabilities of his cabinet colleagues” (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 161)

He did not only discover these traits as Prime Minister. They were apparent early in his career
even in his role of President of the University of Western Australia’s Student Guild. He was
described as able to see both sides on an issue “a splendid chairman, courteous and efficient,
able to give everyone on the Guild Council their say and then to wind it up” (Pullan, 1980, p.
49). As a leader he was described as believing in due process, robust debate, consulting widely
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and allowing people to make their case (Pullan, 1980, p. 161). As Hawke’s own take on his
leadership skills is as follows:
“Leadership came, I hope this doesn’t sound immodest, but it did come fairly easily because I
genuinely like people. One of the paradoxes of politics is that politicians who represent people
(laughing) most of them are frightened of people. They are not at ease mixing with people, but
I genuinely love mixing with people” (Hawke, 2020)

Others support this view of his management strengths.
“The sense of discipline, stability, consultation and fairness also pervaded Hawke’s
management of Cabinet” (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 164)
“I think it was a sort of object lesson in how a Prime Minister should be behaving, particularly
in a modern context, where you can't possibly keep on top of everything. I put him ahead of
the rest of them in that period” (Walter, 2018)

It is also clear people needed to perform well in Cabinet to be successful. It was no place for
the timid. As Gareth Evans reflects:
“The important thing about Hawke’s Cabinet was that it operated on the basis of argument not
authority. Sometimes that process could be ugly, pretty rough. Any normally sensitive human
being, any normally modest human being, simply can’t survive in politics. You have to have
profound psychological defects of one kind or another, to get to high places, and Hawky was
absolutely no different from the rest of us in that respect” (Hawke, 2019)

He encouraged ministers to take the initiative, typically intervening only if asked or if the issue
had whole-of-government implications – he sought to create an atmosphere of collegiality and
maintained good morale and discipline (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 166). He practiced what is
now called ‘distributed leadership’ which means recognising and optimising the use of the
talent of others – he negotiated, and pursued compromise “where each interest gained some but
not all of its demands”, he preached “consensus and reconciliation” (Strangio, et al., 2017, p.
171).
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All these qualities led to positive assessments of Hawke, as perhaps the best leader of those
included in this study. For example, when asked who of the 12 Prime Ministers was the best,
two of those interviewed said:
“Bob Hawke … closely followed by Howard, but Hawke in particular. Simply because he
grasped what so many don't, which is that leadership is going to have to be a collective
enterprise. There's no doubt that he was the leader, and people who wanted to get things done
had to get him on the side, had to get his buy-in. But I think he was very good because, as he
said himself, he delegated to his ministers and let them get on with their jobs. And fortunately
he had a pretty talented set of cabinet ministers”. (Walter, 2018)
“Hawke was probably the best Australian Prime Minister of the modern era. Some people would
say Howard, or band Hawke and Howard together. I would put Hawke first because of his
attributes and his qualities. He was obviously a very good public salesman, because the
Australian community strongly related to him and he to it. The community wanted Hawke to be
Prime Minister way before he was actually in Parliament. So he had – it sounds trite but it was
true – this connection with the Australian public. And he was able to use that when he was Prime
Minister to sell policies. He was able also to bring together a quite talented team of strong
personalities. And – even though he had a massive ego himself – to manage that team so that
ministers had reasonable freedom to pursue their own areas. And he could run a cabinet very
well. He was 'chairman of the board' but much more than that. He did run things while according
ministers their own considerable areas of freedom. He was a reality check on things and of
course Paul Keating was often frustrated by that. If you look at the whole period I think that he
ran the team well. Now in the end it all fell apart and ended in tears, as it usually does. But for
a long time, they achieved a lot” (Grattan, 2020)

On balance, having seven moderate leadership trait scores should be interpreted as
demonstrating moderate and measured leadership but taken together, Bob Hawke was a
remarkable leader, at times easy-going and affable, at others difficult and determined. The last
words go to Blanche d'Alpuget, his biographer and second wife.
“Some people think Bob is simple, some people think he’s very complex. I think he’s both”
(d'Alpuget, 2019)
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Motives
Like his leadership trait scores, Hawke’s profile included near average scores for n-Power, nAffiliation and n-Achievement motives. This formula worked, as he earned the respect of the
Labor Caucus as someone who the public saw as an ‘ordinary bloke’ who was clearly popular
and would help the return to government” (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 151).. He was a presidential
leader, like Whitlam, with a personal brand that was stronger than his party’s.
“For the first time in its history the Labor Party elected a federal leader whose personality and
public persona were the key sources of his authority rather than his standing with and loyalty to
the party itself” (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 152).

One explanation is that he did not need to project a need for power, as he knew he had it. He
may have considered others in his world, and among his opponents, to be lesser political beings.
In his mind he knew that one day he would be the Prime Minister, a notion his mother reinforced
early in his life (Anson, 1992, pp. 3-4). For him it was a logical step from being the President
of the Australian Council of Trade Unions (ACTU) which was one of the most influential
political positions at the time. He could therefore maintain a composed presence in their
presence as a default position and conserve his political energy. It was also clear that if people
pushed him too far, he unleashed his anger. This was softened with a popular likeability, and
genuine expression of warmth towards others he liked, which includes most Australians.

He preferred peacemaking to conflict. He practiced open and consultative Cabinet governance,
and led a disciplined party, caucus and Cabinet with calm authority. He, together with Keating,
was both ambitious and pragmatic (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 170). and equipped with the ability
to establish “easy rapport” with people (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 150). He was a social being,
and this both energised and drove him. H “oceanic sense of wellbeing depended on public
adulation” (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 173).
“Sometimes pallid when he was pinned down in Parliament or in Cabinet’s Expenditure Review
Committee, he was charged up by these encounters outside Canberra, returning flushed and
prancing, as if he had been reminded of the purpose of his life. And that was very nearly the
case. This behaviour, this love affair was, on Hawke’s part at least, nothing less that the natural
expression of this essential character. He loved Australia, he would say, and he loved the
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Australian people. He sensed that people understood that love – in fact that many of them
regarded him as an embodiment of the country and its character” (Mills, 1993, p. 3)

Hawke’s personal skills meant he could mobilise, mediate and advocate as a strategy to bridge
disagreements (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 151). While his ability to connect with voters across
party lines, Australians, was well known, this did not necessarily translate to a parliamentary
forum. In fact, he has been described as “a master public communicator and yet an indifferent
performer in parliament” (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 153). He disliked the adversarial nature of
parliamentary debate as his preferred style was to seek consensus and his strength was
negotiation. Question Time became theatrical rather than a forum for debate. Quite simply he
did not see it as a good use of his time and many talents. He preferred to speak directly to the
people, unions, and the business community than the Parliament (Blewett, 2000, p. 389) One
implication for this study is whether samples taken from his responses to parliamentary
questions are those that best reflect his leadership style and personality. It would be interesting
to develop another profile using data based on public speeches to examine similarities and
differences to those obtained based on his parliamentary performances. This said, the profile
scores obtained seem consistent with others’ accounts, including those for operational codes
below.

Operational codes
Hawke viewed his political environment in relatively friendly terms. He was moderately
optimistic of his chances of realising his political goals. Hawke made moderate use of rewards,
promises, appeals for support, or oppositional statements when trying to persuade others. His
scores indicate that he tended to come across as moderately friendly, which was his preferred
persona. He was less likely than his peers to shift between conflict and cooperation when
pursuing goals. That is, he spoke in a consistent and measured way in response to Opposition
Leaders’ questions without notice. This said, when pushed, Hawke was more likely than others
to use words associated with punishing political opponents. Colloquially, his scores give the
impression of a relaxed and comfortable speaker, unless pushed too far, and then he would
attack. One way of viewing this is that he was supremely confident in himself and did not feel
the need to expend too much energy on those he considered politically unworthy, unless he had
to. This view is consistent with others.
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“And beneath his radiant public friendliness were other emotions. Hawke was fiercely
competitive, pugnacious, even belligerent in his approach to politics and policies. That was
apparent to anyone who saw him when he was really wound up in Parliament or on the stump”
(Mills, 1993, p. 5)

Verbal Behaviour Analysis (VBA)
Hawke used I more than other Prime Ministers, which according to Weintraub is typical of
political leaders who want to present themselves as their own person. This was the only
distinctive verbal category score compared to his 11 peers. This would seem consistent with
someone who reportedly had a “titanic ego” (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 147). He was “confident,
authoritative and charismatic” (Blewett, 2000, p. 388). But this needs to be seen against a
backdrop of being a great humanist, and a man of the people.
“Hawke's colossal ego makes it impossible for him to admire contemporaries, but he is drawn
to figures in history who seem like himself. He believed he was most like Curtin who he
described as a self-made man with good reason to be pleased with his success” (Pullan, 1980,
p. 219)
“Well, the strength for him was that he was a human being … and with all that suggests. (He
showed vulnerability) ... that speech he gave on Tiananmen Square was incredible, (he was)
crying his eyes out … But still able to get across this really, really strong human message. And
obviously this sort of lovable larrikin persona clearly struck a chord” (Evans, 2020)

Overall, what is distinctive about Hawke’s profile is how moderate and balanced it is across
almost all measures.

Achievements
Bob Hawke led Australia through a period of significant economic reform, which others
including John Howard (Howard, n.d.) credit to him as a significant and necessary national
achievement. Notably, he floated the dollar and opened Australia up to global competition
(ABC News, 2019). After being sworn in as Prime Minister on 11 March 1983, he held an
Economic Summit within a month on 11 April which led to the Prices and Income Accord
(National Archives of Australia, n.d. (c)). Patricia Drum says he showed consensus-seeking
political leadership in Australia (Drum, 2018). Hawke’s summit brought unions, business,
churches, welfare organisations, State and local governments together, in his words “every
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aspect of Australian citizenship and their representation” (Hawke, 2020) to address
unemployment and inflation. Economic reform quickly came to mind when three other Prime
Ministers were asked to reflect on Hawke’s achievements.
John Howard says:
“Bob Hawke demonstrated that Labor could govern in an economically responsible fashion.
(Howard, n.d.)

Kevin Rudd says.
“[Hawke] was the architect of consensus in creating a political environment which enabled (Paul
Keating) to do his thing. (Rudd, n.d.)

And Julia Gillard, when asked what Hawke should be remembered for, says:
“[Bob] showed us what can be achieved when you work for consensus and inclusion amongst
the actors in our economic and our society and harnessing that force for economic change”
(Gillard, n.d.)

Hawke’s Government achieved many other things. It passed the Sex Discrimination Act 1984
to promote equality. He established the Human Rights Commission through the Australian
Human Rights Commission Act 1986 (Cth) following Malcolm Fraser’s initiative to establish
the first Commission with part-time commissioners in 1981 (Australian Human Rights
Commission, n.d.). He set up what we now know as Medicare in February 1984 which became
such a popular Australian program that when campaigning to become Prime Minister John
Howard advertised the fact that he would not touch it if elected in 1996 (Barnett, 1989).

Hawke brought Australians together in ways above politics including through his memorable
reaction to the America’s cup win (Dasey, 2021) for Australia in September 1983 and later by
proclaiming ‘Advance Australia Fair’ as the national anthem. He handed back Uluru to its
Aboriginal owners and appointed Charles Perkins as the first Aboriginal leader of a
Commonwealth agency. He continued Fraser’s work on the world stage to end apartheid in
South Africa (Hawke, 2020) and helped achieve a ban on mining in Antarctic (although the
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Madrid Protocol that cemented this was not in force until 1998 under Howard’s leadership
(Australian Antarctic Program, n.d.).

Howard – great political manager
Backstory
John Howard was born in 1939. His father ran a service station until he died when Howard was
16. He studied law at Sydney University and entered federal Parliament in 1974 (Grattan, 2016).
In his first speech to parliament on 26 September 1974, Howard described the history of his
seat of Bennelong. He said he was honoured to be elected to represent his constituents. It came
across as a genuine, heart-felt expression, not a forced necessity. Unlike Whitlam who did not
mention his constituents, this is an early sign that people mattered in Howard’s politics, that is
the point of it. In this regard, he and Hawke are similar and helps to explain why both were able
to connect so well with ordinary Australians.

In this first speech to Parliament, Howard said he believed community success is based on
individual success, dignity and freedom. He foreshadowed the need for a new tax system which
he later implemented.
“It is now more imperative than ever that the State governments be given, as the Liberal and
Country Parties offered during the last election campaign, access to a percentage share of
income tax revenue. Unless this is done our basic federal structure will break down. Unless this
is done it will always be necessary for State governments to introduce direct, punitive and
inflationary taxes. They have no alternative. They are left with no other method of funding their
responsibilities and their operations” (Howard, 1974)

He became Treasurer in 1977, and leader of the Liberal Party in 1985. He lost the leadership in
1989 and regained it in 1995. He became Australia’s 25th Prime Minister in 1996 (Grattan
2016). Like Fraser and Hawke, and unlike Whitlam, Howard had significant ministerial
experience, as the Minister for Business and Consumer Affairs and Treasurer, before becoming
the Prime Minister (National Archives of Australian, n.d. (c)). He was Australia’s second
longest serving Prime Minister, after Menzies.
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Leadership and Personality
Leadership Traits
Howard had two distinctive traits, a high level of Conceptual Complexity, and a high In-Group
Bias. Hermann’s research found that those with high scores on Conceptual Complexity are
better able to differentiate when discussing or describing other people, ideas, places, policies
and things. She says, “they can see varying reasons for a particular position (and are) willing to
entertain the possibility that there is ambiguity in the environment (and can be) flexible in
reacting to objects or ideas” (Hermann, 2008, p. 195).
“Political leaders high on Conceptual Complexity attend to a wider range of stimuli from their
environment than those who are low … these leaders remain highly attuned to contextual
information since they do not necessarily trust their first response to an event … to understand
a situation and plan what to do, one must gather a large array of information and seek our others’
opinions on what should be done” (Hermann, 2008, p. 196)

This trait was on display in relation to his willingness to go to a second election with an
unpopular tax policy, something he believed in for his whole political career, and thought was
right for the nation.
Even a political opponent, Bob Hawke, praised Howard’s intellect, and ability to change his
mind based on the evidence. Hawke described a foreign policy discussion he had with Howard
when Howard was Prime Minister saying, “I think it was a genuine tribute to the man that he
would listen, and he would change”. More generally Hawke said of Howard:
“John believed in what he was about (although) a lot of things he believed in I couldn’t share”
(Hawke, n.d.)

Howard had a high score on In-Group Bias. According to Hermann, this trait reflects a view of
the world where your own group is central to your thinking:
“Political leaders high in in-group bias are interested in maintaining the separate identity of their
groups at all costs … they tend to see the world as we and them, leaders high in in-group bias
are likely to use external scapegoats – their perceived enemies – as the cause for all the group’s
problems and tend to mobilise the support of their population through this external threat”
(Hermann, 2008, p. 202)
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Motives
Howard’ had high motive scores on n-Power and n-Affiliation. Only he and Blair had two high
motive scores. People motivated by power seek to have an impact on others “they seek out and
get formal social power … they are concerned with prestige” (Winter, 1993, p. 532) They are
concerned with “establishing, maintaining and restoring one’s power” taking vigorous actions
that impact others, attempting to convince or persuade others, actively monitor, and control
events (Schafer, 2000, p. 511). Power-orientated people are likely to like politics for its own
sake (Winter, 2010b). Power is value-neutral with its expression depending on the degree to
which the political actor behaves responsibly (Winter, 2011). A powerful and responsible leader
can elicit high morale among followers and has also been associated with more aggressive
foreign policy decisions (Winter, 2005). This describes Howard well. He was a smart and
pragmatic campaigner and leader. He “led a unified party, determined to do what it took to get
into office” (Grattan, 2016, p. 449) leading to a convincing election win in 1996 with a 45-seat
majority (Grattan, 2016, p. 449)
“Central to Howard’s political persona was a commitment to the cause of economic reform,
spliced with pragmatism, a usually acute sense of tactics and an ordinariness that, while
ridiculed by critics, enabled him to tap into ‘mainstream’ voters. By the mid to late 1990s he
had turned his ‘ordinariness’ into a political virtue and claimed, as had Bob Hawke before him,
a special relationship with the Australian people” (Grattan, 2016, p. 439)
“His obstinacy and inflexibility tempered by setbacks, his understanding of relationship
building, and political tactics sharpened, and his appreciation of how to communicate objectives
finely honed” (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 204)
“Howard was ideological, pragmatic and ruthless as PM. His doggedness was a virtue, but at
times it turned into stubbornness” (Grattan, 2016, p. 467)

Howard’s political skills were a source of his power. Walter remarks that:
“… like Fraser, was completely in command of his cabinet until the very end. His other great
strength was maintaining control when we were going into a much more volatile political period.
He commanded his cabinet. In addition, he could communicate ... which none of these others
do, Turnbull and Abbott and so on. He constantly went around the country, he kept going to the
branches, he kept talking to the party. It wasn't wrong when people said he owned the party.
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Those three things, the controlled party, the communication capacity ... but also the targeted
way he used meetings with them, and his command of cabinet. They made him outstanding, and
in quite a different way to Hawke, but it's why he hung on so long and got so much of what he
wanted to do done” (Walter, 2018)

Budd concurs saying “John Howard could persuade his cabinet, his ministers, of anything. He
had extraordinary powers of persuasion and argument. In that way Fraser, who also had a high
Conceptual Complexity score, was somewhat similar” (Budd, 2020)
Much of Howard’s power came from an “uncanny ability to read the electorate” (Strangio, et
al., 2017, p. 199). As a conservative leader, he became a “man of the people” earning public
respect for his role in national governance. He positioned himself as representing the
mainstream in society (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 198). As political strategy, he sought to
“directly echo the instincts of the Australian people” and make Australians feel “relaxed and
comfortable” (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 204). Howard’s political messages were intended to
engage a frustrated, mainstream, and middle class. He emphasised shared, core, Australian
values and British history as the cultural reference point, rather than its geography within Asia
(Gulmanelli, 2014), a departure from Hawke and Keating before him. But whether you agree
with his personal values, on balance, he connected with most Australians for a very long time.
“Howard was able to find the meter of the times so well and to get his messaging absolutely
right, you know? So, he was probably the best ‘politician’ in the traditional use of the word”
(Evans, 2020)

Howard was also a realist and knew that leadership “was the gift of the party” and should not
be taken for granted (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 213). He knew how important it is to maintain
alignment and a close relationship with the Liberal Party itself. He was a true party insider,
treated those within it with respect, and invested the time to build internal relationships.
“In the parliamentary party, he remained visible and accessible, joining backbenchers for meal
in the members’ dining room, inviting colleagues to drinks at the Lodge, staying back at the end
of parliamentary party meetings to allow anyone who wanted to catch him informally to
approach him. He reminded his ministers of the importance of visiting electorates, even
marginal seats, as he never ceased to do. It is a way to refresh information” (Strangio, et al.,

2017, pp. 213-214).
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One of the ways he kept the party on side, and remained connected with the public, was ensuring
he centrally managed communications with messaging. He had a large media team (Tiernan,
2006). He used talkback radio extensively to directly engage a large audience. He worked on
crafting messages of the day and his staff then ensured consistency with other ministers’ offices
and then “set the public agenda by means of radio interviews” (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 210).
This gave him direct access to the electorate through stations that allowed him to say what he
wanted to say. Calls from listeners were moderated. Journalists were referred to transcripts and
vision rather than provided with individual responses to their questions at Press Conferences
(Strangio, et al., 2017, pp. 210-211).

This meant he did not have to rely on journalists to

interpret and convey his messages (Tiernan, 2006). Doing this meant he selected the means of
dissemination that circumvented media gatekeepers. He refined available institutional resources
to ensure a control of communication that promoted a single message and limited debate. It was
a masterful demonstration of how to manage the contemporary expectation that a leader must
serve as the government’s chief communicator. It may have been the critical factor in his
electoral success (Strangio, et al., 2017, pp. 212-213).

Where he differs from others is that he was also driven by establishing good relationships
indicated by a high n- Affiliation score. People with a high affiliation motive, like Howard, are
other-oriented and take pleasure from social interactions as long as they occur in a safe and
friendly setting (Winter, 1996). They are sensitised to affiliative cues and make faster affiliation
associations (who like who) and prefer working with friends to experts (McClelland, 1987, pp.
346-352). A risk is that affiliation is primarily for an in-group, while warm and intimate among
friends; they may be “prickly” and defensive to outsiders (Winter, 1996, p. 148). I have attended
reunion events for Howard’s insiders from his days in Government. The warmth and respect
are genuinely felt, openly expressed, and truly two-way.

Operational codes
Howard spoke as if he was more optimistic about his chances of realising political values than
the average score for Prime Ministers in this study. His scores indicate he did not think events
were predictable, but he was more confident than others about his ability to achieve his goals
through his decisions and actions. He attributed outcomes less to chance than others did. He
characteristically backed himself and his team. This is consistent with what others say. Howard
has been described as stubborn and tenacious, with a strong degree of self-belief, traits which
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were central to his ability to maintain his leadership position and win elections (Bongiorno,
2008). Howard also had a “stubborn refusal to admit a mistake” (Grattan, 2016, p. 448).
Choice propensity scores provide an indication of subjects’ preferred tactics when pursuing
political goals. Howard’s scores indicate he was less cooperative than others when responding
to political opponents. He was less likely to appeal to his political opponents for their support,
and more likely to shift between making promises and being oppositional. This said, he was
less likely to shift between cooperation and conflict tactics that others demonstrating a
consistency in his parliamentary style when combating his opponent.

Verbal Behaviour Analysis (VBA)
Howard’s speech was the most distinctive among the 12 Prime Ministers across VBA verbal
categories. He (along with Hawke) used I more than most others, which according to Weintraub
is typical of political leaders who want to present themselves as their own person. He was the
only Prime Minister to score highly on the use of me. Weintraub (2008, p. 149) observed that a
high use of both I and me is an indicator of “self-preoccupation”.

Howard was also the only Prime Minister to make a relatively high use of direct references.
People with high scores on this verbal category are more likely to make explicit references to
the interviewer, or their surroundings, or the nature of the exchange itself, in their responses.
According to Weintraub (2008, p. 146) a higher score on this verbal category is indicative, in a
positive sense, of a more engaging speaker or, in a negative sense, someone who is avoiding
the question by talking about its source or context instead.

Both descriptions are indicative of someone who is comfortable with a talk-back radio format,
as Howard was. Further, it is consistent with a view that he was politically agile, a skilful
communicator – “especially defensive spin” (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 200). He was a “deft
debater” who was an effective speaker and was able to come across as an “ordinary bloke”
(Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 205). But he also moderated his presentation for his audience.
“I had a lot of conversations with John Howard over the years and one thing that intrigued me
about him was he adopted the persona of being an ordinary sort of suburban guy. He portrayed
himself as an ordinary person. But he had a much, much sharper intellect when you discussed
issues with him. He knew policies and he knew people who had written about liberal thinking.
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He could often quote them. As I say, he had a much sharper intellect which he never showed
off in public. He didn't want to look smart. He wanted to sound convincing but to sound like an
ordinary guy in the street“ (Budd, 2020)

Howard was the only Prime Minister with a high score on the verbal category of adverb
intensifiers, which are adverbs that intensify the force of a statement (e.g., very, really) and add
colour to a person’s speech. Again, this seems consistent with the overall impression of an
engaging speaker who became better at his rhetorical craft over time.

Achievements
Howard became the 35th Prime Minister on 11 March 1996. A month later, on 28 April, 35
people were shot at Port Arthur in Tasmania. Howard’s response was a national gun buy-back
scheme which many consider to be an example of exceptional leadership (National Archives of
Australia (n.d. (d)) and is often noted as a critical feature of his legacy. Rudd and Gillard said
so, respectively:
“I find it very hard to go past what I think was genuine courage on John Howard’s part on gun
control. It’s not just an easy thing to say because he’s on the conservative side of politics … I’m
glad he helped get that right for us as a country. I think it was a good exercise in national
leadership” (Rudd, n.d.)
“John Howard showed great political courage making sure that this country didn’t end up there
(like the US)” (Gillard, n.d.)

In December of 1996, he was able to get legislation passed for the sale of the national telephone
entity Telstra, giving adult Australians shares in the process.

In January 1997, significant industrial in the Workplace Relations Act 1996 came into force,
which changed many provisions of the Industrial Relations Act 1988 previously introduced by
Labor Government. His notion of individualism, mentioned in his maiden speech, was also
behind his rejection of compulsory union membership in waterfront industries and the
introduction of enterprise agreements negotiated directly between employers and employees
instead of a system of award wages (National Archives of Australia, n.d. (e))
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He introduced a ‘work for the dole’ scheme signifying his belief in ‘mutual obligation’, that is,
that government support should be matched by effort on the part of the recipient with the goal
of increasing self-reliance (National Archives of Australia, n.d. (e)).
Howard’s views on Indigenous issues were based on his argument that Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander people should be treated in the same way as other Australians. He legislated to
confirm leaseholders’ titles against Indigenous people’s claims of customary usage rights
arising from the High Court’s 1996 ‘Wik’ decision, again reflecting a conservative view of
Indigenous land rights (National Museum of Australia (n.d. (b)). Howard was interventionist
yet not consultative on Indigenous issues. Nakari Thorpe says that while Howard acted in the
Northern Territory to protect children from family violence, the problem was that Aboriginal
people were not sufficiently involved (Thorpe, 2016). Thorpe notes that Howard refused to
apologise to stolen generations, offering only “sincere and deep regret”. Howard’s belief,
Thorpe said, is that current generations cannot apologise for acts of previous generations. On
at least this last issue, Howard was out of touch with most Australians. By 2001 all Australian
States and Territories had issued their own apologies, and Rudd made a historic national
Apology on 13 February 2008 (National Museum of Australia, n.d. (c)) which became one of
his own most notable achievements.
Howard’s signature reform was the introduction of the Goods and Services Tax (GST), a tax
on consumption rather than income, something he spoke about as necessary in his maiden
speech to Parliament which he finally realised in 1999 through legislation supported by the
Australian Democrats (National Museum of Australia (n.d. (b)). Reflecting on the GST 20 years
after its introduction, Howard spoke about why he pursued the policy so vigorously, even
risking a second election win to do so.
“Well, the belief that our tax system had become more antiquated; the inefficient, lopsided
wholesale sales tax; and a belief that, provided it was done by taxing more of what people spent
rather than what they earned, it provided more incentive and was a much better system”
(Howard, 2019)

Conclusion – Australian modern foundations
This chapter starts more comparative analysis as it relates to four politically successful
Australian Prime Ministers. Results from early quantitative analysis are combined with data
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from expert interviews and secondary sources, and achievements are also considered. What
unites these four Prime Ministers is they all demonstrated thought leadership. They laid new
foundations for Australia, not in a perfectly linear way, but progressively in the areas of
economic reform, healthcare, gender equality, immigration, and Indigenous issues. Even on
these issues they differed, but on the margins, with more significant departures later rectified.
One departure was Fraser abandoning Medibank, not because he did not think it was worthy,
but because he thought it was too expensive. Hawke restored it. A second was Howard not
recognising the moment to apologise to Stolen Generations. All States and Territories went on
to do this, and Rudd did so for the nation when he became Prime Minister.

Hawke, Fraser and Howard are case studies in not only having power but directing it in a
disciplined way and communicating it well. Good prime-ministerial leadership, as they
practiced, is characterised by careful selection of ministers, effective delegation, accountability
measures, controlling and directing the public service, and evidence-based decision making,
which all seems central to longer-term success. Fraser and Howard were equipped to do all this
because they had extensive ministerial experience before taking on the top political job. So too
was Hawke, who had run the Australian Council of Trade Unions from 1969 before becoming
Federal President of the Labor Party in 1973. Importantly, the leadership and management skills
of each of these Prime Ministers were known before they were selected to become the party
leader and head of State. This is where they differ from Whitlam in ways that mattered, with
impacts on relative success and longevity.

Whitlam had power, but he directed it in a less disciplined way which may partially explain his
shorter period in office and more dramatic exit. He came into office having demonstrated the
skills needed to win his own seat in a remarkable nine successive elections (National Archives
of Australia, n.d. (f)), but this does not in itself qualify someone to be Prime Minister. Similarly,
an effective campaign, provides sizzle, but not substance. Whitlam had the intellect needed to
create good national policies, and the force of personality to push them through, but not the
self-awareness to listen to others and bring in the skills he lacked to complete the Government’s
capability mix, which included competent management and accountability mechanisms to
ensure effective implementation.

A question central to this study, is to which at-a-distance measures of personality and leadership
styles can help to understand a Prime Minister’s behaviour. Whitlam’s very high score for being
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motivated by a need for power is supported by additional evidence. Fraser’s and Howard’s high
conceptual complexity scores are consistent with the way in which they processed information
from multiple perspectives and could change their minds after open debate and deliberation.
Hawke’s moderate scores on almost all leadership, motive and personality measures, supports
notions of his balanced and consultative style of leadership. He may have had a “titanic ego”,
also indicated by a very high score for the use of I when he spoke, but he was self-aware enough
to tone it down as a leader to get results. But all were thought leaders, who kept their parties on
side, and acknowledged, the best elements of predecessors’ decisions and actions, while placing
their own stamp on Australia’s most foundational policies.
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Chapter Six

The “Outsiders”
Keating, Rudd, Gillard

Introduction
Becoming Prime Minister is the first step, but the real goal is maintaining power, which it is
argued in this study, is achieved through good leadership, management, and effective ongoing
engagement with the public and within the party. What is done with power is a secondary issue
in this study. For some gaining power is the outcome. For others power is necessary to achieve
political goals. The three Prime Ministers in this chapter were less successful than the four in
the last one. The reasons differ, but in each case, it has something to do with problems in gaining
or maintaining party or public support. Rudd had enormous public support when he came into
office but lost it (Leslie, 2013). When he did, he deserved no party support as he had alienated
most insiders through displays of his temperamental flaws. Keating had party support, based
on his previous success as Treasurer, but he made little effort to earn voters’ trust and eventually
the public stopped listening to him (See Green, 1996). Gillard started with a hostile party
environment and while an effective operator within parliament, never sufficiently connected
with ordinary Australians. She was also an outsider as Australia’s first female Prime Minister,
something the leader of the opposition at the time tried to exploit, shamelessly.

As in the previous chapter, this one discusses the backgrounds of each of these three Prime
Ministers, what their psychological measurement scores say about them (see Attachment A)
when interpreted along with expert views and secondary literature, and relates this to
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achievements. The uniting feature among them is their outsider status within the parties they
failed to effectively manage or lead, or not connecting effectively with the public.

Keating – governing for the people, not with the people
Backstory
Paul Keating was born in New South Wales in 1944. He left high school at the age of 14 and
joined the Labor Party. He studied electrical engineering at night and became a clerk with the
Sydney City Council. He was briefly a band manager.

He was elected to federal Parliament in 1969 at the age of 25 (Day, 2016) and made his first
speech in Parliament on 17 March 1970 (Keating, 1970). He started by thanking those in his
electorate of Blaxland who voted for him. He paid tribute to his predecessor. He then makes an
odd and unnecessary statement about his electorate. Basically, while perhaps well-motivated,
he said his electorate was a bad place to live.
“Like one or two honourable members who made their maiden speeches in this House last week,
I would like to be able to describe my electorate as a scenic district, as something of beauty, but
unfortunately I cannot. The suburbs within the Blaxland electorate would serve as some of the
best examples of chaotic development that can be seen. Unsealed roads, gutterless streets, filthy
sewers and lack of adequate sanitation are reminders of the shortcomings of government
generally in this country”

The comment might be fair, but it seems poorly timed as part of a maiden speech. Some in his
electorate might have felt slighted. He either did not consider or care what others might think.
Success in politics is partly about saying what others like to hear, seeking to be popular and
likeable. This was not Keating’s strength. Before he became Prime Minister, Rudd went out of
his way to court the public. Not Keating, as one commentator said, he “wouldn’t have a bar of
breakfast television … he’d rather listen to the strains of Mahler than banter with Mel and
Kochie on Channel 7’s Sunrise” (Ketchell, 2011)

Keating argues in his maiden speech, as Whitlam did in his, that State and Federal levels of
government needed to work together on public problems, noting that the Commonwealth had
the monopoly on direct and indirect taxation. He argued that the Government should step in and
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control prices, services and wages, to regulate the economy. His view was that inflation is not
itself the problem, it is when prices go up faster than wages. The following quotes are from his
maiden speech.
“We commonly hear the old explanations that are trotted out to explain inflation. The spiralling
cost of living is one. The dog chasing its tail is another. The real explanation for the problem of
inflation is that prices have outdistanced wages”
“One of our problems is that the basic wage or total wage is a joke.”
“I know that to members of the Liberal Party prices control is sacrilegious, but in their view it
is not sacrilegious to control wages. The only commodity in Australia today which is under
universal prices control is labour”

Finally, he expressed views about women in the workforce, perhaps more accepted at the time,
but jarring now, that he probably came to regret, or should have, about husbands having to
“send their wives to work”.
“It is bad enough for the working man to be dragged away from his home at night when he
should be with his wife and family but it is even worse when he has to send his wife out to work
in order to make ends meet. The honourable member for Adelaide referred to the exorbitant cost
of housing and to the restrictions placed on young married couples seeking to buy a home.
Husbands have been forced to send their wives to work in order to provide the necessaries of
life. Young mothers have been forced out of their homes by economic pressure. We must not
forget that this Government has been in office for 20 years. It has had the duty and the
opportunity to rectify the present situation. Family life is the very basis of our nationhood. In
the last couple of years the Government has boasted about the increasing number of women in
the work force. Rather than something to be proud of I feel that this is something of which we
should be ashamed. The short-sightedness of the Government’s policy was borne out by the
headlines in this morning’s newspapers. The number of unfilled jobs has increased by 6% while
the unemployment figure has fallen by 10%. How can we have national growth without people?
How can we survive without a population? Is this Government doing anything about child
endowment? Is it doing anything to put the working wife back in her home? It is not. It engages
in a lot of claptrap. It denigrates the Labor Party for its constructive proposals”
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Keating became Treasurer in 1983, going on to be internationally recognised as one of
Australia’s best (Thompson, 2011b; Kehoe, 2019; Gittins, 2014). In 1991, he became
Australia’s 24th Prime Minister (Day, 2016).

Leadership and Personality
Leadership Traits
Keating’s distinctive traits were reflected in his high scores for Self-Confidence and Distrust of
Others. He had low scores for his degree of Task Focus and Need for Power. Hermann’s
research found that political leaders high in Self-Confidence have a higher sense of selfimportance, and in their “ability to cope adequately with objects and persons in their
environment … they tend to develop their self-confidence as a result of evaluating themselves
in comparison with others and their experiences” (Hermann, 2008, p. 195). She says, “they are
more generally satisfied with who they are and are not searching for more material on which to
evaluate themselves and their behaviour” (Hermann, 2008, p. 196). They do not feel they need
it. When you watch Keating’s interviews from the 1990s, he displays enormous confidence. He
has a direct and confronting style which his interviewers sometimes struggle with. For example,
when challenged by Richard Carlton in 1990, Keating remains calm and controls the interview
(Carlton, 1990). Carlton asked, somewhat disrespectfully, because Keating was sitting next to
Hawke at the time, when he would challenge Hawke again. Arguably Carlton comes off second
best in the contest he started.
Carlton: “What circumstances would you knock him (Hawke) off again?”
Keating “Richard, well you use all these crass terms, I mean, it’s unbecoming of you
Carlton “It’s unbecoming of me”
Keating “Yes”
Carlton “Well let me ask you if some of your language is unbecoming of a Prime Minister, when
you referred to the Opposition like a dog returning to its vomit – you used language like …”
Keating (with a wry smile) “Rudyard Kipling”
Carlton “…mug, criminals, loopy, stupid foul mouth grub, piece of criminal garbage, alley cat,
gigolo, perfume gigolo, scumbag, scum, gutless spiv, and champagne liar – is that becoming of
a Prime Minister”
Keating: “That is, that is bits a piece of words picked up over 20 years of going through Hansard,
if you’re going through Hansard for 20 years for anyone on the Liberal side you’ll find similar
terms, and mostly when they are attacking me personally”
Carlton: Do you apologise for them?”
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Keating: “I never attacked them personally”
Carlton: “Do you apologise for any of that?”
Keating: “Howard, had one success in politics in the last three years, he laid that on me, and I
made him pay the price of losing the Prime-Ministership as a result”
Carlton: “Do you apologise”
Keating: “So I thought it was a more than even swap”
Carlton: “Should I ask you again, do you apologise for any of that?”
Keating: ”Oh, I’m not in the apology business, look, look, in some countries they settle their
politics across the street. In Lebanon they shoot each other. In this country it’s settled in the
clearing house of pressures, the House of Representatives, and it works very nicely, and people
like you understand well how it works, and have made your living off reporting it, so why
denigrate the process Richard, you’re one of the people who has actually lived off it”
Carlton “Do you think Australian’s have had enough of your style though, enough of the foul
language”
Keating “You’re really a big issue person, here you are, you’ve got a chance one week out of
an election to look at the big issues of growth, unemployment, and you had an important place
in Australian society on the ABC, and you gave it up to be a pop star, with a big cheque, now
you’re on this sort of stuff”
Carlton “Is one of the reasons why the economy is in the present shape because we’re not
manufacturing anything in this country anymore…”
[Note: Hawke comments in response rejecting Calton’s proposition before Keating continues]
Keating “It’s not true ... we are rebuilding Australia from an agrarian rump that produced a bit
of wheat and wool to a modern industrial state”
Carlton “Seven years you’ve had, how much longer?”
Keating “We have concertinaed twenty years of policy changes into seven years. There was no
investment in this economy for twenty years up to 1983, that’s why we have a problem, because
the conservatives dropped the ball for nearly two decades
Carlton “Let’s say we believe you, seven years you’ve had, how much longer?”
Keating: “Look at the growth in the economy, and the employment in the economy, we’re now
putting the capital stock in at a rate which is unprecedented, to produce goods right through to
1990 and pull the current account down, I mean the really substantial thing, the one thing that
will get us out of trouble, is production, and it can come from one place only, not wishful
thinking, investment, and how do you get it by keeping profits up, by having a proper social
wage, and we’ve got both, we’ve got all things happening at once in spades, in spades” (Carlton,
1990)

This is also a good illustration of how others described Keating’s communication style.
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“Keating sold ideas through his comprehensive command of facts and policy arguments,
delivered with zest, gusto, humour, irony and spleen. Not a demagogue but a persuader,
discussions and debates were his natural habit … He liked governing for the people, not so much
with the people … Keating did not hold back when it came to administering verbal punishment
to political opponents” (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 176)

Keating was driven by conviction rather than pursuing power for its own sake. From his maiden
speech on he spoke about improving the lives of ordinary Australians. He despised what he saw
as decades of paternalistic conservative rule, believing instead that a Prime Minister should be
honest with voters. He had a vision for the country, was optimistic about what could be
achieved, and the courage to take risks (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 175). The following quote
from Keating after becoming Prime Minister elect clearly shows his views on leadership.
“I think there is a great discernment being shown by the public, about what they expect in
leaders. They expect leaders to do things. They expect leaders to lead, to strike out. The essence
of leadership is being out there in front. And I think that this community has a very realistic
view of their situation in the 1990s. They hope and expect for a decent life, and physical and
economic security, and they want governments to provide that for them. They don’t want more
than that I’d think. I think they’ve got reasonable expectations. And I think if any leader can
provide policies which meet those expectations he or she will be approved of. I hope that in

providing those I can be approved of too” (Keating, 1991)
Therefore, the role of a Prime Minister to Keating is to lead public thinking, not follow it. To
him the alternative is “tantamount to abandoning the very essence of what political leadership
was about” (Strangio, et al., 2017, 180). Keating wanted to “change the way Australian viewed
themselves” (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 191). What is not clear is whether he really liked
Australians, as Hawke and Howard clearly did. Keating wanted to change Australians, not for
them to be, in Howard’s words, relaxed and comfortable with who they were.
Not seeking to be popular is a problem for a Prime Minister. Indeed, election analyst Anthony
Green said Labor lost the 1996 election because people had stopped listening. He was “no
longer speaking a language the electorate understood" (See Green, 1996). The growing and
“extreme unpopularity of the Keating government” was a significant factor in his election loss
to Howard (Grattan, 2016, p. 438).
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“The chances of winning the next election were slim at best. In keeping with his conception of
leadership, he decided to ‘err on the side of audacity because he knew that most leaders
retrospectively regretted their erring on the side of caution” (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 188)

His Self-Confidence is combined with a high level of Distrust of Others. According to Hermann,
a high score on distrust of others suggests a “general feeling of self-doubt, uneasiness,
misgiving, and wariness about others; an inclination to suspect the motives and actions of others
… particularly others viewed as competitors for their positions or against their cause or
ideology” (Hermann, 2006, pp, 202 – 203). It may have gone deeper with Keating. He seemed
to distrust Australianism itself, or at least he did not embrace the notion, whereas Hawke and
Howard immersed themselves in it. This should not be interpreted as Keating not wanting the
best for fellow citizens, the opposite is clearly true, it just appeared that he seemed to think he
knew best.

Keating had a low score on Task Focus. Hermann says leaders perform two important roles in
groups, one is to move people towards the completion of tasks, while the other is to build group
spirit or morale. Keating’s scores suggest his focus was more on the latter. Hermann describes
this trait in the following terms. “For those who emphasise group maintenance and establishing
relationships, keeping the loyalty of constituents and morale high are the central functions of
leadership” (Hermann, 2008, p. 198). She continues, “comradery, loyalty, and commitment to
the group are critical for leaders with this emphasis”. Based on personal discussions with those
who know Keating, it is clear he was affectionately respected by those who worked closely with
him. In turn he was genuinely interested in the lives and wellbeing of those in his inner circle.

Keating was one of only two of 12 Prime Ministers who projected a low Need for Power as a
trait, at least when responding to Opposition Leaders’ questions without notice. Hermann says
“when the need for power is low, leaders have less need to be in charge, they can be one among
several who have influence … empowering others is important for such a leader … they are
willing to sacrifice their own interests for those of the group, since, in their view, what is good
for the group is, in truth, good for them … such leaders also have a sense of justice … their
intent is to build a relationship of trust with their followers and a sense of shared responsibility,
and accountability for what happens … these leaders become the agent for the group,
representing their needs and interests in policy-making” (Hermann, 2008, p. 191-192).
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While Keating wanted to be Prime Minister at some stage, he loyally supported Hawke for over
eight years while waiting his turn. This seems consistent with a low to moderate score on
needing power at least in a political setting. He worked tirelessly to be effective and make Labor
successful for all those years. He only challenged Hawke after he broke an agreement with
Keating for an orderly leadership handover.
As noted above, Keating thought the job of Prime Minister is to lead rather than follow public
opinion. When Keating first became the Prime Minister elect he said his priority is to deal
“honestly with the people, to tell them the truth, in tough times of course the temptation is
always to ‘Gild the Lily’. I’ll be resisting that temptation, as much as is humanly possible, I’ll
speak honestly with them, to them, and realistically, and I’ll listen accordingly” (Keating,
1991). Thus, Keating did not say things to be liked or popular, although it sometimes would
have been better to do so, or at least stay silent, rather than for example say when people were
suffering financially through a period of high unemployment it was because of “the recession
Australia had to have” (Koukoulas, 2012). Like comments in his maiden speech about the
unpleasant environment of his electorate, this comment did not need to be made to an audience
already suffering hardship.

Motives
Keating was less motivated by a need for power (n-Power) and affiliation (n-Affiliation) than
his 11 Prime-Ministerial peers in this study. This means he was not inherently motivated by
getting and keeping power, nor attempting to build and maintain relationships with others
(affiliation). In this regard he is most like Heath. This said, low power score is at odds with the
following assessment of Keating.
“Keating liked the clash of armies: he was a politician of the older kind, not embarrassed or
frightened by power any more than a financier is embarrassed or frightened by money or a
dentist by teeth. Power is the currency of politics, the reason for it, the stock in trade. Power
was his creative medium. He was never more at home than in its company” (Watson, 2011, p.
75)

Still, the fact he could gain and wield power, does not mean having it motivated him. It may
have been instrumental. Comments reported earlier make it clear that he thought simply having
power, or getting it by unauthentic means, was a sign of poor leadership. Using it to effect
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positive change is what matters to him. On balance it seems like getting power was simply a
means to an end, in Keating’s case to change Australia for the better, with ‘better’ defined by
him, not focus groups. Others suggest he believed he was right most of the time (Strangio, et
al., 2017, p, 147).

A low score the n-Affiliation motive is associated with being less sensitive to affiliative cues
and associations (who likes who) and a preference to work with experts rather than friends
(McClelland, 1987, pp. 346-352). In Keating’s case, he simply may not have cared who likes
who. Popularity was not a goal. A low level of affiliation may also have found expression in
the viciousness he could display towards others. He was known to attack an opponent
personally. He did not mind upsetting them. Those that he considered to deserve it were firmly
in his sights. This included Hewson when he asked Keating in parliament why he would not
call an early election. Keating responded:
“The answer is, mate, because I want to do you slowly. There has to be a bit of sport in this for
all of us. In the psychological battle stakes, we are stripped down and ready to go. I want to see
those ashen-faced performances; I want more of them. I want to be encouraged. I want to see
you squirm out of this load of rubbish over a number of months. There will be no easy execution
for you. You have perpetrated one of the great mischiefs on the Australian public with this thing,
trying to rip away our social wage, trying to rip away the Australian values which we built in
our society for over a century” (Keating, 1992a)

While an unparliamentary aggressive and vindictive display, it was not for his own benefit, it
is in defence of others he believes Hewson’s policies will harm. It is also not an isolated
incident. There is an archive of some of Keating’s insults (Ricketts, 2013). The question is
whether this kind of behaviour, while loved by some, helped, or hindered his election chances.
On one hand, there is little point in being politically ‘right’ if you cannot keep enough voters
on side to stay in power. In this regard, Keating could have taken guidance from Blair. On the
other hand, there is something genuine about saying what you think most of the time
irrespective of the consequences. Arguably Keating could have been more successful if he
found a balance somewhere in between these two positions. If his goal was to stay in power
longer, he would have benefited from seeking out, listening to, and acting on the advice of
others in relation to his known blind spots. Presenting as more affiliative was one. Some had
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attempted to soften his image, including by coolly putting him smiling on the cover of the
Rolling Stone in 1993 (ABC News, 2011). This was a rare glimpse of his friendly face in public.
Heath was the only other Prime Minister to have a low score on n-Affiliation. If consistent with
Winter’s (1996) description, Keating and Heath would take less pleasure from social
interactions than political leaders who were highly motivated by affiliation, like Howard and
Gillard. It is also noted that both Heath and Keating had a sense of platonic beauty which they
experienced through classical music and other pursuits. Exquisite things appeared to move them
more emotionally than relationships with people.
“This is a man (Keating) who could describe painting his big picture of the nation’s future while
‘high as a kite’ from listening to three or four symphonies” (The Conversation, 2013)
“A cold man, they always said of Edward Heath. The first big lie to that view came from him. I
felt, not in a political statement, but rather when he conducted the LSO in Elgar's Cockaigne.
Could anyone listening to that performance with even half an ear fail to appreciate the intensity
of the man's emotions? I confess that even knowing Heath's devotion to music from close at
hand, I had not expected so warm an experience” (Greenfield, 2013)

Keating and Heath, also managed their cabinets in a similar way, preferring to do so through
executive arrangements and project teams:
“In the cabinet room, Keating was an accommodating chairman but never a consultative leader
in the context of the broader cabinet system” (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 182)
“[U]nlike Fraser and Hawke’s methodical approaches to running their governments, under
Keating nearly everything depended on individual relationships … Rather than stable structures
and predictable processes, Keating preferred to work with project groups and committees
directed towards specific policy initiatives or responding to specific incidents” (Strangio, et al.,
2017, p. 184)

More detail on Heath, in similar terms to Keating, is in Chapter Eight.

In the end, what got Keating to Prime Minister, was not what was required for the role.
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“I think Keating will be remembered historically as a better treasurer than Prime Minister. By
the time he got to be Prime Minister, he'd worn himself out. And he had those qualities that
served him well as treasurer but didn't serve that well as Prime Minister. He was an acquired
taste, Keating. I don't think he related to the Australian people” (Grattan, 2020)

Operational codes
Keating, relative to his 11 peers, had close to average scores relating to his view of the political
environment, which he viewed in relatively friendly terms. With a high score, he was more
optimistic than others of realising his political goals. He was also more likely than others to use
words that indicated, when pushed, that he would punish political opponents. Some of his
language in this regard was extreme, including the above quote in relation to Hewson, and the
following relating to Howard.
“In another moment, Keating would describe telling a staffer what he (figuratively) planned to
do to John Howard ‘I’m going to put an axe right in his chest and rip his ribs apart’” (The
Conversation, 2013)

The model provides scores for a subject’s propensity to approach their political environment in
certain ways. Relative to others in this study, Keating saw the world as complex, ambiguous,
and unpredictable. This said, he backed himself as someone who could achieve his intended
goals. He also spoke as if chance played little role in political outcomes. This profile suggests
that, to Keating, problems might be hard for others to solve, but not for him.
Choice propensity scores provide an indication of a subject’s preferred tactics when pursuing
political goals. Keating was less likely than his peers to offer rewards, make promises, or appeal
to others as his preferred persuasion strategies. He dominated parliamentary debate and, as
already shown, he could be aggressive when doing so (Day, 2000, p. 422). This style had a
negative impact on his public persona, some people loved it while others were repelled. He
seemed to find it difficult to hold back in the heat of the moment when challenged by an
adversary. Rather than try to change his behaviour, he restricted his exposure to risky settings.
“Fearing that his aggressive behaviour in the Parliament was having a negative impact of
viewers watching snippets of Question Time on the nightly news, Keating limited his
appearances in Question Time to twice a week. It simply confirmed the aloof and autocratic
image that many people had of him” (Day, 2000, p. 430).
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Verbal Behaviour Analysis (VBA)
Keating was the only Prime Minister to have relatively low scores on the measure of
expressions of feeling, which, according to Weintraub (2003, p. 145) reflects a more aloof, cold,
verbal style. Heath is described in the same way. This appears consistent with the profile
outlined above. Scores for the other 11 verbal categories was not distinctive.

Achievements
Keating led Labor to its fifth successive election win after eight years under Hawke’s
leadership. He called his win on 13 March 1993, “the sweetest victory of all” (Keating, 1993a)
and to his credit gained a small increase in Labor’s electoral margin.
Keating’s view was that Australia should shift its focus from the United Kingdom and the
United States to its place in Asia. On the international stage he successfully advocated for the
expansion the Asia-Pacific Economic Forum (APEC). For all the good he did, Keating’s
unconstrained comments continued to get him into trouble. On one occasion, he made
disparaging, undiplomatic, comments about the President of Malaysia calling him “recalcitrant”
for not attending the forum leading to threats of a trade war. Keating reportedly responded with
what James Spielmann describes as “almost” an apology (Spielmann, 1993). But like early offthe-cuff comments it did not have to be made in the first place. His failure to properly apologise,
despite being in the national interest to do so, supports the view that at times Keating’s
arrogance stopped him doing the right thing.

Keating will be best remembered for his leadership on reconciliation with Aboriginal and
Torres Strait Islander people. In his “Redfern Speech” on 10 December 1992, before his first
election win, he called on non-Indigenous Australians to take responsibility for the treatment
of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples.
“Isn't it reasonable to say that if we can build a prosperous and remarkably harmonious
multicultural society in Australia, surely we can find just solutions to the problems which beset
the first Australians - the people to whom the most injustice has been done.
And, as I say, the starting point might be to recognise that the problem starts with us nonAboriginal Australians.
It begins, I think, with that act of recognition.
Recognition that it was we who did the dispossessing.
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We took the traditional lands and smashed the traditional way of life.
We brought the diseases. The alcohol.
We committed the murders.
We took the children from their mothers.
We practised discrimination and exclusion.
It was our ignorance and our prejudice.
And our failure to imagine these things being done to us.
With some noble exceptions, we failed to make the most basic human response and enter into
their hearts and minds.
We failed to ask - how would I feel if this were done to me?
As a consequence, we failed to see that what we were doing degraded all of us” (Keating, 1992b)

On 15 November 1993, Keating again showed considerable leadership gravitas in a national
address on the High Court’s Mabo Judgement, calling the decision just, and explaining it as
follows:
“It rejected a lie and acknowledged a truth. The lie was terra nullius - the convenient fiction that
Australia had been a land of no one. The truth was native title - the fact that the land had once
belonged to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Australians and that in some places a legal
right to it had survived the 200 years of European settlement”

The Mabo case led to the recognition of land rights for the Meriam people, the traditional
owners of the Murray Islands in the Torres Strait (Australian Institute of Aboriginal and Torres
Strait Islander Studies, n.d.) This is leadership in action. Keating at his best. His speech, which
continues below, helped Australians think differently about Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander Australians. He did not dumb down messages. As he promised in his first speech after
becoming Prime Minister he simply said what he thought needed to be said.
“First we need to get the background straight. Over tens of thousands of years Aboriginal people
had developed a complex culture built on a profound attachment to the land.
The land nourished them spiritually as well as materially. In the landscape and the life upon it
they saw evidence of the epoch of creation. Down through the generations they passed on laws,
customs, traditions and ceremonies reflecting an obligation to care for the land which went to
the heart of their society.
Yet this most remarkable fact about Australia - this oldest continuous civilisation on earth - has
until now been denied by Australian law.
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The first European settlers declared that the land had belonged to no-one and the indigenous
Australians were shunted aside, often with appalling brutality.
Much of the despair and degradation, conflict and disease, and many of the problems which
Aboriginal Australians face today are a consequence of this dispossession.
We have no need - nor any use - for guilt. This generation cannot be held responsible for the
cruelty of previous generations.
But to ignore Mabo would be the final cruelty, and we would be held responsible - by the world
and by future generations of Australians.
And they would be right to hold us responsible.
There is much in Australian history of which we can be tremendously proud - for here in
Australia we have created a modern, tolerant, free, prosperous and democratic society.
But we must understand that Australia's success has had a price - and surely the highest price
has been paid by Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Australians. They often paid with their
lives; with their rights, their dignity and happiness; with their land.
When the connection to the land was broken their society and economy was devastated”
(Keating, 1993b)

Both speeches show what is best about Keating, and his courageous, if sometimes colourful,
leadership. Many years later, Bob Hawke described this speech in the following way:
“Paul’s reconciliation speech at Redfern was memorable and one of the great speeches of
Australian political history” (Hawke, n.d.)

And when Julia Gillard what Keating should be recognised for said:
“Paul Keating, of course for his economic legacy, but particularly the work he did for
Indigenous Australia, Mabo, the Redfern speech, is an under-remembered part of Paul’s
contribution to the nation” (Gillard, n.d.)

Keating’s total contribution to the nation cannot be separated from his partnership with Bob
Hawke when Keating was Treasurer. Rudd refers to his economic achievements.
“[Keating’s] not just a colourful character he’s the guy who could see through to the absolute
core of the challenge – which is that unless we were able to radically rebuild the productivity of
this economy by deregulating the labour market the way in which he did, by deregulating the
product markets as he described, by deregulating the currency, by deregulating interest rates.
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These were profound decisions. And by and large he was the modus vivendi by which these
things happened” (Rudd, n.d.)

While a great Treasurer, as Prime Minister he only won a single term. Like Gillard, a primary
reason was not being able to communicate effectively with enough Australians. On the other
hand, if he was not a courageous leader, we would not have had the Mabo or Redfern speeches.

Rudd – fatal conceit
Backstory
Kevin Rudd was born in 1957. His father was a share farmer who died when Rudd was 11. His
mother was a nurse. He studied Chinese at the Australian National University and later joined
the Department of Foreign Affairs. He had two postings as a diplomat to Stockholm and Beijing
(SBS, n.d.). He became chief of staff for Queensland Opposition Leader, Wayne Goss, in 1988
and retained this position when Goss became premier. He was director-general of the Cabinet
Office between 1992 and 1995 and then a consultant with KPMG for two years (Australian
National University, n.d.). He entered Federal Parliament in 1998 (Grattan, 2016).
Rudd’s first speech to Parliament was largely about himself (Rudd, 1998). He used I 52 times
compared to Gillard’s 11 in her maiden speech. It is also worth noting that Gillard’s use of I
was often used in the context of recognising others, for example, “I will do everything in my
power to make them proud”, “I pay tribute to them”, or “I remain fiercely committed to working
with the unions”. Rudd’s I was about himself. There are nine Is or mys in his opening paragraph.
“In this my first speech I want to speak on the fundamental principles that I believe should
govern the exercise of political power and the reasons, therefore, that I am a member of the
Australian Labor Party and why I have sought election to this parliament. I want to speak on
how these beliefs shape my approach to some of the great policy challenges now facing the
nation. I also want to speak on some of the practical problems facing the local community that
it is now my privilege to represent in this place”

Even so, it is an interesting and articulate speech in which he reflects on the philosophy of
power, the role of government, and the importance of debate to test ideas. He spoke about events
that shaped him, including his father’s death and the role his mother played in his life.
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“But when my father was accidentally killed and my mother, like thousands of others, was left
to rely on the bleak charity of the time to raise a family, it made a young person think. It made
me think that a decent social security system designed to protect the weak was no bad thing. It
made me think that the provision of decent public housing to the poor was the right thing to do.
When I saw people unnecessarily die in the appallingly underfunded Queensland hospital
system of the 1960s and 1970s it made me think that the provision of a decent universal health
system should be one of the first responsibilities of the state”

Rudd highlighted the importance of health and education as tools of social justice that the
Commonwealth, States and Territories should pursue together. He spoke about Australia’s
foreign policy, including how some other countries view Australia through a prism of colonial
and White Australia policies. He is concerned that Australia is “retreating from the vigorous
multiculturism of the past”. Overall, he said he wants to use the power of the state to benefit
the many rather than a few. His final three sentences (with 4 Is and 2 mys) were:
“I do not know whether I will be in this place for a short or a long time. That is for others to
decide. But what I do know is that I have no intention of being here for the sake of just being
here. Together with my colleagues it is my intention to make a difference”

It is one of the more interesting first speeches to Parliament of the Prime Ministers in this study,
which seems consistent with the promise and potential he showed as a future political leader.
He became the Leader of the Opposition in 2006 and Australia’s 26th Prime Minister in 2007
(Grattan, 2016).

In the end, Rudd proved that intellect and ideas mean little if they are not accompanied by selfawareness and other traits of a good leader, manager, and communicator, particularly in a
Westminster system of Government in which a Prime Minister only holds the role as a gift of
the party.
“If you're going to be a good leader, you've got to temper your behaviour with the realisation
you need to treat people properly and reasonably. And it's best to behave properly towards your
colleagues if they have the ability to get rid of you!” (Grattan, 2020)

Rudd is a cautionary tale of why political parties should consider what is known about a
potential leader’s behaviours as much as their popularity or expected performance before
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selecting them. This is done carefully in most organisations that seek sustainable, long-term,
success.

The question now is whether any insights can be gained through psychological profiling using
the tools of this study.

Leadership and Personality
Leadership Traits
In terms of Leadership Trait Analysis, Rudd had two distinctive traits: a very high level of Task
Focus (almost two standard deviations above the group mean) and a low level of Mistrust of
Others. Only Heath had such a high score on Task Focus. Hermann says that high scores
represent an emphasis on “getting things done … on dealing with the problems that face the
government as opposed to the feelings and needs of relevant and important constituents. For
leaders who emphasise the problem, moving the group (nation, government, ethnic group,
religious group, union etc) forward toward a goal is their principal purpose for assuming
leadership” (Hermann, 2008, p. 198).

His high task focus had caused problems for those around Rudd before. He had a reputation as
a micro-manager as Chief of Staff to Wayne Goss (ABC News, 2012a). As predicted by
Hermann, Rudd was not attuned to the “feelings and needs of relevant and important
constituents”. Some self-awareness about his impact on others might have helped him do better,
as Bob Hawke says.

"I hope Kevin won't mind me saying this, but I also had the feeling that he would have avoided
it all if he had been consultative … He had so much ability himself, but he had a lot of people
around him, ministers and so on, who also had a lot of ability … And, if he'd shared leadership
and got more of the ideas of consensus and understanding, co-operation, I think he would have
had a long period in the job” (Hawke, 2010)

His task focus was also, in line with Hermann’s model, at the expense of focusing on people
and relationships. Rudd appeared to have been blind to, or uncaring about, the impact of his
behaviour and the consequences not only for others. It was also an issue for himself. The
following comments are illustrative.
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“It was his personality that brought him down – he just seems to have been manic. Leaders I
suspect have less restraint than other people because they can throw their weight about more.
But obviously Rudd's behaviour with his colleagues (and his staff and public servants) was such
that he alienated so many people – and did so very quickly. Ministers complained about him,
but nobody seemed to be able just to say 'well we're not putting up with this, behave yourself'”
(Grattan, 2020)
“One of Rudd’s many mistakes was to treat cabinet as something of a formality, with key
decisions taken by a small ‘kitchen cabinet’. Fraser, by contrast, pushed and cajoled and kept
cabinet sitting or reconvening until he got what he wanted, producing nearly 19,000 cabinet
decisions. Rudd avoided cabinet while Fraser exhausted it” (Dobell et al., 2015, p. 15).
“(Rudd’s very good at) … promoting himself and his intelligence. But actually, when you start
to drill down, it's a bit wafer thin … so, for me, he's a bit of a Jack of all trades, master of none
… (he has to be) the cleverest person in the room … (people like Rudd) can't stand appointing
people to any position who are cleverer than them. They're terrible at working with others, they
have no collaborative instinct” (Evans, 2020)
“Many have become convinced that he is too unimaginative and slow-footed to continue in the
job, that he has misunderstood how to assume the authority of the Prime-Ministerial office, and
that he is simply incapable of taking and absorbing personally challenging advice from senior
colleagues” (Carney, 2010)
“But he was also highly controlling, prone to bullying those around him, intellectually vain, had
a cavalier disregard for keeping to schedule, and a fetish for the minutiae of policy detail”
(Strangio, et al., 2017, pp. 238)

Indeed, no comments in praise of his personality or leadership qualities have ben found so far.
“When you ask about Rudd's leadership qualities, it's very hard really to identify leadership
qualities. What the voters saw was a fresh face” (Grattan, 2020)

Like Whitlam, Rudd was big on fresh ideas, but lacked the basic management skills needed to
run something as complex as a country. He “had an inherent lack of faith in the capacity of
other people, with the exception of a small inner circle, as well as an inability to delegate”
(Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 241). Having to be at the centre of every major issue caused “policy
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paralysis” which was combined with “an obsession with commanding the daily news cycle”
(Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 242). The efforts that were made to establish good committee
governance were hampered by his own “lack of punctuality” which was interpreted as
disrespect for anyone’s time but his own (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 243).

A good leader is not a micro-manager, instead they set goals, establish delivery systems,
administer effectively, delegate, monitor performance, hold people to account and celebrate
others’ success more than their own. They create team cultures that reward both good
performance and good behaviours. They want to hire the brightest people, as a source of
success, rather than rejecting them as Rudd reportedly did, wanting instead to be the smartest
person in the room himself. Rudd’s management behaviours led to a “string of dysfunctional
relationships” within the Prime Minister’s Office, the Labor Party, Cabinet, Caucus, and across
the public service (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 249). Worse still, he encouraged micro-management
among those in his office, particularly in relation to media-management (Grattan, 2016, p. 476).

One problem was that the system Rudd oversaw had little administrative discipline. Consistent
with his overwhelming task focus, his preferred style was to bury himself in issues that attracted
his attention, rather than methodically pursue an agenda (Grattan, 2016, p. 486). This frustrated
effective administrators, and led to the departure of some of the most experienced staff,
resulting in a government that was “deficient in organisational memory and deep knowledge of
government processes, and so, susceptible to poor judgement and practices” (Strangio, et al.,
pp. 2017, pp. 249-250). Trust between the government and the Australian Public Service
evaporated. For some months in 2010, the Secretary of the Department of Prime Minister and
Cabinet did not even meet with the Prime Minister (Strangio, et al., 2017, pp. 249-251),
something which is probably unprecedented in Australia’s political history.

He and his party quickly found out that performing well on morning television requires a
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different skillset to a national leader (Farnsworth, 2013). His television persona probably fitted
well with his experience as a diplomat in the sense that he was charming and personable, but as
he was in opposition, was not actual responsible for delivering anything in that role. Part of the
problem was that Rudd had less parliamentary experience than any post-war Prime Minister in
Australia, arriving in parliament with some celebrity, and as an economically conservative
Labor politician who was more popular than his party (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 238-240).
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One hypothesis is that he simply did not have the experience or knowledge needed to do such
an enormous job, and therefore fell back on default behaviours including an excessive taskfocus and micro-management. He may have simply been emotionally and intellectually
swamped by the job once he got it. One observer said Rudd was “galvanised by the feeling that
there was a huge amount to do, which overwhelmed him” (Grattan, 2016, p. 469) and exhausted
those around him. If he had been willing to admit this, he could have been assisted by the many
capable people around him, as Bob Hawke suggest above.

Instead, Rudd became isolated because colleagues and others no longer wanted to work with
him (Grattan, 2016, p. 486). According to Eidenfalk et al (2018, p. 232) “he created an
environment of alienation where MPs and colleagues were afraid, resentful, angry and even felt
bullied”. Further, with respect to competence:
“Competence was also an area of weakness for Rudd, rather than trusting and supporting
colleagues to carry out challenging tasks, Rudd micro-managed almost everything, even making
decisions without consulting key people. Instead of training colleagues and building their
confidence, Rudd thwarted people’s need to feel effective and competent by not delegating, not
trusting, and only providing scathing, demeaning and humiliating feedback”

Rudd was therefore the cause of chaos in his party and why voters ultimately assessed it as not
fit to run the country. While Gillard restored faith in Labor’s agenda for a period, Rudd worked
hard to destroy her leadership and regain the role. In this respect there were echoes of Whitlam’s
demise and Fraser’s rise. Further, a fundamental difference between Whitlam and Rudd as a
pair, is they lacked management skills. A fundamental similarity between Fraser, Hawke and
Howard was that they did not. They were smart and effective leaders and managers who united
their party rather than divide it. They functioned within efficient administrative frameworks,
were open to ideas from others, and recognised others’ contributions.

In the end, Rudd simply promised more than he could deliver. His self-belief exceeded his
capabilities in a system in which decision-making was so centralised. He was good at
announcing initiatives, and receiving the kudos, but less effective when it came to
implementation and evaluation (Aulich, 2010, p. 9). John Wanna explains:
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“Kevin Rudd will be regarded as having one of the most ambitious and diverse lists of agendas
of any first-term Prime Minister. He will also undoubtedly go down as a Prime Minister who
promised much, but who actually achieved relatively little. He is already remembered for the
string of promises he failed to keep, or proposals he abandoned” (Wanna, 2010, p. 30)

In 2010, when he wanted to convince his party to keep him as leader, he did so by referring to
his achievements during his first term. There are no signs of self-reflection on the harm he
caused.
“I was elected by the people of Australia as Prime Minister of Australia. I was elected to do a
job. I intend to continue doing that job. I intend to continue doing it to the absolute best of my
ability. Part of that job has been to steer this country through the worst economic crisis the world
has ever seen in 75 years. I believe the government has acquitted itself well to that task. Part of
the reason the government was elected was to deliver fundamental reforms in the health and
hospital system. I believe the government has acquitted itself well to that task as well. Part of
what the government was elected to do was also to deliver fair outcomes for pensioners in
Australia, and I believe we've done that well by increasing the pension to the extent that we
have. These are important reforms; infrastructure, education, health, hospitals, closing the gap
with indigenous Australians, also the apology to the first Australians. As Prime Minister of the
country I'm proud of each and every one of these achievements. There is much more to be done
and we intend to get on with the job of doing it. It's become apparent to me in the course of the
last period of time, the last several weeks, that a number of factional leaders within the Labor
Party no longer support my leadership. That is why it is imperative that this matter be resolved”
(Rudd, 2010)

This speech surely just made it worse as it emphasised the most obvious and problematic side
of his character, his incessant self-focus, which had been apparent since his maiden speech to
parliament. The message to his party is that he was elected by the Australian people when
staying in office was in his party’s hands, not voters. He needed to meet his party’s needs to
stay in power. More generally, it shows a lack an ability to see the world through eyes other
than his own. At no stage did he appear to take responsibility for his behaviour, nor has he done
since, even with the benefit of hindsight. He has not attempted to reconstruct his leadership
image. Rudd either has no future leadership aspiration, or he thinks he did nothing wrong and
would therefore behave in the same way again if given the chance.
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Motives
Rudd has average scores for each of n-Power, n-Affiliation and n-Achievement motives, and
they therefore provide few clues about what motives him. He has said in several forums that
gaining power is an opportunity to make a difference in the lives of others, and he should be
given the benefit of the doubt in that desire. He proved competent when the problems played to
his skillset, as it did during the Global Financial Crisis, but leadership outside a crisis, when
autocratic leadership is less valued, eluded him. There is considerable evidence that he was not
motivated by affiliation, or if he was, he seemed to go out of his way to undermine its potential
to improve his government’s political effectiveness. His excessive task focus, already noted,
does not seem to have been in pursuit of personal satisfaction from achievement. Task focus
and micro-management appear to have been the main tools in his leadership and management
toolbox and he used them relentlessly, and even more forcefully when he was under stress.

David Marr (2010, pp. 85-86) paints Rudd as a decent man, with decent political motives, as
well as a leader full of contradictions, overly driven by anger, who leaves “wreckage in his
wake”. As Hawke observed, Rudd may have been more successful if he had been open to advice
from others about how to work through policy ideas in a more collaborative way, focus on
disciplined delivery and build effective working relationships with those who mattered most.
“He had intelligence in abundance, but lacked emotional intelligence” (Grattan, 2016, p. 486).

Operational codes
Rudd viewed the political environment in less friendly terms than all other Prime Minister in
this study. He was the least confident about realising his political goals. Perhaps he was driven
by a fear of failure more than the prospects of success. He spoke in parliament as if he had a
moderate propensity to use cooperative or conflictual strategies in pursuit of his goals. When
attempting to persuade opponents he was more likely that other Prime Ministers in this study
to make a direct appeal to them to see his side. He was less likely to offer rewards. If these
tactics did not work, he was more likely than others to speak as if he would punish the other
side for not going along. In summary, he called for others’ support as a preferred style, perhaps
hoping they would, but if not would speak in punishing terms.
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Verbal Behaviour Analysis (VBA)
Rudd’s speech was characterised by low scores on several verbal categories including
qualifiers. Weintraub (2008, p. 143) says speech with few qualifiers can come across as having
a more “dogmatic flavor”. Rudd could be viewed as “long-winded” (Grattan, 2016, pp. 470471). David Marr goes further, saying Rudd was a boring speaker (2010, pp. 85-86) A feature
of his speech was a “controlled and deliberate tone” (The Conversation, 2012) and repetition.
Below is an example from his election speech in 2007.
“When did Mr Howard tell working families they would be put on AWAs or lose basic rights
to penalty rates, overtime, shift allowances and redundancy pay without any right to
compensation? He never did. When did Mr Howard tell families that their kids and grandkids
would be left to negotiate their wages and conditions on their own with their boss under these
new, unfair AWAs? He never did. When did Mr Howard say he would remove the no
disadvantage test so that wages could be lowered? He never did” (Rudd, 2007)

Achievements
Rudd became Prime Minister through a leader-centred “Kevin 07” campaign. His power came
directly from his public appeal rather than traditional union affiliation (Strangio, et al., 2017, p.
241). It was a convincing victory, and according to newspoll he had a 63 per cent popularity
rating as a new Prime Minister (Aulich, 2010).
He had a great start, appointing Julia Gillard as Australia’s first female Deputy Prime Minister.
He also acted quickly, signing the Kyoto Protocol to limit greenhouse gas emissions on 3
December 2007, the same day he was sworn in as Prime Minister (National Archives of
Australia (n.d. (i)). The 42nd Parliament opened with a local Aboriginal ‘welcome to country’
by Ngambri Elder Matilda House. On 13 February, Rudd delivered the historic Apology to the
Indigenous People for the harm caused by historical government policies.
“We apologise for the laws and policies of successive Parliaments and governments that have
inflicted profound grief, suffering and loss on these our fellow Australians. We apologise
especially for the removal of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander children from their families,
their communities and their country” (National Archives of Australia, n.d. (h))
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Rudd held a 2020 vision summit with 1000 participants reminiscent of Hawke’s session leading
to the Accord. While Hawke’s event had a clear goal, an accord that would lead to better jobs
and growth if people worked together across traditional boundaries, the purpose of Rudd’s is
less clear as he sought ideas for new ways to govern the nation towards a 2020 vision (ABC
News, 2008).

The Global Financial Crisis hit on 16 September 2008, leading to a large program of stimulus
spending which is widely recognised as helping Australia avoid a recession. Australia’s
reputation as an economic leader helped to create the G20 which was an expanded version of
the G7 group of nations. Paul Keating and Julia Gillard respectively said Rudd should be
recognised for his leadership through this crisis.
“Kevin Rudd brought the Labor Party back to office and he did everything right in terms of the
financial crisis. He saved us the heartache that North America and Europe went through in terms
of bank failures and the stress on the financial system and the dipping away of growth and the
rise of unemployment. He avoided all of those things, and if he did nothing else but that, he did
well enough” (Keating, n.d.)
“Kevin (should be recognised) for his leadership during the Global Financial Crisis and for
giving us the absolutely golden moment of the apology to the stolen generations. It will be
remembered for all of time, and it should be” (Gillard, n.d.)

However, there were early signs of Rudd’s default autocratic, command and control leadership
style (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 243-244). Cabinet was bypassed in the formulation of Labor’s
initial $10 billion stimulus package, showing his preference for “decision-making in a powerful
inner circle focused on him” (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 246). This was “tolerated” by Cabinet at
the height of the Global Financial Crisis, but resentment grew within Cabinet as his style of
governance did not change and Cabinet was increasingly sidelined as a collective decisionmaking body (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 247-252). Poll results began to plumet, which according
to newspoll fell from 63 per cent as preferred Prime Minister soon after he came into office to
39 per cent by May 2010. A party that once saw him as an electoral asset began to see him as a
liability (Aulich, 2010).
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In summary, while Rudd generally stood for things that Labor valued including state support
for the vulnerable and the public good of education, he did not have a union background. He
was not bound to any faction, nor did he court them. He seems to have believed the Labor Party
needed him more than he needed it. Electorally, at least to start with he was right. But
increasingly he alienated those he needed to stay in the role. The result was he had few political
friends when public polling fell (Grattan, 2016, p. 474; Hartcher, 2007, p. 5) as the following
comment illustrates:
“Rudd was an autocratic leader; he had no buffer of supporters either to warn or to protect him.
Factional players whom Rudd had spurned or insulted wielded the knife ruthlessly” (Grattan,
2016, p. 470)

He thought he was above his party but found out he was not within about two years.
“Rudd was always on a tricky wicket as soon as he lost sight of dependency again … Because
he wasn't an easy person to like or to get on with” (Evans, 2020)

Gillard – right leader at the wrong time
Backstory
Julia Gillard was born in Wales in 1961 and moved to South Australia with her family in 1966.
She grew up in a pro-Labor household with hard-working parents. She started law at Adelaide
University and completed her degree at Melbourne University while an elected Australia Union
of Students official. After University, she rose to the level of Partner at law firm Slater and
Gordon as an industrial lawyer. She entered federal Parliament in 1998 (Wallace, 2016).
Gillard’s first speech to Parliament was humble (Gillard, 1998). She said she was honoured to
be the first woman chosen by the Victoria branch of the Labour Party for a historically safe
seat. She warmly acknowledged her predecessor, Barry Jones. About a third of her speech was
about her electorate of Lalor, including how it suffered under the Kennett State Government.
While Rudd was self-focused, she was other-oriented. She expressed concern about the state of
politics.
“For far too long public debate in Australia has failed to nourish or inspire us. For far too long
it has been limited to the day-to-day monitoring of the health of our economy rather than the
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morals and goals of our society. The end result of this political cycle is a weary people who no
longer believe what politicians say and who think the politicians saying it do not even believe
it themselves”

If Whitlam’s maiden speech was impersonal and analytic, Gillard’s was the opposite. It was
warm, passionate, persuasive, rousing, genuine and personal. She spoke about her parents and
her love for Australian society and its multicultural basis. In terms of policy, she emphasised
the importance of equality in educational opportunities, and specifically for merit as a principal
for entry to universities, not as she saw it, increasingly privilege and favoured postcodes. Like
Rudd’s, her speech was interesting to read.

As the Deputy Prime Minister since 2007, her qualities as a party leader were known before her
colleagues selected her to replace Rudd after his divisive and damaging period as Prime
Minister. In many ways she was Rudd’s opposite, with a strong preference for collaborative
leadership. She had also been Minister for Education, Minister for Employment and Workplace
Relations, and Minister for Social Inclusion (National Archives of Australia, n.d. (g)). She
became Australia’s 27th Prime Minister in 2010 (Wallace, 2016). She was later removed and
replaced by Rudd by a desperate party, not due to her leadership style, but her ongoing
electability in voters’ eyes. Her main issue was how she connected with the public. The extent
to which gender was a factor also needs to be considered and is discussed below.

Leadership and Personality
Leadership Traits
Gillard has two distinctive leadership traits, with low scores for her Need for Power and level
of Distrust of Others. Hermann says:
“[W]hen the need for power is low, leaders have less need to be in charge, they can be one
among several who have influence … empowering others is important for such a leader … they
are willing to sacrifice their own interests for those of the group, since, in their view, what is
good for the group is, in truth, good for them … such leaders also have a sense of justice …
their intent is to build a relationship of trust with their followers and a sense of shared
responsibility and accountability for what happens … these leaders become the agent for the
group, representing their needs and interests in policy-making” (Hermann, 2008, pp. 191-192)
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The way in which she gained power must have troubled her, as it appears to have gone against
everything implied by these two leadership trait scores. She entered a situation requiring her to
fight for power, when she had a strong preference for collaborative leadership, and into an
environment riddled with mistrust within the party she now led. One commentator suggests her
leadership potential could have been realised more fully if she came to power in different
circumstances.
“I think if Gillard had not given in to those who were pushing her – and to her own ambitions –
to seize the leadership in 2010, she could have been a perfectly reasonable Prime Minister. I
think the way she got the Prime Ministership defined many of the judgements about her when
she was in the job. In normal circumstances she would have been a reasonable leader. I don't
know that she would have ever been a great Prime Minister. I don't think she had any great
innovative policy mind. As deputy leader she went through the 'next big thing' syndrome. When
she was deputy, everybody was saying how wonderful she was, and she was seen as the next
big thing before she overthrew Rudd” (Grattan, 2020).

Gillard’s low score on Mistrust of Others is indicative of low levels of doubt, uneasiness,
misgiving and wariness of others (Hermann, 2008, p. 202). It suggests she likes to see the good
in people. While this may have been her preferred style, it was not conducive to the situation
she found herself in at the time, anything but. She faced two men, one in her own Cabinet and
one leading the Opposition, who appeared determined to undermine her politically and
personally. Rudd and his backers were successful to the extent they created a “toxic
environment” for her to govern in (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 262).

Tony Abbott, as an aggressive Opposition Leader, attacked her personally within parliament
(Wallace, 2016, p. 492). He did this in an openly sexist way which was, at times, shocking. In
Parliament he would use phrases like “she’, “her” or “Julia” instead of “Prime Minister. At
rallies after the Labor party made her party leader and therefore Prime Minister, Abbott,
appeared to condone comments like “Bob Brown’s Bitch” and Ditch the Witch” by allowing
signs with these words to be placed behind him (Thompson, 2011a). Abbott called Gillard a
liar in parliament in a way only she and those close to her could usually hear. When the Deputy
Speaker heard him on 20 August, Abbott was asked for an apology, which he refused to fully
make, so he was ejected from the House of Representatives chamber for an hour (ABC News
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(2012b). In response to Abbott’s persistent behaviour Gillard delivered what became a world
famous ‘Misogyny Speech’. An extract is below.
“Thank you very much Deputy Speaker and I rise to oppose the motion moved by the Leader
of the Opposition. And in so doing I say to the Leader of the Opposition I will not be lectured
about sexism and misogyny by this man. I will not. And the Government will not be lectured
about sexism and misogyny by this man. Not now, not ever. The Leader of the Opposition says
that people who hold sexist views and who are misogynists are not appropriate for high office.
Well I hope the Leader of the Opposition has got a piece of paper and he is writing out his
resignation. Because if he wants to know what misogyny looks like in modern Australia, he
doesn't need a motion in the House of Representatives, he needs a mirror. That's what he needs
… I was also very offended on behalf of the women of Australia when in the course of this
carbon pricing campaign, the Leader of the Opposition said ‘what the housewives of Australia
need to understand as they do the ironing…’ Thank you for that painting of women's roles in
modern Australia. And then of course, I was offended too by the sexism, by the misogyny of
the Leader of the Opposition catcalling across this table at me as I sit here as Prime Minister,
‘If the Prime Minister wants to, politically speaking, make an honest woman of herself…’,
something that would never have been said to any man sitting in this chair. I was offended when
the Leader of the Opposition went outside in the front of Parliament and stood next to a sign
that said ‘Ditch the witch’. I was offended when the Leader of the Opposition stood next to a
sign that described me as a man's bitch. I was offended by those things. Misogyny, sexism,
every day from this Leader of the Opposition. Every day in every way, across the time the
Leader of the Opposition has sat in that chair and I've sat in this chair, that is all we have heard
from him” (Gillard, 2012)

Arguably Gillard faced pressures not just because of politics, but because she was a woman.
“No other Australian Prime Minister had ever faced such a sustained and vicious attack from
both within and without” (Wallace, 2016, p. 501)
“I think her opponents and critics did use sexism pretty brutally – some of the stuff was
extremely nasty. But they would not have been able to do that as effectively if she was not
carrying that baggage of how she got the job” (Grattan, 2020)
“Having secured minority government in 2010, Gillard faced what she later described as a
‘perfect storm’. She was ground down from without by the relentless negativism of Opposition
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Leader Tony Abbott and ground down from within by a campaign undermining her standing in
caucus by Kevin Rudd, which had begun with damaging leaks during the 2010 election
campaign. The pressure was intensified by the persistently negative reporting of Gillard and her
government in the Rupert Murdoch-owned News Corporation press” (Wallace, 2016, p. 501)

Quite simply Gillard faced a set of challenges that were unique among Prime Ministers to date, so her
performance needs to be assessed in a proper context.
“[It] was very hard work. Minority government brings huge pressure, and provoked press
criticism from the start … She just couldn't break through that. … I think in other
circumstances, if there was a less volatile (environment) … and there was a better media context,
she'd have great potential … (People in) … PM&C … said that she was really good at what she
did. Was on top of things, she understood her brief, she could run the arguments, and she could
carry them out and then negotiate with all those cross benchers and ... get things done. They're
considerable strengths” (Walter, 2018)

Motives
Gillard’s profile included a high score for n-Affiliation and average scores for n-Power and nAchievement motives. People with a high affiliation motive are other-oriented and take pleasure
from social interactions as long as they occur in a safe and friendly setting (Winter, 1996). They
are sensitised to affiliative cues and make faster affiliation associations (who likes who) and
prefer working with friends to experts (McClelland, 1987, pp. 346-352). As noted in quotes
above, those who knew her, other than those competing with her for power, liked her. She was
warm and friendly by nature. In an interview with CEO Magazine, she said:
“I’m incredibly conflict-adverse – I’d prefer to get on with people and work collaboratively so
maybe that surprises people” (CEO Magazine, 2020)

In contrast to Rudd’s top-down, autocratic, management style, Gillard’s preference is to build
trust and share accountability as a way of working. She was liked and respected by those who
were close to her. In stark contrast to Rudd, “(Gillard) was very human in her relationships and
treated people with respect” (Evans, 2020). A risk is that affiliation is primarily for an in-group,
while warm and intimate among friends; they may be “prickly” and defensive to outsiders
(Winter, 1996, p. 148).
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If Gillard preferred being affiliative, the cards she was dealt worked against being able to
express it. She was weighed down by the continued detention of 232 people on Manus Island –
with Amnesty International describing the conditions on the Island as “appalling” (Harrison,
2013). This was on her watch. She faced repeated claims in the media that Australians had
stopped listening to the Prime Minister (Carlton, 2013). There was an incongruence between
how she wanted to behave and how she did behave. She progressively lost public confidence,
to the extent that poll results showed an upcoming election under her leadership would result
in a landslide defeat. By 20 June 2013, she was less popular than the Labor Party. She had a 58
per cent disapproval rating, including among 54 per cent of women (Colebatch, 2013).

Quite simply, Gillard struggled with her public persona, something that was apparent from her
early campaigning for the 2011 election.
“(Gillard’s weaknesses) … were her communication skills with the citizenry … much the same
with Turnbull … Turnbull was very good at communicating with the chattering classes. He was
terrible at communicating with everyday Australians … The problem probably with both when
in office … (although) I think her relationship with the public, as I said, was distorted by the
media” (Evans, 2020)
“(Gillard) was not a good communicator on the national stage, but she was very good at getting
things done through the party and through the parliament. I think her great strengths were that
she could negotiate consensus decisions, she could get things passed. But as prime minister she
was in a context where you have to be able to be doing all that, but also be able to command
popular attention in a way that she never quite managed. She was better as deputy Prime
Minister, but she couldn't harness that ability to be the spokesperson in chief for the party, while
at the same time, doing it all” (Walter, 2018)

Bob Hawke also comments on this:
“You have her in a group of people and she is a great communicator – nothing forced about it.
You get her on the television box and she’s a different person … and communication is an
enormously important part of leadership” (Hawke, n.d.)
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Operational codes
Compared to other Prime Ministers in this study, Gillard had a moderate view of her political
environment on a scale from friendly to hostile. She also spoke as if she was moderately
optimistic that she would realise her political goals. She could equally use conflictual and
cooperative language when responding to the Opposition Leader’s questions without notice.
She was not generally oppositional. Gillard was more likely to make a direct appeal for support
when seeking to persuade others than her peers in this study. When pushed though, she shifted
to making threats. Her unique style was to shift from appealing for support to making threats.

Verbal Behaviour Analysis (VBA)
Gillard’s use of verbal categories showed no distinctive differences compared to average scores
for the 12 Prime Ministers in this study. Thus, when responding to Opposition Leaders’
questions, she displayed a more moderate and controlled speech pattern than her 12 peers.
Overall, there was an absence of anger, anxiety, and histrionics. However, some of these
characteristics make speech interesting. As a result, her speech in parliament could lack colour.
It could be dull. A clear exception was her famous Misogyny Speech which I note was not
captured in the 20,000 words she spoke in parliament that formed the basis of this study’s
psychological assessment. There was nothing dull about this speech, which was voted by
Guardian readers as one of Australia’s unforgettable television moments The Guardian (2020).
The public may have appreciated more speech like this during her time in office. This seemed
to be the ‘real’ Julia.

Achievements
After taking over as leader from Kevin Rudd in June 2010, Julia Gillard announced in July that
there would be an election in August. She wanted to legitimise her position with her own
electoral support. Brenton Holmes and Sophia Fernandes write, Gillard had to convince Labor
voters that the action made political sense (Holmes and Fernandes, 2012). People close to Rudd
knew why he had to go, but this was not necessarily apparent to Labor’s broader base. The
result for Gillard was that she had enemies on the inside. A Cabinet leak undermined her
authority during the campaign suggesting she had opposed elements of the paid parental scheme
and supported a cut to the age pension (Holmes and Fernandes, 2012).
She ran a five-week campaign. Her slogan was ‘Moving Australia Forward’ which was
ridiculed in the press, most significantly after she used “moving forward” 24 times in a five183

minute period (Holmes and Fernandes, 2012). It was poorly written. Gillard clearly needed
better campaign strategy and speech writing advice. Her awkward “moving forward” speech
reinforced the view that she was not her true self when speaking publicly. This stands in stark
contrast to the reportedly exceptional interpersonal and negotiating skills she displayed in
smaller groups. Within political circles she was considered “a good negotiator and a consensus
politician”, in contrast to Rudd’s more dictatorial style (Holmes and Fernandes, 2012). She
aimed to address issues with her image by launching a ‘real Julia’ campaign. Unfortunately, it
too became ammunition to an opposition led by Tony Abbott. If this is the real Julia, who was
the previous one (Holmes and Fernandes, 2012). It was an own goal.

The election resulted in a Hung Parliament with Labor and the Coalition receiving an equal
number of seats. Australians, and indeed the Australian Public Service, did not know who the
Prime Minister was going to be for several weeks. It says much about the strength of Australia’s
private and public sector institutions that the country ran smoothly for this period. There was
no stock market crash and public administration continued unabated in line with the policy
settings in place at the time. The issue was resolved on 14 September 2010 (Holmes and
Fernandes, 2012). when Gillard gained support of three of the four Independents (Holmes and
Fernandes, 2012).

Once in power, Gillard focused on getting the job done, not personal aggrandisement like Rudd.
She is considered to have managed a minority government well (Wilson, 2013).
“Her minority government enacted 561 Bills. This was more than were passed during the final
Howard government, which enjoyed majorities in both Houses of parliament, and considerably
more than the 409 pieces of legislation passed by the Rudd government” (Strangio, et al., 2017,
p. 263)

Gillard’s achievements were significant, including: Tobacco plain packaging (a world-first);
the establishment of a Child Abuse Royal Commission; an apology to those who were the
subject of forced adoptions; funding for ‘Gonski’ Educational reforms; and the establishment
of the National Disability Insurance Scheme to provide additional support for those with
significant disabilities. She also continued the roll-out of the National Broadband Network and
improved relations with China (Wallace, 2016, p. 502). Gillard’s signature policy, a fixed price
on carbon pollution, led to the Clean Energy Act 2011 in November 2011 although it was later
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repealed by the Abbott Government Clean Energy Legislation (Carbon Tax Repeal) Act 2014
(Australian Government (n.d. (b))

Her government also suffered reputation-damaging setbacks, including the death of 48 people
when a boat sank off Christmas Island in December 2010. Refugee issues remained contentious
in Australia while she was Prime Minister. For example, her government started negotiations
with Malaysia to transfer those who arrived in Australia by boat, to Malaysia for processing.
The High Court then ruled this action was unlawful and onshore processing resumed (National
Archives of Australia, n.d. (j)). Given her personality profile, outlined above, including a high
affiliation motive, and a conflict-averse nature, while she did not show it at the time, these
issues must have troubled her personally.

Gillard was ultimately removed from the leadership position in June 2013, when Kevin Rudd
took back the Prime Ministership with the party calculating he was more likely to win the next
election than she was (Museum of Australian Democracy, n.d. (b)). It also signalled a party in
chaos. Gillard partly attributed her loss of leadership to gender, saying "it doesn't explain
everything, it doesn't explain nothing, it explains some things" (Kenny, 2013). While she failed
to unify her divided party, something which may have been an impossible task, and she did not
effectively sell her leadership brand to voters, she still achieved a lot while Prime Minister. As
Paul Keating says.
“The controversary of her becoming Prime Minister doesn’t detract from some of the things she
did as Prime Minister. I think in education and the National Disability Insurance Scheme. In
adding to the Labor standard, if I can say that – in these important areas of social policy”
(Keating, n.d.)

Conclusion – Australian Labor Party finding its way again
Rudd and Gillard were unable to complete their first terms. Keating could not win a second
election. Of the three, Rudd started with the most positional power, based on his considerable
popularity with voters. However, in a parliamentary sense, he was an outsider. He is said to
have been genuinely shocked by his removal from office (Cassidy, 2010) but he was mistaken
in thinking he could continue to lead as his popularity waned. He had not invested in the
political craft of building relationships within his party. In fact, he actively damaged them.
Keating’s initial power was diminished due to the length of time Labor had already been in
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power. His support within the party came largely from his contribution as Treasurer. He failed
to invest to earn the trust of voters and spoke in a way that the public did not understand. In a
sense, he governed for the people, not with them (Strangio, et al., 2017, p. 176) meaning he
was an outsider among a public he did not relate to and who did not relate to him. Gillard started
as an outsider by taking the leadership of the party in a way she, and her party, never recovered
from. She was an outsider from the part of the party that supported Rudd. She also failed to
build sufficient public support, although the forces against her in the media, parliament and her
own party were formidable and working against this goal. Sexism as a factor cannot be ruled
out.

In each case their psychological profiles help to understand their behaviour, and political
outcomes. Keating had low scores for being motivated by power and affiliation, which helps to
explain why he did not do more to try to win over the electorate. He did not seek to be popular.
He also scored highly for mistrusting others, which probably worked against exposing himself
to colleagues, and a low task focus which may have limited what he could get done as Prime
Minister. Rudd was his opposite with a high task focus and low mistrust of others. He had a
low score for using cooperative tactics. Together Rudd’s excessive, almost manic, task focus
was at the expense of relationships, and his lack of management skills generally made his
leadership problematic from the perspective of party colleagues who ultimately removed him
as Prime Minister. Gillard is highly motivated by affiliation, but she led a hostile party, and
faced a hostile opposition leader meaning she could not act as she may have wanted to.
Similarly, she preferred collaboration as a leader, and had a low score for pursuing power-based
politics, yet her circumstances meant she was required to. This may have contributed to her
presentation as inauthentic at times.

As outlined above, all three also had successes. Keating changed the narrative on Indigenous
affairs, significantly advancing progress towards reconciliation with Australia’s First Peoples,
which Rudd went on to take even further with his Apology to Stolen Generations. Rudd
managed Australia incredibly well through the Global Financial Crisis with the assistance of
his Treasurer, Wayne Swan, and a competent Treasury Department. Gillard managed a minority
Government while pursuing an extraordinary legislative agenda notably, leading to lasting
reforms for people living with disabilities through the National Disability Insurance Scheme,
among other achievements of national significance.
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Chapter Seven

“Doers or Talkers”
Thatcher, Blair and Cameron

Introduction
The argument in Chapter Five, is that despite their many differences, the four more successful
Australian Prime Ministers, pursued some shared reform themes which Australians generally
related to and supported. These include the right to affordable health care for everyone, progress
towards reconciliation with Indigenous Australians, gender equality and actions consistent with
a belief in a united multicultural society. It was not a perfect baton change, but when Fraser
departed from reform on health care, Hawke set it back on track. When Howard reversed course
on Indigenous issues, Rudd similarly took corrective action when he had power. Social
expectations on these issues appear to be stronger than political affiliation. Medicare, a
universal health care scheme, is untouchable today, and it is hard to imagine a future prime
minister who would seek to reverse course on Indigenous reconciliation. It would be political
suicide for a mainstream politician to dismiss gender equality or the importance of a successful
multicultural nation.

It is argued that the three more successful British Prime Ministers in this chapter, also pursued
successive policies with respect to notions of neoliberalism, each with politically similar views
on how the global economy and markets should work, and Britain’s place in it. This said, they
differed in their views on the societal implications. Thatcher appeared not to care, believing it
is the responsibility of individuals to adjust to inevitable changes. Blair said the state should
assist to overcome disadvantage, but assistance came with obligations, and even penalties for
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anti-social behaviour. Cameron’s position was somewhere between the two, saying states can
assist, but to a lesser degree, and the primary responsibility for decision-making is local, and
people should volunteer to assist others, with charity being important. Cameron’s perspective
seems consistent with his relatively privileged and sheltered upbringing, and certainly not one
driven by the level of religiosity in Thatcher or Blair’s lives. Thatcher and Blair were
ideologically interventionist while Cameron led a ‘do nothing’ Government. He did change
Britain, with Brexit as his legacy, but it was through a lack of leadership.

The question examined in this chapter is to what degree backgrounds, leadership styles and
personality attributes help to explain these three different approaches. Was Thatcher and Blair’s
religiosity a factor in their conviction politics, and forceful action? Similarly, what explained
Cameron’s apparent lack of conviction – in effect, was he more of a talker when it came to
social change, while the other two were authentic, and did what they said they would do. One
view is, putting policies aside, Thatcher and Blair were courageous leaders, while Cameron was
not to the same degree. These issues are explored below.

Thatcher – willing to fight
Backstory
Margaret Thatcher was born in England in 1925. Her father was a grocer. She went to a
grammar school on merit and studied chemistry at Oxford University. She later studied law and
became a barrister. She entered Parliament in 1955 (Parker, 2011). In her maiden speech, she
briefly acknowledged her constituency of Finchley as a place she was “honoured to represent”.
She then got straight to the point by introducing a private member’s bill to require local
authorities to hold council meetings in public (Thatcher, 1960). She said, “the public has the
right in the first instance, to know what its elected representatives are doing”. The speech is
analytic, punchy, and well-argued. Like Whitlam’s first speech, Thatcher’s was business-like.

Thatcher was appointed Secretary of State for Education and Science in 1970. She became
Opposition Leader in 1974 and Prime Minister in 1979. This means, like successful Australian
Prime Ministers, Fraser, Hawke and Howard, she had a good level of ministerial experience
before becoming Prime Minister.
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Leadership and Personality
Leadership Traits
Thatcher projected a significantly higher Need for Power score in parliament than the average
score for the 12 Prime Ministers in this study. According to Hermann, those who score high on
this measure “have a higher propensity to take vigorous action that impacts others, attempt to
convince or persuade others, provide unsolicited help, and actively monitor and control events”
(Schafer, 2000, p. 511). More generally, Hermann writes that leaders who score highly on the
Need for Power, are concerned about establishing, keeping, and restoring their power, they are
driven by a “desire to control, influence, or have an impact on other persons or groups … when
the need for power is high, leaders work to manipulate the environment to have control and
influence and appear as a winner. They are good at sizing up situations and sensing what tactics
will work to achieve their goals” (Hermann, 2008, p. 190). Hermann goes so far as to say that,
from her research, political leaders high on this trait may come across as Machiavellian and are
generally “daring and charming”. This describes Thatcher well:
“She was very much a kind of leader now out of fashion … the heroic, charismatic one. And
she was able to pull this off because she was electorally strong … (she) … had none of these
handicaps and her luck in pulling off victory in the Falkland’s War, which was a super-gamble,
set her in good stead for her later battles … her outstanding characteristic was a willingness to
fight. Not just the Argentineans, but Libyan terrorists at the embassy siege when most people
advised her against an SAS solution, the IRA-hunger-strikers when 10 prisoners starved
themselves to death and she did not yield, and most famously the miners who ran a badly
planned but belligerent strike against her” (Miller, 2013)

Further, Hermann wrote those high on this measure “set up rules to ensure conformity to their
ideas – rules that can change abruptly if a leader’s goals or interests change” (Hermann, 2008,
p. 191). Hennessy’s profile paints a picture of Thatcher as a person who exuded “power,
purpose and defiant determination” (Hennessy, 2000, p. 408). She ruled the state as she set out
to transform Britain. There was an ever-present urgency to get things done. She reportedly
believed she had a duty to inspire her team, however, they first had to share her convictions,
not waste time on internal arguments (Hennessy, 2000, p. 401). She could become furious when
people did not do what she wanted. She simply did not understand why people would disagree
with her. She was impervious to the views of others with an increasing belief “that her
judgement was infinitely superior to that of everyone around her” (King, 2002, p. 452). She had
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a degree of self-awareness about her leadership traits, and was unrepentant. She was authentic
in the sense that “her backstage (personality) was the same as her frontstage” (unnamed official
– reported by Hennessy, 2000, p. 422). Some in the media and academia make the same
observation:
“Mrs Thatcher’s personal convictions and instincts are probably far more clearly and widely
understood than any other Prime Minister since Churchill. People know what she is like and
what she would like to do – and knowing this, the majority seems about to give her another term
in office” (See Butt, 1983)
“She had a very clear idea … on what needs to be done, basically, to effect economic recovery.
And she was very pragmatic when she needed to be” (Evans, 2020)

She challenged institutions with the “surging force of her will” (Hennessy, 2000, p. 398) and
was “anti-consensual’ in Cabinet (Hennessy, 2000, p. 399). Hennessy reported Nicholas
Ridley’s observation that “she was the Prime Minister, she knew what she wanted to do, and
she didn’t believe her policies should be subject to being voted down by a group she had
selected to advise and assist her” and, as the most commanding Prime Minister in history she
reduced Cabinet to subservience (Hennessy, 2000, p. 400). She was not an impartial Cabinet
Chair. She spent her first term establishing her power base. She changed the way the role of
Prime Minister was performed as she consolidated her position.
“I think Margaret Thatcher spent much of her first term getting cabinet and her party on side,
and she succeeded. But I think if you look at any given year, it is a bit variable. But they were
on side by 1983, when she went to the election” (Rhodes, 2018).

She challenged existing ways of thinking and decision-making
“The outsider, more daring and less hidebound than the typical political leader, is likely to bring
freshness and originality to top-level decision making, to be an innovator and a radical mouldbreaker. In terms of both policy and tactics, he or she is likely to reject both conventional
thinking and traditional custom and practice, which so often act as dead weights on necessary
change” (King, 2002, p. 453)

Her inability to negotiate or compromise also had consequences for Britain.
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“[B]y any standards she was not a collaborative leader … she failed in most of her European
objectives. The powers in Europe work on a much more collaborative and negotiated set of rules
than she was willing to play by, and her single-minded approach failed her and her followers.
She was unwilling to bend” (Miller, 2013)

Thatcher had a low score on Conceptual Complexity, a trait defined as the degree of
differentiation an individual shows when describing or discussing other people, places, policies,
ideas, or things (Hermann, 2008, p. 195).
“Leaders who are low on conceptual complexity trust their intuition and often are willing to go
with the option that presents itself first … action is preferable to thinking, planning or searching
for more information … it is relatively easy to decide what do since the individual’s closed
conceptual system evaluates and transforms information from any situation into the specified
categories. Interpretation and consistency are the key to behaviours” (Hermann, 2008, p. 196).

Low Conceptual Complexity scores have been linked to ‘black and white’, ‘us and them’, ‘good
and evil’ world views (Dyson, 2009a). It is well documented that she spoke like this. King said
“no one ever described Thatcher as, in any sense, a deep person” (King, 2002, p. 451). She
famously spoke about true believers and would ask if someone was “one of us” (Hennessy,
2000, p. 401). Her ‘black and white’ view of the world was known to all, “her arguments were
more ‘black and white’ than complex’ (Stoker, 2018).
“Thatcher was a great simplifier … Well every housewife knows that kind of stuff. Everybody
running a small business knows that if you're spending more money than you're bringing in, you
have to make more than you spend. So she, I think, and also towards the end … was a bit manic
anyway. She really believed in a very sort of authoritarian way in her own ideas, so that she just
couldn't explain complexity” (Dunleavy, 2020)

It was also illustrated through her “victory and all costs” approach to the Falklands War – “what
was the alternative?”, she wrote (Hennessy, 2000, p. 418). Her leader’s speech in Brighton was
bold and forceful (Thatcher, 1978). She spoke in absolutes – about good and evil - Britain in
decline and defensively weak as the Soviet’s expanded their territories, and at atmosphere or
fear in relation to Northern Ireland, immigration, and rising crime. She spoke of a potential to
make Britain great again:
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“Our ancestors built a land of pride and hope and confidence in the future, a land whose
influence grew out of all proportion to her size, whose constitution guaranteed a balance
between freedom and order which used to be the British hallmark and became a model for the
world. That was the heritage they handed down to us” (Thatcher, 1978).

Several commentators spoke of Thatcher’s strong guiding ideology.
“Thatcher was a complete ideologue I think all the time. Very driven personality” (Dunleavy,
2020)
“Thatcher I think is an interesting case because she was also very ideological and her treasurer
was very ideological” (Dunleavy, 2020)
“She wasn't being driven by innovation, she was being driven by ideology. And the ideology
was based upon enhancing her autonomy to govern … she was a scientist by background … So,
you would have kind of thought she would be more evidence-based” (Evans, 2020)
“Thatcher's complex – and one of the arguments about, say, ideology, is that ideology gives you
a clear blueprint of what you want to do. Well, actually, if you put it in the context of Thatcher
and Thatcher is in, you look at that first term in office, there's not a wide imprint of what the
future direction of that conservative administration was going” (Richards, 2018)
“Heath … (could be seen as) … strategically adept, rather than caving in … if you take Thatcher
… there is no alternative, let's hold to the path” (Richards, 2018)
“She had a clear sense of direction. What that translated to, in terms of specific policies, I think
varied over time. She got a sense of direction from Keith Joseph, and it was about the virtues of
markets over the state. As for the specific policies about how you introduce markets and shrink
the state, I think she cast about bit at times for ideas” (Rhodes, 2018)

Her surging force of will, and inability to listen to others, while a source of her success, were
arguably also her weaknesses. Once she lost public support, she had few allies left in her party
to back her. Even under existential political pressure, she failed to seek the counsel of others.
“Thatcher was too successful in that she was able to push through policies which, had she
debated them with the cabinet properly, wouldn't have got through” (Garnett, 2018)
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“The example of the community charge is a good one because there were several people in the
cabinet who just knew that this was going to be a disaster and it was” (Denver, 2018)
“Thatcher fell from power in 1990. A series of policy errors in the late 1980s contributed to a
sharp decline in support for the Conservative Party at all levels of elections. This was fuelled
by growing disenchantment with her style of leadership, a disenchantment felt by many
previously loyal Conservative voters, wide sections of the party and much of the media. Poll
reversals became of such a magnitude as to lead many Conservative MPs to fear defeat at the
next election. Opinion among many Conservative MPs grew in favour of a change of leader.
The final blow was Geoffrey Howe's resignation as leader of the House of Commons in
November 1990 after his earlier demotion from the post of foreign secretary. His resignation
speech was a devastating indictment of Thatcher's style of leadership and especially of her
attitude to Europe, in which he accused her of risking the future of the nation” (Thomas, 2004,
p. 8)
“Having decided to become an outsider, one can find oneself trapped outside. In the end, it was
in large part her rejection of the politics of consensus, her disdain for the established rules of
the game and her personal incivility that led to her downfall” (King, 2002, p. 452)

Thatcher, perhaps surprisingly, had a low score for Self-Confidence. A psychoanalytic
explanation is that those who seek power may do so “as compensation for low or labile selfesteem” (Renshon, 2014, p. 136). It is difficult to think of Thatcher as having a low self–esteem.
This said, she gives glimpses of rational self-doubt in her book The Path to Power.
“Ted had to go, and that meant that someone had to challenge him. If he won, I was politically
finished. That would be sad but bearable; there are worse places than the backbenchers. And it
seemed to most unlikely that I would win. But I did think that by entering the race, I would draw
in other stronger candidates who, even if they did not think like Keith and me, would still be
open to persuasion on changing the disastrous course on which the party was set”. (Thatcher,
2011, p. 267)

This does not sound like someone desperate for power, as the outcome. Instead, she wanted
control for a purpose and there is clearly a degree of self-doubt in this account. Publicly though,
she projected power. Hermann observed that the outward manifestations of those scoring low
on Self Confidence include being “easily buffeted by ‘contextual’ winds. However, she qualifies
this statement by saying unless they have a well-developed sense of who they are. Thatcher was
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ideologically driven, and by all accounts had a very well-developed sense of self. It is notable
that only Whitlam also has a low score for Self Confidence among the Prime Ministers in this
study, and the result is equally baffling for him, unless qualified by the recognition that he too
also had a very strong sense of self. It is also worth remembering that this high score is based
on speech in response to Opposition Leaders’ questions without notice, a very narrow domain.
Perhaps in this arena she did not bother to project self-confidence, because she believed those
opposite her were personally and politically inferior. This may also explain Whitlam’s low
score.

Motives
Thatcher’s profile included a high score on the n-Achievement motive as a main driver of her
behaviour. As already noted, while she had a high score on Need for Power when measured as
a leadership trait, she had a low score on her need for power – n-Power – when measured as a
motive. This apparent contradiction can be explained if differences in trait and motive theories
of personality are accepted. The two conceptions of power have different theoretical
underpinnings and indeed should be unrelated (Winter, et al., 1998). Winter expected them to
be uncorrelated measures, which was the case in the earlier quantitative part of this study (r = .15). One interpretation is that projecting power was something Thatcher learned to do over
time, as an effective rhetorical device, but was not driven by gaining power as much as she was
driven to achieve her policy goals.

Given forces against her she may have been driven by a necessity to project power even if it
was not her primary goal, particularly as a woman. Abbott’s gendered attacks on Gillard in
Australia were also experienced by Thatcher, but from Labour at the time.
“It has been in the back of most minds all the way through. And the month-long recriminatory
campaign has been fought largely on it as an unspoken premise, with Labour trying to warn
voters against taking a perilous leap in the dark with a government led by a woman, and such a
right-wing Tory woman at that” (See Emery, 1979).

Thus, projecting power was an instrument she mastered and used but what gave her personal
satisfaction was achievement. Consistent with a high n-Achievement score, she apparently slept
little and worked extremely hard to get things done.
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“And she does passionately believe-in the virtue of hard work, the value of self-reliance, the
necessity for incentive, and, above all, the importance of individual enterprise and freedom. To
her, these are all axioms” (Mayer, 1979, p. 12)

Her speeches were bold and forceful in pursuit of changes she considered to be imperative to
‘fixing’ a broken country, socially, economically, and in terms of Britain’s place in the world,
this leader’s speech in Brighton showed. As noted earlier, part of her success was combining a
small government message with a nationalistic one.
“Our ancestors built a land of pride and hope and confidence in the future, a land whose
influence grew out of all proportion to her size, whose constitution guaranteed a balance
between freedom and order which used to be the British hallmark and became a model for the
world. That was the heritage they handed down to us. What would they think of Labour’s Britain
today” (Thatcher, 1978)

She considered Britain’s challenges to be existential. According to William Waldegrave,
Thatcher thought Britain was near political and economic collapse and only radical economic
liberalism could prevent it. Britain was experiencing a severe recession at the time (Hennessy,
2000, p. 408).
“Thatcher set out restructuring much of the British economy and its social underpinnings
through the privatisation of government-owned industries (oil, gas, telecommunications,
transportation, heavy industries, etc.) dating back to the post-war Atlee administration. She also
sought to lower taxes, reduce inflation and take on the powerful trade unions to reduce their
influence and grip on industry. Her confrontation with the coal miners in 1984 proved to Britain,
the trade unions, and the Labour Party that it would no longer be business as usual. There would
be no backing down, no concessions and no compromise by her government. When Thatcher
emerged triumphant, it was clear to all that a new relationship between British business,
industry, and labour now existed. The political and social hold of the trade unions had been
convincingly broken” (Parker. 2011, pp. 115-116)

Thatcher’s need for n-Affiliation score was a moderate one, suggesting she had an average need
for feedback on how she was getting on with others. She cared more about who was loyal to
and working for her, and the value they were adding. Those with a high n-Achievement motive
scores, like Thatcher, pay more attention to cues relating to performance improvement. This
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feedback is the basis of their learning (McClelland, 1987, pp. 227). Overall, high achievementoriented people are moderate risk-takers who are also keen to avoid failure. They are attracted
to opportunities that enable them to show their creativity as well as to think and plan in the
longer-term (Burger, 2010, pp. 185-186). It seems fair to say that Thatcher’s big decisions were
made with the long-term future of Britain in mind. There is evidence that Thatcher was a
moderate risk-taker during her first term, perhaps deliberately so.
“Thatcher was like that too, very much wanting to change things personally, but in her first
term, she was canny and politically sensitive and didn't try to do everything all at once”
(Dunleavy, 2020)

Operational codes
In Parliament, Thatcher expressed moderate views about how friendly or hostile her political
environment was. She spoke as if she had a very optimistic take on her chances of realising her
political goals, and how likely others would cooperate with her. One explanation is that she was
aloof, and did not care too much what her opponents thought as they were not her equals.
Alternatively, as the period surveyed by way of speech extracts included the Falklands war it
may have been a relatively cooperative period of parliament with both sides coming together
to face a common adversary.
Operational codes also show a subject’s propensity to shift in their risk orientation, between
words and deeds, and from conflict to cooperation when speaking. Thatcher had moderate
scores for the first category (the shift between words and deeds) yet was more likely than others
to shift between conflict and cooperation. This makes sense if her assumption when she spoke
was that others would agree with her, but if they did not, she would shift to a more conflictual
style of speech.
The model also provides scores for a subject’s tendency to approach their political environment
in certain ways. Thatcher had moderate scores concerning the predictability of her political
environment and her ability to control political events, but a high score for the belief in the
degree to which chance played a role in outcomes. So, while she accepted that unpredictability
and chance were always present, her style was to push through in pursuit of an ideological
agenda and then deal with the fallout if she had to. In this regard, she was like Whitlam.
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Verbal Behaviour Analysis (VBA)
Thatcher’s use of verbal categories showed no distinctive differences to the average scores of
the 12 Prime Ministers in this study. She displayed typical levels of anxiety, anger and
histrionics when responding to Opposition Leaders’ questions without notice. Thus, she
displayed moderate and controlled speech patterns relative to her peers.

In summary, her overall profile suggests she was a highly achievement-oriented Prime Minister,
with an unswerving ideologically mission, who effectively projected power, and was
impervious to evidence contrary to her personal beliefs. She used a range of rhetorical tools in
a calm and measured way.

Achievements
Whether or not Thatcher’s leadership style, views and policies are agreed with, she changed
Britain and its place in the world, apparently oblivious to the impacts on citizens’ lives along
the way. But she did this because she thought it was for a greater good, not to enrich herself.
She was driven by a mission to fix what she saw as a broken Britain and felt no need to apologise
for the collateral damage to individuals and communities. She prioritised inflation and financial
market deregulation over employment and welfare. She expected people to adapt and make
their own way.
“She impelled people towards new, individualised, competitive solutions: ‘get on your bike’,
become self-employed or a share-holder, buy your council house, invest in the property owning
democracy. She coined a homespun equivalent for the key neoliberal ideas behind the seachange she was imposing on society: value for money, managing your own budget, fiscal
restraint, the money supply and the virtues of competition. There was anger, protest, resistance
- but also a surge of populist support for the ruthless exercise of strong leadership (Hall, 2011,
p. 17)

Thatcher was authentic in that she generally did what she said she would do. Her ideology was
pure, unflinching, and “undiluted” (Cerny and Evans, 2004, p. 55). She reduced inflation during
her first term. The cost was a recession which doubled the unemployment rate to over 11 per
cent (Trading Economics, n.d.). She was also a pragmatist. While her policy of a right to buy
council houses was popular and took votes from Labour (See The Times, 1983), it also had
conservative underpinnings. It made economic sense and empowered individuals.
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In April 1982, Argentina invaded the Falkland Islands. It was an event that favoured an
ideologically driven, achievement-oriented, Prime Minister. The Government’s tough response
had the effect of increasing its favourable voting scores. She did what she thought was right.

Her political actions were aligned to her beliefs. Her signature privatisation policy, which was
popular at the time, was the Right to Buy the council house you rented. Social housing units
were sold to tenants at discounted rates depending on how long they had been living there, up
to 50 per cent if it was more than 20 years. Her policy assumed people could get 100 per cent
loans for the discounted purchase price, and from a buyer’s perspective they would end up
controlling an asset for no more than they would have otherwise paid in rent. It appeared to be
a common-sense policy that most politicians supported at the time (Beckett, 2015).

Her context was challenging. Apart from the Falkland war, events handled during her first term
included an IRA murder of Lord Louis Mountbatten, the USSR invasion of Afghanistan, a steel
miners’ strike, the Iran/Iraq war, closures of mines by the National Coal Board, and an
economic depression (MargaretThatcher.org, n.d.).

Judging by the size of her subsequent election victory, a 144-member majority, up from 43
seats in the last election, the public gave her credit for her strong and authentic leadership during
her first term. From voters’ perspectives she was the right leader for the time. She handled these
issues while shoring up divisions within her own party during her first term. As Jessop puts it:
“These divisions were expressed in conflicts between One Nation 'wets' and Thatcherite 'dries'.
Failure at this stage would have restored (at least for a time) One Nation Conservatism and left
no distinctive Thatcherite legacy (apart from a cautionary lesson about politics as the art of the
possible). The challenge was to translate formal office into real control of the state apparatus
(party, cabinet, machinery of government), to stabilize electoral support and to secure broaderbased support within the establishment now that the spectre of unrest had been laid to rest.
Unsurprisingly, it took time for a distinctive Thatcherite economic strategic line to evolve. The
initial economic programme was based mainly on tight control over the money supply, public
spending cuts, attacking trade union privileges and faith in the regenerative powers of market
forces. Monetary targeting had mixed success and the overall impact of Thatcher's policies was
also mixed, as evidenced in a severe recession, mounting unemployment and growing
unpopularity” (Jessop, 2015, p. 19)
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Bob Jessop and his co-authors (Jessop, et al., 1988, p. 22) identify ways to think about, what
came to be known, as “Thatcherism”. One is as a set of analytical concepts, another, defines
her personal qualities, and another still, is with regards to Conservative Party policies. Hall
(2013) agrees the term ‘Thatcherism’ is unsatisfactory, yet is a useful “approximation” for a set
of complex and varied ideas. He lists its essential features: members of society are “free,
possessive individuals” who should not be impeded by an oppressive state; citizens should
govern societies; and people and companies should be able to amass wealth. Marketer, Maurice
Saatchi, provided his perspective when commenting on Thatcher’s legacy after her death. Given
his close involvement with her during the successful 1979 ‘Labour isn’t working’ campaign
(Saatchi, 2013) view is probably close to hers.
"She developed all the winning arguments of our time – free markets, low tax, a small state,
independence, individuality, self-determination. The result was a revolution in economic policy
and three election victories in a row” (White, 2013)

Its essence is neoliberalism. Thatcher skilfully sold this to voters. Stuart McAnulla says
Thatcher won public support because she effectively combined two narratives: neoliberalism
and nationalism. The first is based on the belief that there is too much government, which has
seriously harmed Britain.
“One of the key successes of Thatcherite ideology was the way in which it constructed the
apparent failures of Governments in the post-war period. Economic and social failure was
explained as a result of ‘consensus’ politics, particularly welfare state expansion and repeated
attempts to accommodate the demands of interest groups and trade unions” (McAnulla, 2010,
p. 286)

The second is the government must protect Britain from those who threaten it, underpinned by
a sense of British exceptionalism that needs to be rediscovered. Blair and Cameron continued
Thatcher’s neoliberal policies and messages, both holding that exposure to global market forces
is critical to Britain’s economic success. Indeed, Thatcher, perhaps mischievously, said New
Labour was her biggest political legacy. A practical manifestation of this view is that both Blair
and Cameron turned to private capital to fund their agendas. Both favoured policies promoting
more local governance and accountability although their approaches to funding it were
different. Cameron, like Thatcher, wanted less government involvement and more individual
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and community ownership. It is however worth noting that Blair’s path was the easier one as
he inherited good economic conditions from Major (Kavanagh, 2009).
The three Prime Ministers also differed in their views on ‘society’. Thatcher famously said in
a Women’s Own interview in 1987 that ‘society’ is a fictional notion.

"They are casting their problems at society. And, you know, there's no such thing as society.
There are individual men and women and there are families. And no government can do
anything except through people, and people must look after themselves first. It is our duty to
look after ourselves and then, also, to look after our neighbours” (The Guardian, 2013)

For her, people are on their own to fend for themselves and their family.
“Margaret Thatcher, well instructed by Keith Joseph, grasped intuitively Hayek’s argument that
the ‘common good’ either did not exist or could not be calculated” (Hall, 2011, p. 11)

Her views on society are probably based on her religious upbringing. Thatcher writes in her
book A Path to Power, “I was born into a home which was practical, serious, and intensely
religious” (Thatcher, 2011, p. 5). It was staunchly Methodist. Like Blair, her religious beliefs
shaped and informed her political choices and policies, as Graeme Smith writes:
“Thatcher’s identity was as an Anglo-Saxon Nonconformist. This consisted of her belief in
values such as thrift and hard work, care for the family and local neighbour, and charitable
generosity; her belief in the renewal of the national British Christian spirit; and her notion of
morality as the opportunity for free choice. Without a recognition of the centrality of her theopolitical identity, it is difficult to understand the values and beliefs which were central to her
political life” (Smith, 2007, p. 233)

Whatever your views on Thatcher, she was an extraordinary leader. Even Bob Hawke said:
“I disagreed with much of what she stood for and did, particularly her anti-union tactics. But
she was according to her beliefs, an outstanding leader” (Hawke and Rielly, 1997, p. 105)
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Blair – conservative socialist
Backstory
Tony Blair was born in Scotland in 1953. He studied law at Oxford University, like this father,
and entered Parliament in 1983 (Parker, 2011). His father had also attempted to enter politics
but suffered a stroke before the election. Thus, Blair’s interest in politics was probably partly
motivated by achieving something that his father wanted but could not (Encyclopaedia of World
Biographies, n.d.) His mother, Hazel, died at the age of 52 while Blair was at Oxford (Ahmed,
2003)
Blair’s maiden speech on 6 July 1983, acknowledges his constituency of Sedgefield and his
pride in representing it (Blair, 1983). In contrast to Thatcher’s first speech, Blair’s is warm and
other-oriented. Its tone is more like Hawke’s and Howard’s. He talks about history and fondly
recalls those who held the position before him. He expresses concern about youth
unemployment particularly that, “for many the dole queue is their first experience of adult life”.
It is across as impassioned and genuine. He attacks the Conservative Government, breaking
tradition of avoiding controversy in maiden speeches saying that too much assistance is
provided to the wealthy instead of the poor. He set out elements of a personal, pragmatic,
philosophy:
“I am a Socialist not through reading a textbook that has caught my intellectual fancy, nor
through unthinking tradition, but because I believe that, at its best, Socialism corresponds most
closely to an existence that is both rational and moral. It stands for cooperation not
confrontation, for fellowship, not fear. It stands for equality, not because it wants people to be
the same but because only through equality in our economic circumstances can our individuality
develop properly” (Blair, 1983)

He became Prime Minister in 1997 after first taking action as the leader, in partnership with
Gordon Brown, to make the party electable, distinguishing his “new” Labour” from the old
(Parker, 2011). A noted above though, he claimed the term “socialism”. Philip Cerny and Mark
Evans explain.
“The New Labour project emerged as a pragmatic response to electoral failure but grew in
coherence as the government matured. Initially, the Labour Party was purely interested in
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instrumental ‘win–win’ policies, but once electoral success was achieved the luxury of
developing a political philosophy could be explored”.

Leadership and Personality
Leadership Traits
Blair’s Leadership Trait Analysis scores reveal four distinctive traits. Only Keating also had
four distinctive scores. Blair had high scores for Belief Events Can Be Controlled, his Need for
Power and his level of Distrust of Others. He had a low score for Task Focus.

Leaders who score high on Belief Events Can Be Controlled. Margaret Hermann says such
leaders are:
“… are less likely to delegate authority and are likely to initiate activities and policies rather
than wait for others to make suggestions. They “will want to maintain control over decisionmaking and implementation to ensure that things indeed do happen … such leaders are likely to
call on subordinates to check on what they are doing … (they often) running ideas up the
flagpole’ to see who salutes them … because such leaders are so sure they can have an impact
on the world , they are less prone to compromise or work out a deal with others … once they
decide, they exude confidence in their decision – they know what should be done …” (Hermann,
2008 p. 189).

A high score for believing he could control events is consistent with others’ observations,
including, Sir Jeremy Greenstock that Blair was a proactive Prime Minister, on a mission, who
discounted barriers to actions and preferred interventionist policies, and former Cabinet
Minister Chris Smith who said Blair felt duty-bound to intervene (Dyson, 2009b, p. 34).
Blair’s belief he could control events is reflected in his vows in a major campaign speech before
the first election he contested (Blair, 1996). They reflect a leader who is in charge and knows
what should happen, as his trait profile would predict. He said before his first term that a Labour
Government under his leadership would achieve the following.

1. I vow that we will have increased the proportion of our national income we spend on
education
2. I vow that we will have reduced the proportion we spend on the welfare bills of social
failure
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3. I vow that we will have reduced the spending on health service bureaucracy and
increased it on patient care
4. I vow that we will have cut the numbers of long-term unemployed and cut by over half
the number of young people unemployed (Applause)
5. I vow that we will have halved the time it takes young offenders to get to court
6. I vow that we will keep government borrowing and inflation within the low and prudent
targets we set within the economic cycle
7. I vow that the promises that we make on tax we will keep
8. I vow that class sizes will be down in primary schools and standards up in all schools
9. I vow that, with the consent of the people, we will have devolved power to Scotland,
Wales and the regions of England, and
10. I vow that we will have built a new and constructive relationship in Europe.

‘Vowing’, almost has a religious zeal to it, I have not seen similar speech by any of the other
Prime Ministers in this study. It is more than a promise, and suggests Blair had enormous
confidence in his ability to deliver under any conditions. Others noted his considerable selfbelief. One commentator said “…it would be hard to say that Blair lacks confidence in his
ability to deliver what he has promised or that he will avoid risks. His self-belief was at times
almost Napoleonic” (See Stothard, 2001). Others echoed this, included one interviewee when
asked which British Prime Minister in the study projected the greatest belief they could control
events, who responded “Blair was number one” (Haddon, 2018). Another interviewee said Blair
“projects the greatest belief that events can be controlled” (Denver, 2018)
Blair’s high Need for Power score is also backed up by the comments of others.
“(Blair) didn't just project it (power), (he) believed it” (Dunleavy, 2020)

Webster wrote “Mr Blair’s address to MPs is another example of his determination to keep
tight, almost presidential, control over his party and Government … it is clear that Mr Blair has
decided that the coordination of Government policies and message is essential” (See Webster,
1997). He ran a politically centrist government with power concentrated with him at the centre
(Hennessy, 2000, p. 476). It was a command-and-control government (Hennessy, 2000, p. 477).
In his own words, he wanted to transform Britain, not just to govern it (Hennessy, 2000, p. 514).
This is a similar goal to Thatcher’s. Indeed, he intended his government to operate as Thatcher’s
did as a “conviction government” that would not tolerate internal opposition (Hennessy, 2000,
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p. 478). Blair would warn MPs to stay on message in terms of the party’s manifesto, saying,
“we ran as new Labour and we will govern as new Labour … and the bigger than expected
majority places an added responsibility on us to do just that” (See Webster, 1997).
His tight control was evident from the start. The parliamentary party “was largely ignored”
(Morgan, 2004, p. 48). Cabinet was also sidelined in decision-making with meetings typically
lasting no more than an hour, no proper agenda with generic regular items such as “economic
and domestic affairs” (Hennessy, 2000, p. 481). Like Thatcher, he preferred to work bilaterally
with ministers rather than through Cabinet (Hennessy, 2000, p. 520). Cabinet itself was not
used as a place to tackle difficult issues or debate with others. He was “leader as messiah”
(Morgan, 2004, p. 47) and, also used this power to sideline parliament.
“He (Blair) largely ignored parliament. In a speech to the PLP after the 1997 election victory he
stressed that the party was elected on the basis of the manifesto and that was what MPs had to
deliver and toe the party line” (Thomas , 2004, p. 23)

With the manifesto clear, he saw no need to waste time to bring others on board. He minimised
the time he spent in parliament, led fewer debates than any former Prime Ministers, and
personally voted in parliament only 10 per cent of the time (Thomas, 2004, p. 23). He was
impervious to accusations of arrogance because he had his mandate and simply needed to get
on with it.
“Accusations that the government was increasingly arrogant and dismissive of parliament were
reinforced by the way Labour MPs seemed to be dragooned into the voting lobbies and into
displaying unquestioning support for whatever Blair dictated” (Thomas, 2004, p. 23).
“Blair's greatest strength was probably that sense of really being a conviction politician. I mean,
he really believed in what it was he was talking about, and he certainly got that across to people”
(Stoker, 2018)

"The crucial point is that he (Blair) had a huge majority and he knew that many of his MPs were
dubious, to say the least, about the 'New' Labour project. But they felt that they owed their places
in the House of Commons to him. Thatcher was never in that position, so Blair was much more
pumped up with a feeling of his own importance from the start, whereas Thatcher only began
to regard herself as 'indispensable' in her final term” (Garnett, 2018)
204

Blair had a high score for Distrust of Others. According to Hermann, this is indicative of a
“general feeling of self-doubt, uneasiness, misgiving, and wariness about others – an inclination
to suspect the motives and actions of others … particularly those others who are viewed as
competitors for their positions or against their cause or ideology” (Hermann, 2008, pp. 202203). One reason for this may have been his position in relation to the party. As a minister he
“easily had the weakest roots in the party”, “he invented New Labour”, “he imposed central
control” (Morgan, 2004, p. 47). Like Whitlam, he took over his party and controlled it.
“He was an outsider, so you've always got those outsider arguments” (Denver, 2018)
“Blair dominated his ministers and slapped down dissidents” (Morgan, 2004 p. 45)
“Blair just ignored his cabinet, and you can overdo this, but it's true. Decisions were reported to
cabinet after they were taken, or they weren't reported at all, and he preferred just to meet with
the minister plus special advisors” (Garnett, 2018)

He had a low score for Task Focus. Hermann says leaders perform two important roles in
groups, one is to move people towards the completion of tasks, while the other is to build group
spirit or morale. Blair’s scores suggest his focus was more on the latter. Hermann describes this
trait in the following terms. For those, like Blair (and for reference, Keating), who emphasise
group maintenance and establishing relationships, keeping the loyalty of constituents and
morale high are the central functions of leadership … Comradery, loyalty, and commitment to
the group are critical for leaders with this emphasis” (Hermann, 2008, p. 198). As a point of
contrast, Heath and Rudd’s scores indicated they had an opposite profile, suggesting, for them,
that the completion of tasks is more important than maintaining relationships.
A low Task Focus score seems consistent with Blair’s management style. While there was a lot
of talk of strategy and action during the Blair years, he left delivery to others (Hennessy, 2000,
p. 491). He was “not a systems man” (Hennessy, 2000, p. 528). One result was that the Civil
Service was not always clear what policies meant or how to implement them, or who ran the
delivery teams. There are mixed views on how well Blair mobilised the Civil Service to achieve
his political goals. Insiders thought his programme reviews with Ministers and Permanent
Secretaries ensured a clear direction was established that he could then let them deliver on.
Others were of the view that he confused civil servants by not being clear enough about what
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he wanted, with ‘knee jerk’ policies mixed with grand ideas such as ‘Third Way’ (Hennessy,
2000, pp. 515-517). Blair’s policy choices seemed to be instinctual, as these quotes suggest:
“(Blair spoke as if he thought) let's not worry about the complexity, let's really just think what's
good and right and true and get out there and do something” (Dunleavy, 2020)
“The bureaucrats hated Blair for his style of government because there was no due process to
it” (Dunleavy, 2020)

According to Hermann (2008, p. 187) political leaders with high scores on both Belief Events
Can Be Controlled and Need for Power tend to challenge constraints in their environments, “to
push the limits of what is possible … these leaders are in charge, and they know what should
happen”. Only Blair had this profile of the Prime Ministers in this study. More generally,
Hermann writes that leaders who score high on the Need for Power, are concerned about
establishing, maintaining, and restoring their power, they are driven by, she says, a
“a… desire to control, influence, or have an impact on other persons or groups … when the
need for power is high, leaders work to manipulate the environment to have control and
influence and appear as a winner. They are good at sizing up situations and sensing what tactics
will work to achieve their goals” (Hermann, 2008, p. 190).

Further, Hermann says, from her research, political leaders high on this trait may come across
as Machiavellian and are generally “daring and charming”. Hermann wrote “Such leaders set
up rules to ensure conformity to their ideas – rules that can change abruptly if a leader’s goals
or interests change” (Hermann, 2008, p. 191).

Further the combination of low Task Focus, and high Need for Power (Whitlam as well as Blair)
suggests he had more of a concern with the impact of policies than the detail behind their
formulation. He was a ‘big ideas’ Prime Minister. The whole concept of New Labour was a big
idea. Parker writes:
“(the program) was rooted in several policy changes and promises: friendliness to business and
the free market as engineered by Chancellor Gordon Brown; a clear break and distancing from
the ‘hard left’ extremism of the Tony Benn wing of the party; and a reduction in the influence
of the trade unions, long a pillar of traditional Labour strength” (Parker, 2011 pp. 119-120).
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Blair’s skill was successfully running a ‘time for change’ campaign (See Riddell, 1997, 24
April) again, reminiscent of Gough Whitlam’s ‘it’s time’ campaign in the early 1970s. Whitlam,
like Blair, led a party that had been in opposition for many years. He and Brown, first had to
make their party electable.
“The ability to win elections can never be underrated in any Prime Minister. It's a major thing.
I think in his (Blair’s) willingness to reform the public services, he just simply followed off of
Thatcher. I mean, he was a closet Thatcherite in a great many respects. And I think his initiatives
for reform in public services come right out of the Thatcher handbook. Nonetheless, there were
some interesting things in the proposals ... although only some of them stuck” (Dunleavy, 2020)

Blair wanted results, and from his perspective they did not come quickly enough (Hennessy,
2000, p. 518). Hennessy noted the assessment of Chris Haskins, the head of the Regulatory
Impact Unit in the Cabinet Office who said that the government was in a poor position because
the Cabinet system had been abandoned, and the Prime Minister’s Office “really hasn’t got the
teeth to deliver what the Prime Minister wants” (Hennessy, 2000, p. 528). Haskins also
reportedly said, “He is a lawyer – you have to start with that – so he never actually ran anything
before he became Prime Minister. I think he’s learnt reasonably quickly that that running
government is pretty complicated” (Hennessy, 2000, p. 529). This is like Whitlam. The
difference is that Blair has sufficient self-awareness to compensate for his own lack of
experience by establishing a delivery Unit in the Cabinet Office to increase the focus on driving
change and reform through the Civil Service. In contrast, Whitlam made big policy changes,
but delivery was never his personal focus.
Whatever criticism may be levelled at Blair’s leadership, he remained popular with voters
during his first term winning his second election with a 167-seat majority (Hennessy, 2000, p.
534). Whether or not he always had the party on side, his ongoing connection with the public
was remarkable.
“Tony Blair, just seemed to have a vision of what the country needed in terms of his commitment
to education and his commitment to investment in public services” (Stoker, 2018)
“The reality is, yes, the economy was booming, but, I don't think that was the only factor.
Probably the most significant factor was that Brown and Blair (showed) this was a competent
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Labour government that knew what it was doing and went ahead and successfully implemented
a large number of his manifesto promises” (Stoker , 2018)

In summary, Blair’s high belief he could control events, and a high need for power seems
consistent with accounts above. His high distrust of others is reflected in his frustration and
suspicion about who is ‘on message’ and who is not. His low task focus suggest he was more
concerned with keeping a unified team around him, while he was self-aware enough to know
he had to seek out others to help him deliver. This all combined to make his a remarkable Prime
Minister. As Dianne Abbot says, he was able to “bend his party to his will” and “walks on
water” (See Jenkins, 1997). She uses a religious analogy, that seems to fit with his core beliefs
and leadership trait profile.

Motives
Blair’s profile includes high scores for n-Power and n-Achievement as the underlying motives
that drive and fulfill him. People motivated by power “seek out and get formal social power …
they are concerned with prestige” (Winter, 1993, p. 532). They are concerned with
“establishing, maintaining, and restoring one’s power … (and take) vigorous actions that impact
others, attempting to convince or persuade others, actively monitor and control events”
(Schafer, 2000, pp. 511). One interviewee said about Blair, “given the opportunity, he would
seek to persuade” (Rhodes, RAW).

People highly motivated by power are likely to enjoy politics for its own sake (Winter, 2010b).
This effectively characterised Blair’s view on politics, which he “clearly enjoyed” (Evans,
2020). Power is value neutral. Its expression depends on the degree to which the political actor
behaves responsibly (Winter, 2011). A powerful and responsible leader can elicit high morale
among followers, but it has also been associated with more aggressive foreign policy decisions
(Winter, 2005). Today there a mixed views on whether Blair used power for the good of others,
particularly as it relates to his justification for Britain’s involvement in the Iraq War.

Those with a high n-Achievement motive score, like Blair and Thatcher in this study, pay close
attention to cues relating to performance, and this feedback is the basis of their learning
(McClelland, 1987, p. 227). This result seems at odds with the low task focus score reported
above, unless Blair’s focus is the outcome, or achievement, while the actual tasks that are
required to achieve it are for others to complete. Blair certainly thought he was task focused.
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“…there are two types of people in politics: those who stand aside and commentate and those
who get their hands dirty and do” (Boulton, 2009, p. 24)

Overall, high achievement-oriented people take credit for what they achieve. They are moderate
risk-takers balanced by a desire to avoid failure; are attracted to opportunities that enable them
to show their creativity – they think and plan in the longer-term (Burger, 2010, p. 186). Blair
certainly sought feedback on others’ performance. He used performance targets to drive reform
in important government areas such as schools, hospitals, transport and criminal justice. He
established units covering policy, delivery and communication made up of public servants,
political (and special) advisors and outsiders. He wanted a greater focus on implementation,
and a faster pace of reform. He wanted transformational, not incremental change. His view was
that the Civil Service should be more about project management and delivery than policy. For
example, he set up a Standards Unit in the Department of Education and Employment that had
the goal of driving literacy and numeracy strategies in primary schools. More generally,
Ministers and their departments were tasked and monitored through public service agreements
overseen by the Policy Delivery Unit (See Riddell, 2001).

A challenge is to reconcile a low Task Focus score as a trait using Leadership Trait Analysis
with being highly motived by achievement measured as a motive. One hypothesis might be that
he was a ‘big picture’ Prime Minister and had the sense to leave the task of delivery to others,
rather than worry about it himself. Arguably, a Prime Minister who is overly focused on tasks
is a problem because it implies, according to Hermann, that a task-focus is more important than
a relationship-focus in day-to-day interactions. Only Heath and Rudd had high task focus scores
and relationships were a problem for both.

Operational codes
Blair had a less friendly view of his political environment than others, consistent with his high
Distrust of Others score reported above. His view may have been coloured by the fact that he
did not like conflict despite this being the currency of political life. It may also be why he
reduced the time he spent in parliament. Blair was less confident than others that political events
were predictable, but he was more confident than others in his ability to control events than
other Prime Ministers in this study. Against a backdrop of what he considered to be an
unpredictable world he believed in his ability to achieve the outcomes he wanted. That is, he
saw the external challenges as significant, but backed himself to overcome them.
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Choice propensity scores provide an indication of subjects’ preferred tactics when pursuing
political goals. Blair was more likely to offer rewards or make promises when pursuing his
political goals, which also seems consistent with a preference to avoid conflict. He was less
likely to appeal for support, and he had only a moderate tendency to be oppositional, make
threats or speak in punishing terms to political opponents when responding to their questions
in parliament. That is, he preferred to bring people over to his side of the argument to fighting
them. It is noted above that he did not enjoy the cut and thrust of Prime Minister’s Questions
and would have preferred not to be there. He wanted to drive reform, rather than talk about it.

Verbal Behaviour Analysis (VBA)
Blair was more likely than other Prime Ministers to weaken previously made remarks by
immediately retracting them (e.g., the use of words like “but” and “however” after a statement).
The effect “imparts a flavour of impulsivity to the speaker’s style” (Weintraub, 2008, p. 143).
That is, he was more likely that other Prime Ministers in this study to speak first, then retreat
from, or weaken, what he said almost immediately.
Blair had relatively high scores for the use of we. Weintraub’s research shows this is associated
with a political leader wanting to present themselves as speaking for a party or a cause
(Weintraub, 2008, p. 144). In Blair’s case the ‘cause’ was something of this own creation, but
others brought into it because it met personal and collective political needs at the time, notably
to be in power in the first place. It was not we of a traditional Labour Party, it was one of his
party which, as noted in the previous chapter, is similar to Whitlam’s conception of what the
term means.
“So, the critique of Blair is that he was an outsider, that he wasn't a party person, and that there
was a lack of authenticity. So, sometimes he was Scottish, other times he was Geordie. He was
a Newcastle fan. He was a Celtic fan. He was a Rangers fan … In other words, he was a
pragmatist, basically … when John Smith died, he became spokesperson on constitutional
reform. And he had a really, really forensic knowledge … And he could also talk party when he
wanted to talk party. But he didn't think he was taken seriously as a party person, so he left that
to Gordon” (Evans, 2020)
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Achievements
Blair, with Brown, prepared his party to move from the old to new by first working to remove
Clause 4 of Labour’s Constitution, which was an enduring commitment to industry
nationalisation (Gani, 2015). Blair and Brown were then able pursue marketisation policies.
Other shifts in policy and action reduced union power over Government decisions, increased
the focus on social investment rather than tackling unemployment directly, and a form of
welfarism described as “equal opportunity, personal responsibility and the mobilisation of
citizens and communities” (Cerny and Evans, 2004, p. 54).
He implemented his version of neo-liberal policies with a “media-savvy emphasis on a
compassionate, multicultural, youthful and modern image compared with the uncaring,
xenophobic, middle-aged and old-fashioned image of the Tories” (Jessop, 2015, p. 21). In
Jessop’s words:
“[T]the general strategic line of the three Blair governments was to press on with Britain's neoliberal transformation rather than call a halt, let alone reverse it. What distinguished them from
their Conservative predecessors was the political and social necessity in this particular
conjuncture to provide 'Third Way' flanking and supporting measures to keep the neo-liberal
show on the road” (Jessop, 2015, p. 21)

Philip Cerny and Mark Evans argue that New Labor continued Thatcher’s transformation of the
British economy through policies ensuring Britain was able to deal with global trends.
“[The] labour government in the UK has adopted a policy agenda which in its most crucial
aspects reflects the continuing transformation of the British industrial welfare state into a
competition state” (Cerny and Evans, 2004, p. 51)

Any hope that New Labour would reverse the socio-economic transformation of the
conservatives was quickly dashed (Jessop, 2003, p. 1). As discussed above, Blair took neoliberalism further. In a 2013 interview, clearing up any misunderstanding about his relationship
to Thatcher, Blair started by saying she had always been “immensely kind” to him, adding:

"I always thought my job was to build on some of the things she had done rather than reverse
them … many of the things she said, even though they pained people like me on the left ... had
a certain credibility” (BBC News, 2013).
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Blair’s believed the state could pull social levers and measure the impact and effectiveness of
doing so. One example was the New Deal, which tackled persistent, sometimes multigenerational unemployment, something he spoke about in his first speech to parliament. To his
way of thinking, for an individual to receive government support they need to reciprocate by
working, training or volunteering in order to increase their employability. Failing to do so led
to reduced welfare payments. Similarly, Anti-Social Behaviour Orders – “Asbos” – were a
strong central intervention, meaning, the state could intervene in your life if you sufficiently
upset other people even if you were not alleged to have committed a crime. Orders could be
imposed on people who were disruptive and include conditions promoting good behaviour and
sanctioning bad ones. If breached, they could lead to escalating penalties. To some they
demonised poor and already marginalised people in society (Kelly, 2012).
These two initiatives do however reflect Blair’s approach to social policy which included
establishing central units to generate, experiment with and implement ideas likely to work, and
then measure their impact. To some extent this approach compensated for the fact that he did
not have prior management experience himself. Unlike, for example Whitlam, Blair was selfaware enough to know that delivery was something he needed to systemise with the help of
others. Different units variously focused on unemployment, crime, social exclusion, illicit
drugs, rough sleeping, and respectful social behaviours (Institute for Government, n.d.) The
ideas of Richard Sennett, most notably through his book Respect in a World of Inequality
(Sennett, 2003), were behind some of Blair’s social experiments. It is based on the belief that
the state should aim to help those experiencing exclusion to respect themselves first. If there
was an overriding philosophy for Blair it was that, while the state should help those who need
it, receiving help comes with responsibilities, and accepting responsibility was central to selfrespect, self-respect to personal growth, and personal growth to a broader social contribution.
Like Thatcher, Blair’s views are underpinned by religious ideals. He said, “I have always been
more interested in religion that politics” (Blair, 2010, p. 690) so it is not a surprise that religious
beliefs influenced his policies. It also helps to understand them.
The BBC (BBC News, 2007) provided a chronology of Blair’s remarkable achievements during
his first term which includes: giving the Bank of England freedom to set interest rates without
government intervention; signing up to the European Union Social Chapter; the devolution of
Scotland and Wales; the ‘Good Friday Agreement’ leading to the establishment of the Northern
Ireland Assembly; and, participating in NATO air strikes on Kosovo. He also dealt with major
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events such as the death of Princess Diana, fuel protests as prices rose and the outbreak of Foot
and Mouth disease. Like Thatcher the electorate acknowledged his impressive first term
performance, returning New Labor with a 165-seat majority in the House of Commons.

Blair was a consequential leader who fitted the economically buoyant mood and times of Britain
well. Like several other Prime Minister in this study, he had a huge belief in himself and what
he could achieve, but they may just be a prerequisite for wanting to be a Prime Minister. What
he also had, like for example Hawke, was the desire to bring in the best people to help him. He
was not threatened by smart, capable people, he sought them out and liked to have them around.
He had an unquestionable appetite for new ideas and experimentation.

The parallel between the Hawke/Keating and Blair/Brown partnerships is obvious. They both
had popular “big ideas” socialist leaders and competent, relatively conservative, Treasurers,
who aspired to leadership, yet waited patiently for their promised transition to power to be
realised. The promise was ultimately delivered on, but acrimoniously in both cases, as it
appeared power is hard to relinquish.

Cameron – all sizzle
Backstory
David Cameron was born in England in 1966. Like Thatcher and Blair before him, he studied
at Oxford University, and initially worked in corporate communications. He was elected to
Parliament in 2001 (Parker, 2011). Cameron demonstrated his skill as an entertaining and
engaging communicator in his maiden speech to Parliament (Cameron, 2001). He
acknowledged those who spoke before him, recognised his audience, was respectful to the place
and people and spoke, for around half of his time, about the privilege and honour of representing
his constituency of Whitney and what that meant to him. He paid kind tribute to his predecessor
notwithstanding the fact that they were on the opposite sides of politics. He said nothing
controversial as is the tradition. He said what he believed in: the British identity (and selfdetermination), his community, local services, the military, the countryside, and the right to
hunt. Cameron became leader of the Conservative Party in 2005, and Prime Minister in 2010
(Parker, 2011). He had no ministerial experience, or other obvious prior management roles.
That is, he does not seem to run anything of significance before seeking to run a country.
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Leadership and Personality
Leadership Traits
Cameron’s distinctive traits were his: high Self-Confidence, high Need for Power and low
Conceptual Complexity. Hermann’s research found that political leaders high in SelfConfidence have a higher sense of self-importance, and in their “ability to cope adequately with
objects and persons in their environment … they tend to develop their self-confidence as a result
of evaluating themselves in comparison with others and their experiences … they are more
generally satisfied with who they are and are not searching for more material on which to
evaluate themselves and their behaviour” (Hermann, 2008, pp. 194-195).

Leaders who score high on the Need for Power, like Cameron, are concerned about establishing,
keeping, and restoring their power. Hermann says, they come across as having a
“… desire to control, influence, or have an impact on other persons or groups … when the need
for power is high, leaders work to manipulate the environment to have control and influence
and appear as a winner. They are good at sizing up situations and sensing what tactics will work
to achieve their goals” (Hermann, 2008, pp. 190).

Hermann also says they may come across as Machiavellian, and are generally “daring and
charming”. This is consistent with the view of at least one expert observer who said Cameron
was “charming and confident” (Stoker, 2018). Further, Hermann wrote “such leaders set up
rules to ensure conformity to their ideas, rules that can change abruptly if a leader’s goals or
interests change” (Hermann, 2008, pp. 191). This describes Cameron, as a populist, well. He
followed public thinking. Indeed, his second election win was enabled by a promise of a
referendum on EU membership, something he personally did not support (Alexandre‐Collier,
2016, p. 116). The referendum bought him some time, but it did not demonstrate any leadership.
“Back in January 2013, the prime minister committed to an In-Out referendum on Britain’s
membership in the EU. He chose to make this pledge to try to unite his Conservatives, see off a
challenge from the rising populist party UKIP and put Labour, unwilling to countenance a vote
on the EU, on the back foot” (McTague, Spence and Dovere, 2016)

Like Thatcher, Cameron had a low score on the trait measure of Conceptual Complexity, which
is defined in Leadership Trait Analysis as the degree of differentiation that individuals show
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when describing or discussing other people, places, policies, ideas or things (Hermann, 2008,
pp. 195).
“Leaders who are low on conceptual complexity trust their intuition and often are willing to go
with the option that presents itself first … action is preferable to thinking, planning or searching
for more information … it is relatively easy to decide what to do since the individual’s closed
conceptual system evaluates and transforms information from any situation into the specified
categories. Interpretation and consistency are the key to behaviours” (Hermann, 2008, pp. 196).

This seems to describe Cameron well.
“He had no clear policy over and beyond austerity. And, austerity is arguably Osborne's policy.
The ‘great society’ is the nearest David Cameron ever came to an idea. It didn’t sell well because
it didn't look like a great society. It looked like a reduction in the size of the state” (Rhodes,
2018)

Motives
Cameron’s profile included a low score for n-Power, and average scores for n-Affiliation and
n-Achievement. As noted above, Thatcher also had a high score on needing power when
measured as a trait, but a low score as an underlying motive. While he could project power, as
he clearly had access to good marketing and rhetorical tools, this score suggests having political
power did not meet an inner need or drive. This was borne out when he resigned after the loss
of the Brexit vote. Those who are highly motivated by power, like Blair, Whitlam and Howard
in this study, enjoy the game of politics and would seek to keep power at all costs. If Hermann’s
model is right, his low score for being motivated by power indicates Cameron would not enjoy
the game of politics for its own sake. Some support for this view is below.
“I don't think he's really projecting power, I think it was just a gimmick … blaming the
opposition and so forth … (and responding to the interviewer’s statement “in a marketing sense,
a public relations sense”) … yeah, exactly, but he’s not really projecting power” (Dunleavy,
2020)

Overall, it suggests Cameron did not have the reforming zeal of Whitlam, Blair or Howard.
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“Cameron wasn't driven and he did little sort of political shyster things … he was a sort of
gambit person. He was a public relations professional. He had that kind of Cameron look show
going, whatever we need to say to ... we'll get by” (Dunleavy, 2020)
“David Cameron didn't take much of an interest in the civil service, apart from those around
him. So it was really his relationship with No. 10, and No. 10 officials. And to some extent ...
and also with the Cabinet Secretary, and to a lesser extent with other permanent secretaries”
(Haddon, 2018)

Cameron gives the impression he enjoyed being Prime Minister for a time, and then moved on
to something else when things went against him. He is not a study in conviction politics or
courageous leadership and Britain suffers as a result.

Operational codes
Cameron had a moderate view of how hostile or friendly his political environment was. He was
also only moderately optimistic of realising his political goals during his first term. He had an
average propensity to use conflict or cooperation in pursuit of these goals.
The model also provides scores for a subject’s tendency to approach their political environment
in certain ways. Relative to others in this study, Cameron had moderate scores concerning the
predictability of, and his ability to control, political events.
Choice propensity scores provide an indication of subjects’ preferred tactics when pursuing
political goals. Cameron was more likely that others to offer rewards in exchange for support
for his political goals, which is like Blair’s negotiating style. He made moderate use of other
verbal categories from making promises to threatening to punish.

Verbal Behaviour Analysis (VBA)
Cameron had relatively high scores for the use of we, which research shows is associated with
a political leader wanting to present themselves as speaking for a party or cause (Weintraub,
2008, p. 143). He also used I less frequently than any other Prime Minister in this study. Because
Cameron was fundamentally a marketer at heart, it is hard to tell whether these speech patterns
were reflective of his beliefs or marketing spin. Weintraub said that “when we is high and I is
low avoidance of intimacy and commitment is indicated”.
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Achievements
Cameron continued the transformation of the Britain from one based on an industrial state to a
neo-liberal competition state reflecting “political elites’ perception of global realities” (Evans,
2010, p. 95). Thatcher, then Major, Blair and Cameron deconstructed the post-war consensus
that there was a need to “insulate key elements of economic life from market forces” (Evans,
2010, p. 97). Thatcher shattered it, Blair added a compassionate edge and Cameron marketed
it, if weakly and perhaps with an ulterior motive of spending less on state services.
Cameron’s view on society is based on the idea that individual citizens must create, control and
support, their own local social enterprises. That is, society cannot be run from the centre, it
should be devolved to as local a level as possible. Volunteerism is key. Some characterised this
as austerity politics, just with a kindlier face (Jessop, 2015, p. 16). A Daily Mail assessment of
Cameron is that “he is a traditional shires Tory with fairly ingrained views about family and
responsibility” (Shipman, 2012). McAnulla writes that Cameron selectively drew on both
Thatcher and Blair:
“There was recognition that the party needed a more inclusive message, but bitter in-fighting
resulted from debates concerning how far the Thatcherite heritage should be embraced or
dropped. David Cameron has sought to resolve this dilemma with a formula which largely
endorses the third way narrative of British politics. When Cameron commends the Thatcher
Governments, praise is almost exclusively focused on their programme of economic
modernisation – exactly the area New Labour also acknowledges the achievements of the
Thatcher era” (McAnulla, 2010, p. 290)

Cameron respected and followed many elements of Blair’s approach.
“Cameron slavishly follows the policies and the strategies of his predecessor. He frequently
seeks Blair’s personal advice, especially over foreign policy ... (it) borders on hero worship”
(Oborne, 2015).
“In the spirit of the times, Cameron, with Blair as his role model, signalled his determination to
reposition the Tories as a ‘compassionate conservative party’, though this has turned out to be
a something of a chimera” (Hall, 2011, p. 22)
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“It is clear that Cameron’s Conservatives have learned a great deal from the political success of
New Labour. There is strong evidence that they have sought to emulate New Labour’s move to
the ‘centre’ through emulating its use of triangulation and defining itself against the caricatures
of Thatcherism and state centralism. Cameron and New Labour provide highly comparable
narratives of the post-war period in British politics, with both highlighting the perceived
excesses of statism and individualism” (McAnulla, 2010, p. 311)

In a 2017 Blog, Chris Byrne, Nick Randall and Kevin Theakston who are London School of
Economics academics explain it this way.
“Cameron was committed to defend the regime he inherited from New Labour. Its political
economy centred upon prioritising the interests of internationally mobile capital. It accepted the
uploading of state responsibilities to supranational institutions, most controversially the EU,
devolution of responsibilities to sub-state institutions and the transfer of responsibilities to
communities, families, charities and market mechanisms. It situated these commitments within
a neoliberal discourse and constructed an electoral coalition of the aspirational and
entrepreneurial among the skilled working and middle classes” Byrne, Randall, and Theakston,
2017)

Cameron’s greatest policy ambitions were tempered by the need to work with the Liberal
Democrats who joined him to enable a government to be formed, and for him to become Prime
Minister (Worley, 2016).
Cameron’s period in office will be remembered for his austerity measures including increased
tuition fees. Students protested these reforms however Cameron’s privileged upbringing means
he may have found it difficult to relate to student concerns. He defended his privilege after his
family was alleged to have engaged in tax minimisation.
“In all of this I’ve never hidden the fact that I’m a very lucky person who had wealthy parents,
who gave me a great upbringing, who paid for me to go to an amazing school. I have never tried
to pretend to be anything I am not. But I was keen in 2010 to sell everything – shares, all the
rest of it – so I can be very transparent. I don’t own any part of any company or any investment
trust or anything else like that” (Booth, Watt, and Pegg, 2016)
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In his first term, Cameron pursued an eclectic mix of policies including military intervention in
Libya, same-sex marriages, a referendum in Scotland (which decided to stay in the United
Kingdom) and a commitment to a referendum on European Union membership, which
ultimately led to Brexit and his resignation during his second term. Compared to Thatcher and
Blair, it is difficult to articulate Cameron’s guiding ideology behind his actions.

Conclusion – history makers and the great pretender
Thatcher started the process of changing Britain from an industrial welfare state to a neoliberal
competition state. Blair and Cameron continued her work. Blair did so with more obvious
concern about those who were marginalised by what he considered inevitable force of social
and economic adjustment. This said, it was not unconditional. He expected mutual respect in
return from those who received state assistance and he was willing to punish those who did not
display it. Blair said his role was to continue down the path Thatcher started and consulted her
in the process. He said he liked and respected her. Cameron comes across as having little
ideological clarity guiding his policies. This was apparent in his first speech to parliament in
which he said he was guided by his community, local services, the military, the countryside,
and the right to hunt. What he delivered was an eclectic mix of things.

This is in contrast with the conviction politics of Thatcher and Blair, in each case probably
driven by their religious beliefs and more working-class upbringings. They earned their
educational opportunities while Cameron’s were given to him. He says his religiosity as part of
the Church of England came and went throughout his life (Mason, 2014). So, it appears, did his
political belief system. Cameron gave the impression that being Prime Minister was just one
more thing to do, while Blair and Thatcher approached the role with an energetic and reforming
zeal anchored in longstanding beliefs about good and evil and right and wrong. They both
thought they could fix Britain. Cameron appears to have thought that good marketing could do
so, or at least enough to carry him through to a second election.

In the same way that Whitlam sits uncomfortably alongside Prime Ministers of the calibre of
Fraser, Hawke and Howard, Cameron does not deserve to be alongside Thatcher and Blair.
While he went to the polls and became Prime Minister twice, Thatcher and Blair did so three
times each. Whitlam and Cameron can also be considered together because both failed to make
it through their second term, Whitlam because he was dismissed and Cameron because he
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resigned after Britain voted to leave the European Unit, an outcome he did not support but also
did not fight sufficiently against (The Conversation, 2016).

In terms of their psychological profiles, Thatcher is distinguished by a high score for projecting
power, but a low score for being motivated by it. Instead, she was highly motivated by
achievement. She also had a low conceptual complexity score which suggests she spoke in
black and white terms, more so than others in this study. She preferred cooperation over
conflict, but other information referred to in this study suggests by cooperation, she means
people agreeing with her views.

Blair, along with Howard, are the only two Prime Ministers to have high motive scores for both
power and establishing good relationships with others (affiliation). Blair (along with Heath)
also had a high score for believing he could control political events. Cameron is distinguished
by his high score for self-confidence, and being able to project power, yet his motive score
suggests having power did not satisfy an inner need (he had a low score for being motivated by
power). Cameron was the only Prime Minister to have a high score for the use of rhetorical
questions, which is indicative of a controlling linguistic device. His preferred way to persuade
someone was to offer rewards for their support, not to oppose or threaten them.

Overall, Cameron presents as someone who is better at talking than acting. Whereas, Thatcher
and Blair, the more successful of the three Prime Ministers, held and acted upon their strong
beliefs. They led public opinion, while Cameron did not, preferring to buy leadership time by
promising a future referendum, and things went badly for him from then on.

The following chapter relates to two one-term British Prime Ministers, Heath and Major.
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Chapter Eight

“Dividers and Uniters”
Heath and Major

Introduction
Edward Heath and John Major both led the Conservative Party to an election win yet lost the
next one. While Major made some mistakes, he kept his divided party in power for seven more
years (Britannica, n.d.) after Thatcher’s 10 years in power. Fairly or otherwise, because with
the benefit of hindsight it is disputed, his reputation as an economic manager was tarnished by
the events leading to Black Wednesday. While Major united a divided party, Heath further
divided his at the time. Major was a consensus-seeking leader while Heath had a more autocratic
style. Their leadership and personality profiles below provide insights into why they behaved
as they did. Heath’s major achievement was building a closer relationship with Europe with
Britain joining the European Economic Community in 1973, but he damaged his party in the
process through poor leadership and management. As well as extending the Conservative period
in office, Major oversaw improving economic conditions including economic growth, as well
as improving unemployment and inflation, a legacy that helped set Blair up for success
(Britannica, n.d.), yet Major receives little personal credit for it today.

Heath – dutifully stubborn
Backstory
Edward Heath was born in England in 1916. His father was a carpenter (Parker, 2011). Heath
studied at Oxford University and served in the Royal Artillery. He entered Parliament in 1950
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Parker (2011). In his maiden speech to Parliament (Heath, 1950) on 26 June 1950, Heath was
combative and used the opportunity to demonstrate his knowledge and interest in Europe and
the post-war Schuman plan proposed by the French about a single authority to oversee European
coal production. He argued that the then Labour Government should support it. He made the
case to establish the European Economic Community which became such a focus of his PrimeMinistership. It was a cold, analytical and impersonal speech. He said nothing about himself,
and expressed little warmth towards others, not even the voters who elected him to represent
their interests in parliament which was the normal thing to do. In this regard he was like
Whitlam and Thatcher in their own maiden speeches. Each was business-like and task focussed.
Heath became Leader of the Opposition in 1965 and Prime Minister in 1970 (Parker, 2011).

Leadership and Personality
Leadership Traits
Heath’s Leadership Trait Analysis scores revealed three distinctive traits: high levels of Task
Focus and a Belief Events Can Be Controlled, and a low level of In-Group Bias.
Hermann says that high Task Focus scores represent an emphasis on “getting things done …
(and a high emphasis) … on dealing with the problems that face the government as opposed to
the feelings and needs of relevant and important constituents”. Highly task-focused leaders
“emphasise the problem, moving the group (nation, government, ethnic group, religious group,
union etc) forward toward a goal is their principal purpose for assuming leadership” (Hermann,
2008, p. 198). A high Task Focus score is consistent with the assessment of others, including
Parker who wrote:
“Heath sought to institute reforms in taxation, welfare, industrial relations and government
structure, but all of these programmes were secondary to Heath’s vision of Britain joining the
European Economic Community. He was sincerely convinced that Britain’s future and her
economic health were tied to full integration with her continental counterparts. To this end he
worked assiduously and ultimately successfully, securing the Treaty of Accession in 1972 that
brought the UK into Europe” (Parker, 2011, p. 112)

Heath wanted to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the Civil Service, and had some success.
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“Heath was a strange Prime Minister, a kind of reformist, he triggered a lot of change in White
Hall so he … improved a bit on the machinery of government that Wilson have had” (Dunleavy,
2020)

Anthony Sampson, a journalist who also knew him socially, said of Heath
“He wanted to be judged by his deeds, not words” (Sampson, 2005)

Hermann says, leaders, like Heath, who are high in their Belief Events Can Be Controlled:
“… are less likely to delegate authority for tasks and are likely to initiate activities and policies
rather than wait for others to make suggestions. They will want to maintain control over
decision-making and implementation to ensure that things , indeed do happen … such leaders
are likely to call on subordinates to check on what they are doing … (often) running ideas up
the flagpole’ to see who salutes them … because such leaders are so sure they can have an
impact on the world, they are less prone to compromise or work out a deal with others … once
they decide, they exude confidence in their decision – they know what should be done”
(Hermann, 2008, p. 189)

This seems to capture Heath’s personality well.
“Heath is a man of immense self-belief, which often appears to manifest itself as stubbornness
or rigidity” (Hennessy, 2000, p. 33)
“He was, however, viewed to be very controlling. His weaknesses were that he wasn't very
inclusive. And he didn't engage particularly well with the public. His private life was always
viewed as a bit of a mystery, you know?” (Evans, 2020)

His belief he could control events was also on display when he took on the unions, potentially
creating a new unnecessary front for him to fight on.
“But I think it was because Heath was an overall reformer and he felt that the industrial relations
things will be crucial … but it was a sort of picking a fight kind of situation. There was no
reason, and then escalating the fight … Heath always came across as a very arrogant person”
(Dunleavy, 2020)
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His self-belief seemed impervious to contrary evidence. Even as late as 1995, he was reluctant,
when interviewed by the BBC, to admit he had made any mistakes as Prime Minister
(Hennessey, 2000, p. 348) but he does blame others. In this respect he is like Rudd, who even
today appears unrepentant for his leadership style.

Heath is unique among the 12 Prime Ministers in this study, because only he has a low In-Group
Bias. Thus, according to Hermann’s model, it would mean he showed a lower level of interest
of maintaining his party’s in-group culture and status (Hermann, 2008, p. 201). It suggests he
was relatively disinterested in emotional attachments with those in his inner circle. This is
consistent with the business-focus and lack of warmth apparent even in his maiden speech.

Heath preferred to source expertise wherever it existed and consult those he thought could help
him. He seemed disinterested in his party’s fate as an outcome unless his and the party’s
interests were aligned. This is perhaps unsurprising as he criticised his party in his maiden
speech to parliament. He also never forgave his party, nor Margaret Thatcher, for removing him
from his leadership position. He apparently did not speak to her after 26 January 1978
(McSmith, 2017) Any negative feelings Heath had for his party were mutual and long-lasting.
“His fellow Conservatives despised him for his rudeness, egoism and relentless capacity for
nursing a grievance over an imagined insult. I thought there was something tragically
magnificent about his lonely, wounded self-regard” (McSmith, 2017)

Hermann says political leaders with a low score on In-Group Bias:
“… are less prone to a world viewed in black-and-white terms and more willing to categorize
people as we or them depending on the nature of the problem or situation at hand so that
categories remain fluid and ever changing depending on what is happening in the world at the
moment … they are less likely to use scapegoats as a means of dealing with domestic opposition;
instead they may use interactions such as summit conferences and positive diplomatic gestures
as

strategies

for

tempering

domestic

discontent”

(Hermann,

2008,

p.

202).

Heath’s policies were indeed fluid. He appeared to baffle even his own party with his various
political stances, which he would presumably justify as evidence-based not ideological choices.
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Heath’s dispassionate and analytical consideration of issues coincided with a period of
“profound ideological turbulence in the Conservative Party” between centralists and those on
the right (Heppell and Hill, 2015, p. 464). His unwillingness to support one faction over another
meant none were ready to stand by him later when he needed support.
“As party leader or national leader, Heath confused his followers and dismayed people inside
his party. He always stood between two opposite trends and hesitated between two political
personalities … all the difficulties and failures of his political leadership stem from this division
at the heart of his political identity and his incapacity thereof to project a coherent and clear
image to this followers” (Langlois, 2015, p. 231)

His low In-Group Bias also meant he found it difficult to command support of others as he did
not appear to be good at building political capital he could draw when he needed it later.
Whereas Major united his divided party, Heath divided it further. He had few close political
friends or allies and created enemies and dissidents over time even within his own party.
“[H]e was responsible for the introduction of a number of contentious measures which provided
the necessary, but not sufficient, conditions for a high level of dissent by Government
backbenchers. The factors which sufficed to translate latent or private dissent on such matters
into actual and public (and, on occasion, serious), dissent were, as we have outlined, Mr Heath’s
responsibility for the manner of the introduction and passage of measures with which he was
associated, his failure to communicate effectively with backbenchers and his failure to more
widely employ his powers of appointment and patronage, factors which, in combination, helped
create an environment of unease or disquiet within the parliamentary party, an environment in
which dissent could be more easily be encouraged than within one of contentment” (Norton,
1978, p. 254)
“Heath was never really that liked in his own party. He was really tolerated because he had been
successful in finally gaining back power from the Labour Party” (Stoker, 2018)

Heath is like Whitlam and Rudd in that they did not necessary leadership and management
skills to run a party or indeed a country, and they did not take steps to bring in expertise to
address this. Experience in opposition requires a different skill. There is a fundamental
difference between opposing others and being accountable for the design and delivery of policy
outcomes.
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“Heath showed little skill in managing his party. He increasingly neglected the backbenchers
and spent little time talking to them or getting to know them, and he was niggardly with honours.
In some ways Heath was not interested in politics at all, but in reaching the right, rational
decision. Once he had done so, he tended to regard anyone, perhaps especially Conservative
MPs, who disagreed with him as obstructive. He had little patience with the 'game' of day-today politics and was more at home with civil servants than with Tory backbenchers, whom he
continued to treat with a chief whip's functional attitude to getting the flock through the correct
division lobby. The House of Commons environment of rather superficial and transitory
personal contact was one in which Heath's distinctive personality and brand of humour were not
best appreciated and he was often unambiguously rude” (Thomas, 2004, p. 18)

Motives
Heath’s profile includes low scores for n-Affiliation and n-Achievement motives compared to
his Prime-Ministerial peers. People with a low affiliation motive are less likely to seek out close
personal relationships (Spangler, et al., 2014) which has already been noted in Heath’s case.
Another example is below.
“Heath took the act of becoming leader as a cue to change his style from the collegiate to the
aloof. This detachment characterised his interaction with parliamentary colleagues” (The
Conversation, 2015b)

Lower scores are also associated with being less sensitive to affiliative cues and associations
(who likes who) and a preference to work with experts than friends (McClelland, 1987, pp. 346352). This is true for Heath. His criteria when filling Cabinet positions was competence. He
wanted people who could craft and implement policy. This is consistent with his low In-Group
Bias score.
“Good administration is an important political virtue. Mr. Heath possesses it and admires it in
others. Nevertheless, the danger of this Cabinet is that it may be stronger in the administrative
than in the political skills. Apart from Mr. Maudling and Mr. McLeod, one misses the presence
of real political virtuosity among Mr. Heath’s colleagues. It is important that policy should be
well explained as that it should be well administered. This is, after all, a government opposed
by Mr. Wilson, and with Mr. Powell in dangerous presence on its own back benches. It should
be a good Cabinet; it will certainly need to be” (See The Times, 22 June 1970).
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Earlier I have noted the similarities between Heath and Whitlam. Another parallel is here, in
that both were good at explaining policy but deficient in its administration. In both cases the
most obvious explanation is they both lacked any management experience prior to becoming
Prime Minister, yet their arrogance meant they failed to recognise it. If they had, they could
have compensated for it, like Blair did.
Other evidence supports the view that Heath was not good at reading interpersonal cues.
Hennessey reported that one of his closest aides described him as a very serious, shy, reserved
and difficult person to know, and that others viewed him as lonely and in need of friendship,
yet he found it difficult to open up to the affection of others (Hennessy, 2000, p. 341). Preelection polling suggested Heath would not win his first election against Wilson in 1970
following a campaign described as “dull”, with him personally coming across as cold (See The
Times, 15 June 1970). Hutchinson wrote, Wilson and Heath were equally competent as
performers, but Wilson was “wittier” that Heath who was “no match for him in repartee, nor
outshone him in amiability” (See Hutchinson, 1974). This translated to parliamentary
performances.
“Edward Heath will not be seen by history as one of the great parliamentary performers. This
was partly because he spent nine years in the Whips' Office, serving as chief whip from 1955 to
1959, being precluded from speaking except on procedural matters. Thus he failed to gain
experience in the parliamentary arts of persuasion, conciliation and charming those whose
bruised egos needed some massaging and of reacting to the subtle changes of mood in the
Commons. He rarely shone as leader of the opposition in his duels with the quick-witted Wilson.
However, he won grudging respect for the thoroughness for which he prepared for debate during
his premiership, when the authority of the office was combined with the support of Tory backbenchers as the government's problems grew” (Thomas, 2004, p. 17)

One of Heath’s backbenchers, Sir Claud Lancaster, said “the difficulty with Ted is that you
never know him. You can spend hours and hours with him, and you never know him any better
at the end of it” (Hennessy (2000, p. 348). Thus, if he had an inner circle, it was those who
shared his task focus. This was more likely to be experts and civil servants than political
colleagues. To his ultimate detriment, he saw little need to spend time with others simply to
shore up political alliances or seek their views.
“He seemed to regard backbenchers as so much lobby fodder” (Pearce, 2008, p. 3)
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'He (Heath) said he picked his team and he trusted it, because he thought they could all do the
jobs he entrusted to them without undue interference from Number 10 … (this team) … included
an unusual proportion of people who were motivated by a dedication to public service rather
than personal ambition'” (Garnett, 2018)
“I think he (Heath) was one of the first to really try and almost bypass the cabinet” (Stoker,
2018)
“I don't think they (parliamentary party colleagues) liked him because he didn't have the social
skills of going down to the bar with his back benchers, and doing all of those little things that
often keep your party on side” (Rhodes, 2018)
“Heath was aloof. It's often said in the case of Edward Heath is what Edward Heath did is he
didn't talk with people, he talked at them. You will know all this; this has come out on numerous
occasions. What didn't he do as a Prime Minister? He didn't court his back benches, he didn't
spend time in tea rooms in Westminster, and in terms of going to that model of power
dependency, of course, that has a whole series of implications because you have these series of
constraints, be it the party, given the size of the majority, be it your relationships with those in
cabinet. So in terms of what does matter, and this isn't just connected to Prime Ministers, it
could be any leaders with any organization, is if you don't have the capacity to court
relationships with key actors or a set of agents, be they a body of MPs or be it a set of cabinet
ministers within your cabinet, then that is going to create problems further on down the line,
there's only so much political capital you can pull upon” (Richards, 2018)

What motivated him? Perhaps, given his high Task Focus, reported above, he found enjoyment
in acquiring and applying skills in areas he was passionate about. While sailing or music seemed
to bring him pleasure, politics did not. He approached it more as a duty. William Waldegrave
explained Heath believed that with the help of “dispassionate, and largely apolitical policy
analysis, previously intractable problems could be solved” (Hennessy, 2000, p. 344). Douglas
Hurd said had Heath not been a politician he might have been “a don, or a schoolmaster” and
further that Heath believed in the truth as something people were entitled to (Hennessy, 2000,
p. 349). Winter (1973) describes a low n-Affiliation score, as Heath had, as indicative of a
preference for getting things done rather than seeking out and maintaining relationships with
others. This is not to say he did not like being with others. He clearly had “inner feelings”, and
a “sharp sense of humour” but he expressed it “so dry as to be all too easily mistaken for
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pomposity” and, in any event, this was reserved for the few who were able to see the “kind and
considerate man beneath the rigid exterior” (Pearce, 2008, p. 3)
“[H]e (was not) the one-dimensional man he sometimes seemed. He simply found it hard to
express emotion, and in a small group he could be charming and considerate, to a large audience
he was generally tense and wooden. This was surely his fatal flaw” (Pearce, 2008, p. 5)

Given his high Task Focus score, a low score on an n-Achievement motive seems surprising.
An interpretation is that he was driven and able to complete tasks, but this did not satisfy and
inner need, that is, it was a duty, not a passion to change Britain as he wanted to do.

It also needs to be remembered where the source material for this study comes from. It relates
only to responses to Opposition Leaders’ questions without notice. This may have had an
impact in Heath’s case as he reportedly did not perform well in parliament, did not like doing
so, nor did he respect Wilson as a person, which may have tainted responses to his questions.

“[H]e absolutely loathed Wilson (the Opposition Leader in Parliament who Heath was up
against). His answers were bound to be coloured to some extent by a feeling that Wilson's main
objective was to score cheap political points” (Garnett, 2018)
“As a parliamentary performer he was very wooden … (Heath) … just despised anything that
seemed like ‘playing to the gallery’” (Garnett, 2018)
“(In Parliament) … Heath always looked very uncomfortable””(Rhodes, 2018)
“Heath was an introverted man. So he wouldn't have engaged either way. So his lack of
engagement wasn't passivity, it was un-interest” (Haddon, 2018)
“(compared to Wilson) Heath appeared flatfooted if not positively lame” (Pearce, 2008, p. 1)

The picture painted so far is of a reformist Prime Minister, but more in words and deeds than
accomplishments. He was fluent in the use of the language of managerial efficiency (Hennessy,
2000, p. 337) which is colourless and unlikely to reveal his underlying motives. His preference
was to focus on the machinery of government, to work with experts rather than the political
colleagues whose support was necessary to get things done in a political context. None of this
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seems to be a formula for enjoyment of the fundamentals, the essential cut and thrust, of
political life.
Few would doubt Heath’s goal was to do what he considered to be best for the country, but his
choice of methods meant doing so would be hard to achieve. A similar point is made with
respect to Keating who Strangio and colleagues (2017, p. 176) said enjoyed governing for the
people rather than with them. There are other similarities between the two men including their
love for platonic forms of beauty (including classical music) more so than close relationships
with others.

This view is consistent with that of Douglas Hurd who thought Heath was driven by puritanism
“an essential element of Mr Heath’s character … (which) … led him to wish not only to clean
up government after what he regarded as Wilson’s excesses of deviousness and media
manipulation, but more importantly to restore a high moral and intellectual purpose to the
process of politics” (Reported in Hennessy, 2000, p. 343)

Operational codes
Heath projected a friendlier view of his political environment than other Prime Ministers in this
study. He was also the most optimistic he could realise his political goals. This view seems at
odds with his political reality. Perhaps it was a stoical front he presented in parliament, a place
he was not comfortable performing in. He would not have wanted to show any weakness or
lack of confidence when facing Wilson who he despised. This is consistent with the view that
“He tried to pretend he could control events” (Stoker, 2018)
According to his Operational Code scores Heath’s strategic propensity was towards cooperation
to achieve his goals. His preference when seeking the support of others was to offer rewards
for them to come over to his side. He was less likely to make threats or seek to punish opponents.
This seems consistent with his own statement “So yes, I wanted to modernise, I wanted to do it
as far as possible on a consensus” (reported in Hennessy, 2000, p. 335). Nevertheless, what he
said and how he acted may have been different. Hennessey (2000, p. 341) wrote “Heath meant
to be collegiate in Cabinet. All his instincts were that way, but he could appear stiff, and it
frightened some of his ministers”.
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As noted above, Heath had a low score for In-Group Bias, meaning, according to Hermann, he
would prefer to work with those he needed to to achieve his goals, with a preference for “summit
conferences and positive diplomatic gestures as strategies for tempering domestic discontent”
(Hermann, 2008, p. 202). It suggests he was comfortable with people coming into and out of
this world depending on the task at hand rather than developing longer-term policy-making
relationships.
Heath’s political time was a difficult one. If he was personally motivated by a sense of duty,
almost a wartime call to sacrifice himself for others, he may have been disappointed by some
of those around him who did not see the challenges in the same terms, for example, by acting
as if party politics was more important, something that did not appear to interest him.
“It was a very difficult time. I mean, obviously you've got the impact of the oil crisis. You've
got mounting trade union problems. And obviously you've got the question about Europe as
well all happening at the same time … What I do remember about that time are the number of
public strikes occurring, bins not being emptied. Power cuts in schools, going to school with
candles … (and in response he expected a) … kind of that Second World War Dunkirk spirit …
so maybe that was just part of that post-war settlement culture” (Evans, 2020)

Verbal Behaviour Analysis (VBA)
Heath’s only distinctive verbal style was his relatively low use of qualifiers compared to other
Prime Ministers in this study. According to Weintraub the category of qualifiers includes
expressions of uncertainty “that weaken the statement without adding information. He describes
speech with few qualifiers, Heath’s profile, as having a more “dogmatic flavor” (Weintraub,
2008). James Margach, who knew him for 20 years by 1978, said Heath as Prime Minister was
“authoritarian and intolerant” (Hennessy, 2000, p. 331). Heath embraced descriptions of
stubbornness:
“People tell me I am stubborn … is it stubborn to fight and fight hard to stop the country you
love from tearing itself apart? Is it stubborn to insist that everyone in that country should have
the choice and the chance to take his life and make of it what he can? Is it stubborn to want this
country to take back the place that history wants us to have? If it is – then yes, I most certainly
am stubborn. But surely ‘stubborn’ means not giving up when the going gets rough. And, is not
‘stubborn’ another way of saying ‘determined?” (The Times, 27 February 1974)
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“He was stubborn … That was also his greatest strength” (Stoker, 2018)

In conclusion, based on the above, Heath was a problem-solver driven by a sense of patriotic
duty, not political affiliation, or the achievement of party goals. Indeed, he saw his party as an
impediment to achieving what he believed personally to be the important goals for the country
he saw as his mission to advance. The clues were in his maiden speech when he criticised his
own party. His preferred style was to get on with it, a task focus, guided by expert advice. He
expected cooperation from others, and agreement with his views and decisions as the Prime
Minister. He did not have a high score for being motivated by power itself which means it was
unlikely he would have enjoyed the “game of politics”. This is summed up below.
“He was a technocrat in many ways. I mean he had very strong beliefs, but they were just things
like love of country” (Garnett, 2018)
“He was very much viewed as part of the ruling class. So, he was very much embedded in that
sort of upper middle class creeping meritocracy that was starting to influence the Conservative
Party and where it was heading” (Evans, 2020)
“He always had a sense of entitlement to power … That came with his class background and
his educational development … He was a member of that elite” (Evans, 2020)

Heath was the last of the conservatives who thought the state had the answers.
“I think it was more to do with his analysis of economic crisis and the emergence, basically, of
a current of conservatism that was moving towards a more minimal state model. So, I think he
just basically lost the political argument … And obviously it stood in stark contrast to the views
of Margaret Thatcher“ (Evans, 2020)

Achievements
It is difficult to find a list of achievements for Heath other than those he offers himself. There
are many accounts of his personal and policy failures.

Norton detailed several particularly contentious party issues at the time: the sale of arms to
South Africa; sanctions against Rhodesia; Northern Ireland troubles; and most significantly,
whether Britain should enter the European Community. In relation to arms sales to South Africa
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Heath and other senior managers made the distinction between sales for internal use (to continue
apartheid) or external use. Heath proposed to support the latter, including ships and naval
equipment to counter Soviet activity in the region, but he upset his party’s left by doing so.
Party dissent in parliament was avoided on this issue.
On Rhodesia, which had unilaterally declared its independence from Britain in 1965, the party’s
right took a stand against Heath’s decision to maintain sanctions. Heath’s position was
consistent with the United Nations which had determined Rhodesia’s declaration was illegal,
yet 23 of this Government’s members voted against sanctions.

A third divisive issue was Northern Ireland. In this case it was another group that opposed the
Government’s position. Eight Ulster Unionists withdraw their support because British troops
were not sent, as they had demanded, to the province to quell unrest led by the Irish Republican
Army. The Government persisted with a negotiated response which became known as the 1973
Sunningdale Agreement for Britain and the Republic of Ireland to share power. This however
fell apart by May 1974. John Coakley and Jennifer Todd argue that Heath’s action was a success
to the extent that it recognised an Irish perspective in the governance of Northern Ireland
(Coakley, and Todd, 2020). The issue was not resolved until Tony Blair’s involvement and the
Good Friday Agreement in 1998, ending most of the violence.

The fourth issue causing dissent was one that has troubled the Conservative Party for decades,
which is Britain’s relationship to Europe. Its expression under Heath’s leadership was whether
Britain should enter the European Community. Britain did ultimately join but not without
persistent opposition within the Conservative Party. It must still be considered a remarkable
achievement.
“He certainly had what I would have thought many Prime Ministers would have considered, a
significant achievement, which was Britain's accession to the EEC. I mean, it’s an achievement
in anybody's book. Macmillan couldn't do it. Wilson couldn't do it. But, Heath did. So, in that
sense, it was a major achievement. The achievement-oriented Prime Minister had but one major
achievement to his bow” (Rhodes, 2018)

To be fair on Heath, no matter what decision he made on these four issues some within his party
would have been upset. The result through was there was more dissent on more issues in the
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1971-72 session of parliament than any time since World War II. It was a challenging time to
lead.

There were other contentious issues including a Local Government Bill that divided the party
on local government boundaries, whether free milk should still be given to children in primary
schools, charging people to go to cultural institutions and whether the death penalty should
remain (Norton, 1979).

The provision of aid for Upper Clyde Shipbuilders angered some in the party as it was
inconsistent with the party’s policy agenda. The Government’s justification was that it wanted
to safeguard regional employment. Margaret Thatcher, already influential, was reportedly
against what she considered to be “socialist” Government thinking, arguing, that markets
should do the
In his causal analysis, Norton lays much of the blame for the party’s election loss in 1974 on
Heath’s leadership. In Norton’s view, Heath was too domineering, overly focused keeping those
loyal near him, uncomfortable with others, and he made too many decisions unilaterally. He
was not open to argument or debate by party colleagues nor did he see any need to take other
opinions into account. Norton writes:
“Mr Heath’s Government, however, and Mr Heath himself, was to be criticised for not taking
into account backbench opinion at pre-introductory stages, and for a failure not only to make
concessions in advance of the parliamentary proceedings, but also during them” (Norton, 1979,
225)

Major – decently conservative
Backstory
John Major was born in England in 1943. His parents were both actors. His family was
impoverished for much of his youth. He started work as an insurance clerk, and after further
study, joined the London Electricity Board. He gained finance qualifications while studying at
night. He was elected to Parliament in 1979 after a long association with the Conservative Party.
In his maiden speech on 13 June 1979 (Major, 1979). he spoke warmly about his “remarkable”
constituency of Huntington and how proud he was to represent it. His easy affability was more
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like Blair, Hawke, and Howard in their maiden speeches. His speech was clever and
entertaining. He spoke about his predecessor with respect and affection. While Heath focused
on the foreign policy debates of the day, Major spoke about people and relationships. After a
warm discussion of others, he turned to the issues he supported, good economic management,
cutting taxes, reducing inflation, and creating jobs, and, “as far as possible, to maintain
satisfactory public services”. He spoke about his personal experience saying, “having spent a
great deal of my youth in Brixton, I accept that there are great problems in the inner-city areas
and that they need to be dealt with”. He said retirees should be given more support.
Major joined Thatcher’s Cabinet as Chief Secretary to the Treasury in 1987, then briefly
Foreign Secretary, and, in 1989 the Chancellor of the Exchequer. In 1990, at 47, he became the
youngest British Prime Minister in almost 100 years. He had the promise of an experienced
political leader before becoming Prime Minister. He started in the role with a high degree of
public goodwill. In 1991, he was regarded by voters as caring, trustworthy likeable and
competent. By 1996, the same polls reported his public perception had changed and he was
seen as ineffective, weak, indecisive, and not someone who could unite the nation” (Broughton,
1999, p. 204). As noted below his reputation has been reclaimed to some degree in hindsight.

Leadership and Personality
Leadership Traits
Major has four distinctive leadership traits, with high scores for In-Group Bias and Distrust of
Others and low scores for Task Focus and Conceptual Complexity. On the face of it, this does
not seem like a formula for prime-ministerial success.

According to Hermann, In-Group Bias is a view of the world where your own group is central
to your thinking.
“Political leaders high in in-group bias are interested in maintaining the separate identity of their
groups at all costs … they tend to see the world as we and them, leaders high in in-group bias
are likely to use external scapegoats – their perceived enemies – as the cause for all the group’s
(government’s, country’s) problems and tend to mobilise the support of their population through
this external threat” (Hermann, 2006, p. 202).
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Major certainly tried to hold his party together as one against others, by being a consensusseeking leader, not as some others wanted him to be, a ‘strong’ leader. As Heppell (2007, p.
472) explains, Major saw his job as to “engender a sense of internal party unity after the
ideologically motivated fratricidal struggles that had characterized the late-Thatcherite period”.
He met these expectations up to and beyond his win at the 1992 General Election. Indeed, he
was seen as a “good Cabinet chairman”, “collegiate”, “rational”, a “proper democratic leader”
who, at least to start with, operated under a traditional Cabinet model allowing discussion and
debate (Hennessey 2014, pp. 237-239). This was clearly his preferred leadership style and why
he was selected in the first place. He was also probably selected because he was the least bad
option. A ‘strong’ leader may have quickly caused the party to implode after Thatcher. as
Vernon Bogdanor says:
“He was elected Prime Minister perhaps less because of who he was, than because of who he
was not. He was not Douglas Hurd or Michael Heseltine. He won the General Election in 1992
not so much because of who he was, but because of who he was not. He was not Neil
Kinnock. In 1995, there was another Tory leadership election, which he won, again, not so
much because of who he was, but because he was not John Redwood, who most Conservatives
thought would clearly be an election loser” (See Bogdanor, 2007)

However, this all represents an inward party focus. Prime Ministers are also expected to perform
well in public and in parliament. He just got over the line in the 1992 election.
“He basically, I think, won the election by just appearing to be a decent chap trying to do a
decent job. So, people warm to him as a personality. People still actually probably quite like
him as a person. He just seems a decent, responsible, sensible, but decency is a word that lots
of people would use about him” (Stoker, 2018)

An effective Prime Minister also needs to be able to ‘rally the troops’, which was not his
strength.
“He (Major) was not a natural orator and his ability to dominate by force of personality was
limited, especially as he and his government faced increasingly bitter hostility from his friends'
on the benches behind him and as Labour became a more formidable opponent following Black
Wednesday” (Thomas, 2004, p 21)
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One view is that he failed to do the job he was selected for.
“Mr Major failed in the field where he prided himself most – as party manager. By seeking to
appease, he succeeded only in exacerbating the divisions within Toryism” (The Times, 3 May
1997)

Major undoubtedly struggled with his external persona. Hennessy wrote, “superficial
impressions and appearances count in politics. And the manipulation of words, the ability to
make the language sing, is a necessary part of a great politician’s armoury” (Hennessy, 2000,
p. 438). Even Major’s former partner, Edwina Currie, reportedly said as Prime Minister he “had
turned out to be a very dull, wooden and incompetent performer” (Denver and Garnett, 2014,
p. 99)
“We're talking images here, and skill at projecting images. Major didn't have one beyond being
grey” (Rhodes, 2018)

His origin story was another problem. While Major was a Young Conservative from 1959, and
a member of parliament from 1979, he was not a member of the establishment from which the
party elite generally came. He had not even been to Oxford, as at least Thatcher had despite her
own working-class upbringing. However, Thatcher was more successful in cultivating a sense
of being part of the aristocracy than Major. She spoke like she was. In one sense he only got
the opportunity to be the party leader, particularly at such a young age, because Thatcher paved
the way and installed him as her replacement.
“He is just the kind of self-made man Thatcherism was designed to create” (American
Broadcasting Corporation, 1990)

But to others he was probably an imposter and was exposed without Thatcher.
“In many ways, as a public figure, he was rescued by becoming the guardian to the princes,
which gave him an entrée to the ruling class that he wouldn't have had even as Prime Minister.
So, he always felt that he was an outsider. That feeling of being an outsider I think is at the core
of this ... Major becoming Prime Minister was ironically the most significant demonstration of
the decline of the class system” (Evans, 2020)
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Some in the party may have wanted a ‘strong’ leader, but what does that mean? The party may
have quickly self-destructed if a ‘strong’ wet or dry leader took the helm immediately after
Thatcher. Arguably, Major was tolerated, if not overly supported by colleagues, but the
alternative might have been much worse.
A high score on Distrust of Others suggests a “general feeling of self-doubt, uneasiness,
misgiving, and wariness about others – an inclination to suspect the motives and actions of
others … particularly those others who are viewed as competitors for their positions or against
their cause or ideology” (Hermann, 2008, pp. 202-203). This profile seems apt given
descriptions of Major as becoming “self-pitying”, “self-doubting” and “broody” during his
premiership (Hennessy, 2000, p. 469). He was “thin-skinned” (see Riddell, 1992). It sounds
like someone under threat from others and feeling it.

This said, Major had good reason to suspect others. He lost control of his dysfunctional Cabinet
and therefore became less consultative, partly due to leaks of sensitive policy issues (Hennessy,
2000, p. 444). His party was divided, largely due to differences over European policy
(Hennessy, 2000, p. 472-473).

Hermann said a political leader with high scores on both In-Group Bias and Distrust of Others
tends to be driven by threats and problems he or she perceives in the world, rather than
opportunities (Hermann, 2008, p. 1998). This seems to be an accurate description of Major as
a leader. He dealt with the problems before him, and continued to deliver in line with Thatcher’s
policy direction, but did not pursue the implementation of ideas of this own.

Major has a low score on Task Focus. Hermann says leaders perform two important roles in
groups, one is to move people towards the completion of tasks, while the other is to build group
spirit or morale. Major’s score suggests his focus was more on the latter. Hermann describes
this trait in the following terms, “for those who emphasise group maintenance and establishing
relationships, keeping the loyalty of constituents and morale high are the central functions of
leadership” and further, “comradery, loyalty, and commitment to the group are critical for
leaders with this emphasis” (Hermann, 2008, p. 198-199). The very reason he was brought into
the role by colleagues was because he was able to bring people together, which he did for a
while.
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“Major's approach within cabinet was one to take soundings from everyone, and then sum it up
and have a position”(Richards, 2018)
“Major kind of created this kind of image of a sensible unpretentious kind of guy … Rather a
self-effacing kind of person” (Dunleavy, 2020)

As a fourth distinctive trait, Major had a low score on Conceptual Complexity. This relates to
the degree of differentiation that individuals show when describing or discussing other people,
places, policies, ideas, or things (Hermann, 2006, p. 195).
“Leaders who are low on conceptual complexity trust their intuition and often are willing to go
with the option that presents itself first … action is preferable to thinking, planning or searching
for more information … it is relatively easy to decide what to do since the individual’s closed
conceptual system evaluates and transforms information from any situation into the specified
categories. Interpretation and consistency are the key to behaviours” (Hermann, 2006, p. 196).

One interviewee supported this view, offering “Major was ... a pretty middle of the road person,
I think. I don't think he's eccentric or (showed) complexity” (Dunleavy, 2020). Overall, the
evidence above suggests Major did not grapple well with the complexities of being Prime
Minister. There is nothing in his background before politics that would suggest he was able to
deal with the complexity and ambiguity of party leadership. He led a party that continued
Thatcher’s style. She picked him as her successor once clear she had lost the party’s support.
He did not have Thatcher’s strengths. He was also not able to read the mood or understand the
needs of the electorate for which he was punished at the 1996 election.
“After its surprise election victory in 1992, John Major’s conservative government increasingly
turned its back on the British electorate. It was no surprise, therefore, that at the next general
election, the British electorate readily reciprocated” (Dorey, 1999, p. 249)

He had many external critics. Political commentator Peter Riddell said of Major that while a
competent Minister, he was not a competent Prime Minister (Riddell, 1992)
“His (Major’s) political skills have not produced a coherent vision for the 1990s. Compromise
blurs rather than clarifies. Too often Mr Major talks like a minister; a Treasury accountant
offering sensible suggestions rather than a political leader inspiring his followers”
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Ultimately, events and his leadership combined to create a “a crisis of legitimacy” for Major
(Heppell, 2007, p. 471). Heppell’s thesis is that Major always lacked the authority to lead the
Conservative Party. He was only ever a “default leader”:
“The erosion of his authority and thus his legitimacy flowed from the cumulative impact of the
maladroit handling of the pit closure scheme; the continuing economic depression; the
debilitating struggles within the Parliamentary Conservative Party over the ratification of the
Treaty of European Union; and most significantly, the humiliating expulsion from the Exchange
Rate Mechanism” (Heppell, 2007, p. 472-473)

This all eventually led to a mid-term leadership contest. Given speculation about potential
leadership challengers he sought to ensure he had his party behind him. While he only needed
165 votes to retain the leadership, he set a higher target of at least 215. There were several
potential contenders. In the end it was John Redwood who challenged him. Redwood, who
“advanced a distinctly Thatcherite agenda”, sought the support of the Eurosceptic side of the
party, speaking against further integration with Europe. He also set forth tough law and order
ideas intended to appeal to social conservatives (Heppell, 2007, p. 474). Major won the contest
with 218 votes compared to Redwood’s 89. Heppell describes these events as follows, and it is
a story of a party determined to undermine itself:
“It can be argued that this unnecessary contest for the leadership of the party and the
troublesome governmental reshuffle that acted as its prelude had two consequences. To the
electorate it advertised the size and scale of the internal conflict that had undermined the party.
To those within the parliamentary party it served to institutionalize, not resolve that conflict: it
constituted a divisive rather than a healing process. For example, notwithstanding their own
tactical miscalculations, many within the Thatcherite right were apoplectic at the end of the
process. They had entered the process with the prospect of a Portillo premiership, which would
have brought with it the probability of a Eurosceptic hue to European policy being adopted and
the capacity to marginalize the influence of the Tory left within ministerial ranks. They had
ended the process stuck with Major and his ambivalent stance on European policy, but with
central positions afforded to key figures from the Tory left within the reconstructed
government” (Heppell, 2007, p. 478)

One former Cabinet colleague summed up Major as decent and honourable, but not up to the
job (Hennessy, 2000, p. 478). Is this a fair assessment? The inescapable fact is he was
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successful, at least in terms of holding the party together for so many years, which he did by
navigating a middle line. His economic record is also a good one when viewed in hindsight, as
is discussed below. To some degree Major’s reputation needs reclaiming.

Motives
Major’s profile revealed no remarkable differences from his Prime-Ministerial peers, with
moderate scores for each of n-Power, n-Affiliation and n-Achievement motives. He was like
Hawke in this regard. What Hawke had that Major did not, yet probably needed, was charisma,
at least in public when under pressure.

Operational codes
Major, perhaps not surprisingly, viewed his political environment as less friendly that others
did of theirs. He was less optimistic of his chances or realising his political goals than others.
His strategic propensity when pursuing his goals was to be less cooperative than his peers, at
least when he spoke in Parliament from where source material was sampled.

When speaking about his political goals, Major ranged on the continuum between offering
rewards to threatening to punish opponents. His scores suggest he shifted from one extreme to
the other. He was more oppositional than others and less likely to make promises to win others
over. Overall, this profile does not give the impression of someone who had control during
Prime Ministers Questions, he seems to have been buffeted by the political exchange.
The model also provides scores for a subject’s propensity to approach their political
environment in certain ways. Relative to others in this study, Major had moderate scores
concerning his expressed predictability and his ability to control political events, and for the
belief in the degree to which he believed chance played a role in outcomes.

Verbal Behaviour Analysis (VBA)
Major’s use of verbal categories showed no distinctive differences from Prime Ministers’
average scores. This is consistent with the picture painted above.

Achievements
Compared to Heath’s period as Prime Minister, or indeed for any of the other Prime Ministers
in this study, there is relatively little material focused on what Major achieved during his time
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in office. There are many accounts of what went wrong, including Black Wednesday which
was described by at least one academic as a “fiasco” (Brummer, 2016). The events of Black
Wednesday led to Britain withdrawing from the European Exchange Rate due to heavy central
bank losses from a poorly designed and implemented currency policy.

It affected his own confidence at the time. Heppell reports the words of Major himself which
give credence to these observations.
“My own instinct was clear: I should resign. I was not sure I could ever recover politically from
the devaluation of the currency. The collapse of sterling was a catastrophic defeat, and one
which I felt profoundly. It had been a traumatic day that would change the perception of the
Government: we were never again to enjoy the same confidence as before Black Wednesday”
(Major speaking in 1999 cited in Heppell 2007, p. 437)

Dennis Kavanagh describes the conventual view of Major’s legacy.
“The verdicts of historians on Major are pretty bleak. The titles of some articles and book
chapters convey the flavour – ‘Weak and ineffective? Reassessing the party political leadership
of John Major’, or ‘In office but not in power’, or ‘The government that could do no right’. They
are reflected also in a relative neglect – perhaps because he was a transitional figure between
the two dominant post-war Prime Ministers, Thatcher and Blair. The literature on Major and his
government is thin and much of it is written in relation to the disastrous impact of Europe on
his and the government’s fortunes. By contrast, Thatcher and Thatcherism and Blair and New
Labour have inspired cottage industries in publishing and even university courses” (Kavanagh,
2009)

However, there is another view of Black Wednesday which is that it caused a necessary
economic adjustment that would not have been made otherwise. The assessments below are by
Vernon Bogdanor and Dennis Kavanagh respectively.
“The Euro sceptics say this was a blessing in disguise, and that is why they call it 'White
Wednesday'. This is because you can draw a line between the performance of the British
economy before 1992 and after 1992, and since then, we have seen continuous economic
improvement. Indeed, 1992 proved the end of a period of economic fluctuations in economic
growth and in output, the end of a period of very high unemployment, and the end of a period
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of high inflation. We have had low and stable inflation - between 2% and 3.5% - since. We
have had stable growth, we have had lower unemployment, and we have had a lower and more
stable rate of inflation. The general view of economists is that this is because since we left the
ERM, we have adopted sensible monetary policies to restrain inflation” (see Bogdanor, 2007)
“[F]ollowing the exit from the ERM. Inflation, unemployment, living standards, and economic
growth all moved in a positive direction. He (Major) bequeathed to Tony Blair a more
favourable economic legacy than virtually all his predecessors. But it was a vote-less economic
recovery. The government gained no credit for an economic up-turn which followed the exit
from the ERM” (Kavanagh, 2009)

Discussion in the previous chapter focuses on the neo-liberal continuum from Thatcher to Blair
and Cameron. Of course, Major took over the leadership directly from Thatcher and won an
election as Prime Minister. He too continued these policies, but less vigorously, and with a tired
and divided party to carry with him. In Bob Jessop’s words:
“Neo-liberal policies were pursued but less vigorously (with the disastrous exception of rail
privatization, a pet project of John Major) and problems accumulated on the political scene. The
Conservatives came under attack for 'sleaze' (a catch-all media term for the financial corruption,
political malpractice and sexual misconduct that were linked discursively and probably in fact
to an overlong period in charge of government) and for the growing signs of party disunity and
weak leadership. Public support declined and there was a widespread feeling that 'it was time
for a change' and that an altered Labour Party deserved another chance” (Jessop, 2015, p. 21)

Kavanagh notes that both the Labour and Conservative parties have “an interest in denigrating
Major or airbrushing him from history”. Labour because in their view “history began” with the
election of Tony Blair; and many Conservatives because in their view “history ended” in
November 1990 when Thatcher left power through a “coup against the beloved leader”.

Without attempting to absolve him of responsibility for the loss at his second election, the times
in which he led were very complicated, indeed as Anthony Seldon (1998, p. 740) observed
“Major served at a time when circumstances were especially difficult” listing factors such as a
Gulf crisis, deepening recession, an unpopular party which was itself divided over Europe and
sleeze among conservative MPs which was not of his making. Seldon also noted that Heath,
Thatcher and Blair all had years in opposition to plan their agendas, while Major had a month
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and no obvious clear guidance from or united support within his party. Kavanagh argues that
people should also acknowledge Major’s achievements which he lists as: stopping the party
from splitting, notably over Europe; patiently continuing the peace process in Ireland that Tony
Blair brought to fruition, and the economic recovery after the exit from the European Exchange
Rate Mechanism. Further, he led the party to a fourth consecutive victory, during a recession
and developed policies based on the view that public services should be more accountable to
citizens, including the creation of ‘Next Step’ delivery agencies (Kavanagh, 2009). He also kept
the Conservatives in power for another seven years.

Conclusion – leading a divided party
As an autocratic micro-manager, Heath only fuelled existing dissent within his own party with
his controlling and divisive style. Arguably leadership was beyond him, perhaps simply because
he had no obvious prior leadership experience. Leaders are made, not born. Major on the other
hand tried appeasement and compromise pursuing the impossible task of pleasing everyone in
his divided party. He was the more successful of the two, leading his party to a fourth election
win, during a recession, and after 13 years of being in power. He was in the role for seven years,
only three fewer than Thatcher herself. Vernon Bogdanor characterises Major as follows:
“I think the Prime Minister whom John Major most resembles is Stanley Baldwin: the easygoing, tolerant man who led Britain throughout the inter-war years. Baldwin was called 'the
unexpected Prime Minister', and I think one could say that John Major too was an unexpected
Prime Minister” (see Bogdanor, 2007)

Three attributes that distinguish Heath from the other Prime Ministers in this study are his high
scores for his belief he could control events, his level of task focus and tendency to shift between
conflict and cooperation in parliamentary debates. He had low scores for being motivated by
achievement or having good relationships with others. Major’s psychological profile includes
a high score for distrusting others and ingroup bias, and low scores for conceptual complexity
and task focus. There are problematic elements in each of these profiles, which, I suggest, is
part of the reason they were not as successful as other Prime Ministers. As legacies, Major’s
fairs must better than Heath’s, but only if people are willing to help reclaim it from conventional
views.

244

Chapter Nine

In Conclusion – Why Power, Personality and
Leadership Matters

Introduction
This thesis’s main intellectual concern has been with advancing our understanding of the
leadership, motives and personality traits informing Prime-Ministerial performance. The goals
of the thesis were threefold. The first was to provide a quantitative study that examines whether
there are measurable differences between specified groups of Prime Ministers. The MANOVA
(Multivariate Analysis of Variance) method was used to test whether a group of Prime Ministers
who stayed in power and won more than one election have a different average combined score
on multiple measures to a group of Prime Ministers who only won one election.

The second goal was to enrich the quantitative results by conducting qualitative analysis of the
Prime-Ministerial profiles to see whether the scores, and the authors’ assessments of them,
accord with the views of political scientists, other cognate experts, and indicative secondary
data. The results of the quantitative work are expressed as findings, while the qualitative
analysis generates observations. Both approaches indicate new directions for research.

The thesis also has a third applied goal which is a broader, social mission of promoting more
public discussion about the merits and demerits of potential political leaders, particularly Prime
Ministers, before they are selected, to enhance the chances of selecting those who will be
effective and reduce the chances of selecting those likely to fail. The thesis is agnostic about
the policies they pursue although it does consider how they pursue them as leaders and
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managers. A premise, beyond psychological profiling, is that good leadership and management
skills are important, and the lack of them is a concern for the individual, their party and country.

It remains in this concluding chapter to present the major theoretical, methodological, empirical
and applied findings emanating from the thesis and to assess their implications for the
comparative study of Prime-Ministerial performance.

Theoretical and methodological contribution
In theoretical and methodological terms, this thesis contributes to the study of political leaders
in three relatively unique ways: the methods have rarely been used to study Prime Ministers
and have not been used to study Australian ones; the study includes 12 cases, rather than the
more typical one or two; and, multivariate statistical analysis is used in new ways within the
field of political psychology.

Using US at-a-distance tools to assess Prime Ministers
Quantitative analysis sits more comfortably within the United States political science tradition
than the more qualitative Australian and British one. I wanted to bring the two together. While
two or three studies have applied the tools to British Prime Ministers, this study is the first that
applies them to Prime Ministers from two Westminster countries. As a result, I can claim to
have made unique observations about Prime Ministers in both countries that would not have
been possible without these tools. I then tested whether they make sense in practice by
comparing them to qualitative information, the most valuable of which came from interviews
with political science experts, including those who wrote books on Prime Ministers or worked
directly with politicians. In almost all cases, the scores make sense, but the point is to develop
working hypotheses that can be refined over time. The starting point is an objectively generated
score, not my opinion, or someone else’s, which can then be interpreted considering theoretical
and methodological assessment frameworks that others have developed over several decades.

When it is observed that Margaret Thatcher was able to effectively project power, as a rhetorical
tool, in pursuit of a political goal, but she was motivated by achievement rather than power, I
can point to indicative scores. When I say that Fraser and Howard spoke with the highest levels
of conceptual complexity, when responding to Opposition Leaders’ questions, it is because that
is where their scores sit relative to other Prime Ministers in the study. ‘High’ and ‘low’ scores
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are not simply defined relative to each other. To be called ‘high’ means the score is more than
one standard deviation above the group mean, and ‘low’, means more than one below,
consistent with the approach of others (Eidenfalk, et al., 2018; Hermann and Sakiev, 2011).
Many other observations are made based on ‘high’, ‘moderate’, or ‘low’ scores, which are
summarised in Attachment A. Further, the scores can be produced and challenged through other
observations using the same assessment instruments. The reliability of assessment results in
Chapters Four as group scores compare favourably to benchmarks for global political leaders
on Leadership Trait Analysis and for individual Prime Ministers in the case of Thatcher and
Blair on selected measures using the same type of source material but different samples. I hope
that my research encourages others to study Prime Ministers using the same tools.

Multiple cases
It is not unusual to find single case studies in the literature or comparisons between two subjects.
Sometimes these are more journalistic accounts, while others apply a theoretical or other
interpretative framework. It was rare to find comparisons of multiple subjects, 12 in the case of
the current study, using four theoretical lenses with matched assessment tools. One exception
is Brummer’s (2016) study of 12 Prime Ministers on three Leadership Trait Analysis measures.
The current study is unique in that 12 Prime Ministers were profiled using four methods
generating a total of 37 scores each. The four tools provide systematic profiles of the Prime
Ministers studied encompassing leadership traits, motives, beliefs about the political world and
response preferences, and other personality attributes.

Not all the scores could be reconciled with other sources. For example, I do not think they
adequately elucidate whatever it was that motivated Heath and Keating to become Prime
Minister. Nor do they explain why Heath would stay on the backbenches for over 25 years after
losing the Prime Ministership. But it would be a fascinating line of future inquiry. If Keating
was not motivated by power or affiliation (he had low scores on each) and was only moderately
motivated by achievement, what drove him politically? Clearly, it is something that I have not
measured.

These were exceptions though, most scores made sense considering case knowledge, such as
Howard’s high conceptual complexity, ability to effectively project power, and being driven by
both power and affiliation motives. Similarly, it makes sense that Blair effectively projected
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power, and was motivated by it, along with being motivated by a need for achievement. The
point is that the scores generate rebuttable assumptions in a comparative way across multiple
cases. This enables questions about what is similar and different between the Prime Ministers
to be examined. Does it make sense that Major, Whitlam and Howard all had high in-group bias
scores, or that Thatcher and Blair were more motivated by achievement than the other Prime
Ministers in the study? Does it make sense that Heath and Rudd were unusually task focused.
And, what are the implications of these observations for our understanding of political
leadership and performance?

The benefits of multivariate statistical analysis
Four assessment instruments were used in this thesis: Leadership Trait Analysis, developed by
Margaret Hermann (1999) which examines the styles of political leaders; the Motives of
political leaders, developed by David Winter (Winter, 2011, p. 1066); Operational Codes for a
political subject which relate to how leaders view their political world and act in response
(Walker, et al., 2018); and, Verbal Behaviour Analysis developed by Walter Weintraub (1989).
This final method examines patterns of speech (e.g. adverb intensifiers, retractors, negators,
rhetorical questions) and relates them to behavioural tendencies, including anger, anxiety and
histrionics among others.

While other studies have used scores from the same assessment instruments to compare subjects
to each other or benchmarks for global leaders, only one other study was found that uses
MANOVA to compare two groups of political leaders on variables of interest (Ozlem DirilemGumas, 2017). In addition, innovative work was conducted on Verbal Behaviour Analysis
measures, reducing eleven verbal categories (too many for MANOVA) to five. A novel
technique was applied to assessment results which is consistent with the call from
methodologist Mark Schafer (2014) to pay more empirical attention to Verbal Behaviour
Analysis and how results are analysed. It was clearly on the edge of what is possible (in a
statistical sense) with 120 observations, but it was worth doing simply as a demonstration
exercise. Part of the value of analyses undertaken for this research project is to recognise the
nature of the data at hand and the resulting statistical problems and then find the right ways to
resolve them in a way that others can critique. There is value in showing new types of analysis.
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Empirical findings
Findings from the quantitative analysis
Eight hypotheses were investigated using quantitative analysis. Seven relate to a political
outcome, which is whether a first term Prime Minister can stay in power and lead his or her
party to a second election win. Other outcome measures could have been used, but this approach
is defensible because it is important to Prime Ministers themselves. Election success is a
reasonable test of political leadership, and an objective one (Rhodes and ‘t Hart, 2014). These
hypotheses are also directional when there is empirical evidence to justify it, and nondirectional when there is not, and the analysis is therefore more exploratory. The eighth
hypothesis examines whether power measured as a trait and motive are, as expected, unrelated
variables. The eight hypotheses and corresponding findings are presented below:

Hypothesis 1: Prime Ministers who stayed in power for their full first term and went on to
win a second election will have a higher average score on combined measures of Conceptual
Complexity, Need for Power and Belief Events Can Be Controlled than those who did not.
As noted above, a model was built using three of Hermann’s Leadership Trait Analysis
measures: Conceptual Complexity, Need for Power and Belief Events Can Be Controlled. These
measures were selected because Rohrer (2014) used the same ones to test whether there was a
correlation between each individual score and historical rankings of British Prime Ministers’
effectiveness. While my outcome (election wins) is different to his measure of effectiveness,
we both used automated assessment through Profiler Plus and Prime Ministers’ parliamentary
speech data. The research design in this study is preferable to his as it involved an objective
outcome (winning a single or multiple elections) and the approach allowed for a model to be
built and tested with three variables of interest before testing the contribution of each individual
measure. This model showed a statistically significant difference between the one- and twoterm Prime Ministers. The most important, statistically significant, result in both studies was
the Need for Power.
Hypothesis 2 – Winter’s measures of n-Power, n-Affiliation and n-Achievement motive
scores revealed through verbal behaviour in Parliament will not account for Prime
Ministers’ success at a second election when assessed together.
Hypotheses 2 is non-directional, and therefore exploratory. It tests whether Winter’s (1996)
three motives, when used together in a model, were different between the two groups of Prime
Ministers. This proved to be the case, with a significance level better than .02 and an effect size
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(partial eta squared) of .09. This said, none of the three variables on their own made a unique
statistical contribution. The implication is that this is a worthwhile line of further inquiry.
Hypothesis 3 – n-Power and Need for Power scores measured respectively as a motive and a
trait will be uncorrelated (Winter, 2005).
Hypothesis 3 is that power measured as a trait using Hermann’s Leadership Trait Analysis and
as a motive using Winter’s n-Power would be uncorrelated. Winter (2005) who developed the
motive-based model predicted this result, and it proved to be true in this study, with an
insignificant correlation of -.15. Being uncorrelated means they measure different
psychological attributes and can be used together in a new four-variable MANOVA model
leading to Hypothesis 4.
Hypothesis 4 – A model including Hermann’s Need for Power trait score revealed through
verbal behaviour in Parliament will account for more variance in Prime Ministers’ success
at a second election when assessed together than one only including Winter’s n-Power, nAffiliation and n-Achievement scores.
Hypothesis 5 – n-Achievement and n-Affiliation will not be associated with electoral success.
Hypothesis 6 – Higher n-Power and Need for Power scores will be positively associated with
electoral success, more so when used together.
It was expected that a model with four variables would be more powerful than one with only
Winter’s motive-based measure of power. This proved to be the case, with the significance level
improving from .02 to .001. The effect size rose from .09 to .16. As the model with four
measures passed a test of significance, the contribution of each of the four measures could be
examined separately. There was no reason to expect n-Achievement or n-Affiliation would be
different between the groups of Prime Ministers, and they were not, so the null hypothesis (5)
was accepted. It was expected that n-Power and Need for Power would be higher for the group
of Prime Ministers who won at least two elections (Hypothesis 6). Of the two, only Need for
Power was higher at a level of statistical significance better than .01. n-Power was also higher,
but at a level of significance of .04, yet this did not pass the level of .01 set due to the need to
have a more conservative alpha level to address issues associated with unequal variances.
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Hypothesis 7 – Prime Ministers who cannot retain the leadership for their full first term, or
who fail to win a second election will have more extreme operational code scores.
It was expected that more successful Prime Ministers would have more moderate Operational
Code scores. The reason for setting the analysis up in this way is that Brummer (2016) had
showed that Prime Ministers associated with ‘fiascos’ had more extreme scores than those who
were not. Although a different success measure was used in this study, it was also found that
Prime Ministers who were only able to win a single election had significantly more extreme
scores on a model with P-1 and I-1 scores, but only P-1 was significantly different when the
unique contribution of each measure was considered. It should be recalled that P-1 refers to a
subject’s diagnosis of the political world as either hostile or friendly, and I-1 is a choice
propensity to respond with conflict or cooperation. Thus, Prime Ministers who only won a
single election had more extreme views about whether they political world was either hostile
or friendly. Those who went on to win two or more elections had more moderate views overall.
Hypothesis 8 – Verbal category factor scores assessed using VBA revealed through speech
in Parliament do not distinguish between first-term Prime Ministers who stayed in power and
won a second election from those who did not.
The final hypothesis was purely exploratory. It responded to Schafer’s (2014) challenge for
researchers to pay more “empirical attention” to Verbal Behaviour Analysis (VBA). This
provided an opportunity to go on a quantitative adventure. The analysis was at the boundary of
what is possible given the available data, but it met, just, the viability tests, needed to do so
(principally because there was only 120 observations). The eleven VBA categories were
reduced through Factor Analysis to five factors. I then tested, using MANOVA, whether any
of the five factor scores were significantly different between the two groups of Prime Ministers.
A general conclusion is that the more successful Prime Ministers (serving two or more terms)
were more judgmental, collaborative (although conditionally), emotional and self-focused
when responding to Opposition Leaders questions without notice. Perhaps this can be
summarised as being more confident and theatrical. The value of this kind of exploratory
analysis is more in the method than the results. It is, however, important to replicate the study
with more data to ensure greater justification of the generalisability of the knowledge claims.
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Observations from the qualitative analysis
I will not repeat what I have said about individual Prime Ministers, or how they compare with
each other. This is covered in chapters five to eight by grouping Prime Ministers based on the
election outcome measure and the country they are from. The broader argument is that the
groupings, which follow the categories arising from the quantitative study, based on election
wins and country of origin, can be considered under themes reflected in chapter titles. Thus, it
made sense to have Thatcher, Blair and Cameron grouped together to discuss their neo-liberal
orientation towards competition states, yet with very different views of ‘society’ including
whether it even exists, or if it does what the state’s responsibility is in relation to its maintenance
and advancement, with Blair adopting a more interventionist view than Cameron.

Whitlam, Fraser, Hawke and Howard proved well-placed for a combined discussion as together
they progressively oversaw the modernisation and multicultural development of Australia for
most of the last 50 years of national development. Whitlam was, however, singled out of the
group of these four Prime Ministers because he lacked the leadership and management skills
for sustained success. Indeed, Paul Keating served as Prime Minister for a longer period than
Whitlam yet, perhaps unfairly, Keating has been placed with Rudd and Gillard because on his
own he only won a single election. It is unfair because Keating was arguably Australia’s best
treasurer and led in partnership with Hawke for many years before he became Prime Minister
himself. If the test was the total contribution of the politician to Australia’s development and
ongoing success, albeit with Hawke as Prime Minister, contributing to multiple election wins,
Keating would have to be ranked very near the top for political leaders.

Like Whitlam, Rudd lacked the leadership and management skills, and temperament to be a
Prime Minister, and from the interview data, remains lacking in reflexivity about what he could
have done better. Gillard could have been a good Prime Minister, but everything was against
her including Rudd and, of course, Abbott who arguably behaved differently towards her, and
less respectfully, than he would have towards a male Prime Minister.

The final pairing is Heath and Major, both of whom only won a single election. While both are
Conservative Prime Ministers, there are few similarities between them. Heath lacked the
leadership and management skills to be Prime Minister and progressively alienated himself
from his party in the process. Rather than Heath’s autocratic approach, Major tried a
conciliatory leadership style, but the party was so divided he had little chance of successfully
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unifying it. Whether or not he was responsible for Black Wednesday is debatable, and whether
it was ultimately good or bad for the country is too. Major did a good job under the conditions
he had to lead but perhaps needed to ask for more help due to his relative youth and
inexperience. The question is whether anyone else at the time could have done better.

Interacting with the cases based on an outcome of interest and using up to 37 psychological
attributes proved to be an interesting and valuable exercise, although it is best thought of as the
start of an ongoing reflexive research programme rather than a series of resolved positions.

Applied contribution – it matters how Prime Ministers speak and behave
The wellbeing of a nation is affected, positively or not, by the speech and actions of its Prime
Ministers. They can speed up or delay responses to crises. They can mobilise a government’s
experts to solve a problem or deny any problem exists. They can tell the truth or lie. They can
act with courage, or in a cowardly, self-interested way. They can prioritise actions for their own
benefit and those who support them and seek revenge on enemies. They can speak in an
inclusive way, uniting people as citizens of one nation, or can speak divisively, intentionally
pitting one group of citizens against another because history and psychology shows it is easier
to anger than inspire voters. They can act ethically when misconduct occurs within their party
or use a range of tactics to try and cover up, saying later when caught out that it was not their
intention to deceive. Variants of behaviours like these are recognisable among British and
Australian Prime Ministers who have served since 1970. Indeed, it is evident from the findings
of this thesis that Prime Ministers’ speech and behaviour matters because it impacts whether
people see politics as an enterprise to be trusted, or to be dismissed as inherently corrupt, or l
laying somewhere between the two. Whether we trust politicians also affects our level of trust
in public institutions, which in turn is likely to be related to trust in democracy itself (see Evans,
Halupka and Stoker, 2019). Arguably, we need political leaders to be both competent and
ethical, and more interested in service than their own fate. This may be overly idealistic.

However, these are the reasons why we should think carefully about the kinds of people we
select for parliamentary roles. Of course, in Westminster systems, citizens do not get a direct
say in who runs their country. We vote a party in or out of government, and the party decides
who will lead it and for how long. To become the Government, a party must first control most
seats in the House of Commons in the United Kingdom or the House of Representatives in
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Australia. Once in Government, parliamentary members decide who the Prime Minister should
be between now and the next election. There is no limit to the number of changes in leader a
party can make, although there are likely to be electoral consequences of chaotic governance.

In short, while Prime Ministers want us to think they are all powerful within their party, they
are often not. No Prime Minister since 1970, the period covered by this study, in Australia or
Britain left the role on their own terms. As the British Conservative Enoch Powell famously
said, “All political lives, unless they are cut off in midstream at a happy juncture, end in failure,
because that is the nature of politics and of human affairs.” (Ratcliffe, 2016). Some leave,
personally broken, while others have tattered reputations. History remembers some Prime
Ministers more favourably than others. Some become political legends while others, fairly or
not, fade away in memory. Some legacies like Major’s should be reclaimed, and other’s, like
Fraser’s, warrant more positive attention.

A premise of this research is that citizens should assess the qualities of political leadership and
the personality traits we value and respect in a more informed way. Further, the citizenry should
be clear about the behaviours it will not tolerate in their political leaders, and those that are to
be rewarded. Leaders should be punished when they lie or act corruptly, for example when
public funds are brazenly directed to target electorates for political purposes rather than a
relative assessment of citizen needs. It would be refreshing to hear politicians speak openly
about what they believe in rather than endlessly repeating PMO approved talking points
(Weverbergh, n.d.) or defending themselves or colleagues who have acted in indefensible ways.
It may be good political craft, and impress political colleagues, but it diminishes public
accountability. It sends a shameless message that some political leaders do not feel accountable
to the public.

One observation is that citizens, and parties, should expect the person selected as their leader
to have had some experience running something of significance, and well, before asking them
to run a country. Importantly, being able to effectively project power as an Opposition Leader,
does not mean the same person has the values and skills to run a government as a people leader,
policy developer, manager of party and political business, or international statesperson. In
summary, those selecting leaders should think carefully about what a candidate for Prime
Minister will be like as leader and whether they can do the job. This partly requires
consideration of how they will lead and manage, how they think, and whether they can see a
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complex project through to completion. These observations suggest the need for a
psychological test of the fitness of candidates for Prime-Ministerial office if it can be done
appropriately. Although political leaders are unlikely to submit to psychological assessments,
this problem can partially be addressed by the development of a range of tests which can be
applied at-a-distance based on what potential and current leaders say and write. That is what
the foundational thinkers and researchers who provided the tools used in this study have gifted
to those who can continue to build on their empirical and practical contribution.

Limitations
The main limitation of this work is the application of multivariate techniques with a small
number of cases, and then using multiple observations for each case. In statistical terms, the
data is ‘nested’ within the cases. The educational analogy is comparing students to each other
when they are from several different classes. Being part of a class affects the results of the
student in that class and needs to be accounted for. Because of the educational analogy I sought
assistance from an educational psychologist/methodologist on how to use SPSS appropriately
to deal with the data, something I could not have done myself. However, the point of this project
is not pure statistical analysis; it was to explore multiple cases using multivariate tools and show
new ways to interact with psychological data by doing so. This has been achieved.

Ideally, future research will be undertaken with many independent cases removing the problem
of nested data. I have already done something along these lines by analysing Australian election
speeches since Federation (1901) using the same tools and multivariate method, and looking at
the difference between candidates who went on to win the election and those who did not. While
the projection of power in parliament was associated with success in this thesis, in terms of
election speeches a higher level of conceptual complexity and affiliation were rewarded. Had
multivariate analysis not been attempted, the study would still have generated 37 psychological
scores for each of the 12 Prime Ministers which can be compared to each other. On balance,
even with known limitations, the thesis is better with the inclusion of multivariate work than
without if even only because it encourages replication.

Future Avenues of Research
Throughout this thesis a series of questions were noted for further examination. These are
discussed below, before turning to identify other potential avenues for research.
255

Are Australian Prime Ministers smarter than their British counterparts?
Australian Prime Ministers had higher conceptual complexity scores based on their responses
to Opposition Leaders’ questions without notice than their British counterparts. It would be
mischievous to suggest that Australian Prime Ministers are simply smarter than British ones. It
does, however, raise some interesting questions to explore, including whether there is
something in the style of political exchange in the two parliaments, or perhaps other
parliamentary procedures and conventions, that mean responses in the British House of
Commons are expressed in simpler ways than those in the Australian House of Representatives.
An obvious difference is that Australian Prime Ministers may need to try harder, to impress
more quickly, as they must perform within a three-year term of parliament, while British Prime
Ministers can settle into a five-year term (Rhodes, 2017) and as a result may be under less
‘performance pressure’. Further, while the Australian lower house has 151 members, who are
comfortably housed in a new parliament building, the British one has 650 (in a space designed
for many fewer people) (UK Parliament, n.d.). Even getting to ask a question in the British
House of Commons is an ordeal. Prime Minister’s question time in Australia is 2:00pm every
day the house sits, which is around 18 to 20 weeks a year (Parliamentary Education Office,
n.d.). Prime Minister’s Questions (PMQ) Time in the Commons Chamber is now once a week
for 30 minutes on Wednesdays, something which has changed over the 50 years of this study
(UK Parliament, n.d.). Tony Blair reduced the frequency of PMQs from twice to once a week,
for 30 minutes, in 1997. The point is that a separate study could be done focusing on the
similarities and differences between the two legislative chambers and the associated differences
in how Prime Ministers are incentivised to perform. It may affect what they say and do.

Stability and change in leadership styles and personality traits
A second area for further exploration is the fact that across the 10 samples (each of 2000 words)
taken for each Prime Minister over the course of their first term on 37 measures only one
measure changed significantly over time, the trait-based Need for Power score, and only for
two Prime Ministers. Tony Blair’s Need for Power significantly increased over his first term in
parliament (r = .79, p = .007) suggesting he learned it was to his advantage to do so and he
could do this as his confidence as a parliamentary performer grew. Thatcher’s score on the same
measure decreased, and by the same order or magnitude (r = -.74, p = .015). Thatcher’s scores
cover the period of the lead up to and prosecution of the Falklands war. Perhaps she felt that
she was better placed projecting power externally rather than within parliament as there was
general support for her actions in the country. She focused instead on achieving the outcome, a
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decisive win, which is more consistent with her motive profile, as it was achievement that drove
her more than the acquisition of power. It would be an interesting study to compare her scores
on multiple measures before and after the Falklands War.

Three-dimensional motive profiles and cluster analysis
Some speculative comments were included in Chapter Five about how motive profiles using
the three measures of power, affiliation and achievement, seemed to be similar (e.g., Hawke
and Howard; Fraser and Gillard; Heath and Rudd; Thatcher, Keating, Major, Blair and
Cameron) between some Prime Ministers. My comparisons are based on visual observations of
the three-motive radars I produced. It would be interesting to do this in a more scientific way,
including by using Cluster Analysis using all the 37 variables shown in Attachment A.

The changing media environment
In Chapter Five potentially confounding factors are identified over the 50 years spanned by this
study. The media environment changed dramatically over that period, from national broadcasts
on one or two channels to an almost infinite number of options to source news. Media coverage
of politics followed some rules in the 1970s, meaning policies were more seriously discussed
and debated. Now we live in a world of ‘fake news’ in which beliefs, true or otherwise, trump,
any agreed facts, at least for some voter segments (Kavanagh and Rich, 2018). A further study
could be done with a focus on the changing media landscape to examine whether the
psychological attributes of Prime Ministers that lead to success have also changed over time. Is
a commitment to tell the truth, as most of the Prime Ministers in this study would claim to have
believed and practiced, a political asset anymore? Anecdotal evidence is that some political
leaders today have discovered there is no longer consequences for lying, in fact it is rewarded
with electoral success. It seems marketing is now more important than truth.

Different research methods
Completing this project generated several ideas for future research, some of which were
attempted in an exploratory way but were not included in the thesis. This included: developing
and publishing profiles for candidates who want to be the Prime Minister; comparing a single
candidate using different source material; using results to assist in the selection of a party leader;
using them to select Cabinet Members; and, using results with different analytical techniques
such as Qualitative Comparative Analysis to add other theoretically relevant conditions to our
understanding of political success, such as the state of the economy. Some examples are below.
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Studying campaign speeches
The current study generates profiles after people have served as Prime Ministers. Similar
profiles could be generated before they take on the role based on existing speech material, door
stop interviews, parliamentary performances, including their first speech and any books they
have written about themselves. Election speeches could be routinely compared. As an example,
I have analysed all available election speeches for candidates for the Prime Minister since
Federation. Illustrative graphs are provided below. Figure 12 shows that the level of distrust
expressed in campaign speeches has steadily decreased over the last 100 or so years. Similar
graphs are available for the other 36 measures.

Figure 12. Trust and campaign speeches, 1900 to 2020
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Figure 13 shows which candidates spoke more about themselves than others in their election
speeches, measured as a ratio of the use of ‘I’ to ‘we’. Kevin Rudd had the highest score since
Federation. Only George Reid, who was Prime Minister between 1904 and 1905, matched
Rudd in the frequency in which they talked about themselves.
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Figure 13. The use of ‘I’ and ‘we’ in campaign speeches
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in the way he speaks in different domains and to different audiences.

speeches. One observation is that they seem consistent, which suggests a degree of authenticity

based on his parliamentary performance, as used in this study, and a sample of 10 of his

Figure 14 shows former Australian Prime Minister John Howard’s scores on selected measures

how material obtained under different conditions is similar or different. Below is one example.

public speeches, noting that others often help to prepare them. It would be interesting to see

under good conditions for psychological assessment, leaders also express themselves through

While the current study has relied on relatively spontaneous speech in parliament obtained

Comparing different types of source material
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Figure 14. Prime Minister John Howard’s parliamentary performance
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Choice of party leader
The people most immediately affected by a leader are parliamentary party members themselves.
Their power and careers depend on it. Parties could commission assessments using these tools
of potential candidates before they select them as the party leader. They may for example, steer
away from those who appear primarily interested in themselves rather than the party, as the
former may be more autocratic leaders. A higher conceptual complexity score may be
preferrable, as these leaders are more likely to be open to information and ideas. A leader who
can project power better than others might offer advantages. The point is that a full profile
across 37 measures would be a good due diligence step for a party. Even if the results raise
concerns for an otherwise good potential party leader, the party may make the position of Prime
Minister conditional upon the leader accepting support, including mentoring and coaching, in
areas of relative weakness. One area of risk beyond the tests in this study is prior experience
running a complex entity. It seems astounding that some people become Prime Minister having
never run anything of significance and their skills as a leader of people, and manager of
administrative complexity, is therefore untested.

Choice of Cabinet Members
A new Prime Minister may seek profiles of candidates for Cabinet positions to provide an
evidence-based way of considering similarities and differences that might work together. For
example, a Prime Minister might prefer a mix of people who are variously task and relationship
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focused. Others who can project power effectively may be useful. He or she may require that
all Cabinet Members have higher conceptual complexity scores or other evidence that they can
deal with complex information and are open to discuss others’ ideas and change their mind
based on evidence rather than beliefs alone. Cabinet members who can collaborate with each
other might be preferable, although this must be weighed against a need to balance a party’s
factional interests.

Qualitative Comparative Analysis
While contextual information has been included in this study in anecdotal ways, this could be
done more formally using a technique called Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA), or its
more fine-grained version involving fuzzy set logic (Ragin, 2009). The approach provides ways
to examine combinations of conditions in association with an outcome of interest. It would be
possible to assign set scores to Prime Ministers using the tools in this study and combine them
with other theory- and evidence-based conditions that have been found to be associated with
electoral success. This might include economic factors, perhaps the Misery Index (a composite
of unemployment and inflation), the quality of the election campaign on both sides, or
conditions relating to elections in peacetime or when a country is at war or likely to enter one.
A simple QCA analysis was performed as exploratory work using three Leadership Trait
Analysis measures (Conceptual Complexity, Need for Power and Belief Events Can Be
Controlled). It led to the same general conclusion as the statistical analysis in this study that, of
these variables (conditions in QCA), Need for Power had the most explanatory value.

Parting shot
We expect pilots to be trained to appropriate standards before they can fly a plane. Public
servants must adhere to ethical and performance standards to keep their jobs. Company
directors can be prosecuted and barred for incompetence or deception. Should political leaders
pass formal tests of knowledge, competence, and character before being able to direct the
institutions and resources of a nation? Should they have a passable understanding of economics,
people management and ethics? As well as knowledge requirements, tools like those used in
this study could be applied during leadership contests with results then made public and
debated. Individual results imply no value judgement, that is up to the person interpreting them.
For my part, I would prefer future Prime Ministers to be the ideal combination of: visionary
when the nation needs it (like Whitlam and Blair); smart, affiliative and evidence-based (like
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Howard); open to new information and a humanitarian (like Fraser), economically competent
and authentic (like Keating), other-oriented and collaborative across party lines to get things
done (like Gillard); one of the people and a great Cabinet Chairperson (like Hawke), able to
rise to the occasion (like Rudd, with his response to the GFC and The Apology); decent and
conciliatory (like Major) and, when needed, a passionate reformer (like Thatcher). It is difficult
to think what attributes of Heath or Cameron one would select.

Further, in my view, no one should become a Prime Minister who has not proven their
leadership and management skills either as a successful Minister, ideally of more than one large
portfolio, or running a complex entity in another sector. Being able to gain power in a party,
perhaps through performing well as an opposition leader, and public popularity, must be
balanced with the ability to exercise power responsibly, which requires prior evidence of
character and competence under pressure, combined with a will and ability to unite people
rather than divide them.

This list of attributes identifies just a few of the measures that have been used in this study. It
is intrinsic to the quality of democracy that political parties and citizens think more about who
should lead them in the future given the uncertainty and complexity that characterises politics
during a global pandemic, against a backdrop of Climate Change and democratic decay in some
countries. I hope that this work contributes to achieving this aspiration and by doing so helps
to make discussion of political leaders better than a “parlour game for political junkies”
(Theakston and Gill, 2006, p. 194).
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Appendix A. Scores on 36 Psychological Measures – High or Low (one
standard deviation +/- mean)
Method

Measure

Outcome
LTA
LTA
LTA
LTA
LTA
LTA
LTA
Motive
Motive
Motive
VBA
VBA
VBA
VBA
VBA
VBA
VBA
VBA
VBA
VBA
VBA
OpCode
OpCode
OpCode
OpCode
OpCode
OpCode
OpCode
OpCode
OpCode
OpCode
OpCode
OpCode
OpCode
OpCode
OpCode
OpCode

Won second election
Distrust of Others
Level of Task Focus
Belief Can Control Events
In-Group Bias
Self Confidence
Conceptual Complexity
Need for Power
Power
Affiliation
Achievement
Use of I
Use of We
Use of Me
Direct References
Negating
Qualifiers
Retractors
Adverb Intensifiers
Explainers
Expression of Feeling
Rhetorical Questions
Views Political Env. Friendly
Optimistic re: Pol. Goals
Cooperative Strategy
Cooperative Tactics
Political Env. Predictable
Political Env. Controllable
Political Env. Role of Chance
Words - Reward
Words - Promise
Words - Appeal/Support
Deeds - Oppose
Deeds - Threaten
Deeds - Punish
Risk Orientation
Shift Conflict/Cooperation
Shift Words/Deeds

Heath

N
M
H
H
L
M
M
M
M
L
L
M
M
M
M
M
L
M
M
M
M
M
H
H
H
H
M
M
H
H
M
M
M
L
L
H
H
M

283

Thatcher

Y
M
M
M
M
L
L
H
L
M
H
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
H
H
M
M
H
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
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M
M
H
M
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M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
M
L
L
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M
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M
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L
M
L
M
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Blair
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M
M
M
M
H
M
M
M
M
L
L
M
M
L
H
M
H
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L
L
M
M
M
L
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Appendix B. Profiles of Abbott and Turnbull compared to peers
Tony Abbott and Malcolm Turnbull were not included in the original study as they were
members of Parliament at the time. A comparative profile has now been completed for both
former Prime Ministers.

Leadership Traits
A distinctive leadership trait for both Abbott and Turnbull is their Need for Power score which
is two standard deviations above the average for their 12 peers in this study. This means when
they spoke in parliament they were focused on “establishing, maintaining, or restoring one’s
power” in order to “control, influence or impact others or groups” (Hermann, 2009, p. 190).
Both also have high In-Group Bias scores, which is indicative of leaders who act in the interest
of an inner circle of supporters, and against the perceived enemies of these groups. It is not
clear whether this relates to forces within their own party, or to political opponents more
generally. Perhaps surprisingly, Turnbull has a low score on Self Confidence based on his
speech in Parliament, perhaps an attempt at humility in this forum when it is common
knowledge that he is not a retiring man or someone who actually lacks confidence. Thatcher
and Whitlam also have low Self Confidence scores, so further thought needs to be given to what
this measure reflects because of all the Prime Ministers studied these must be three for whom
a low self-confidence score seems very unlikely. One explanation for Whitlam and Turnbull is
they are both barristers, there might be something in their ‘legal speak’. Perhaps Thatcher
emulated this rhetorical legalistic style as she pursued her goals.

Abbott has high scores for his level of Mistrust of Others and Belief Events can be Controlled
(Turnbull’s scores are in the average range on both measures). Under Hermann’s typology,
Abbott’s combined high Mistrust of Others and high In-Group Bias, for a political leader,
typically relates to someone whose:
“ … politics is centred around a set of adversaries who are viewed as ‘evil’ and intent
on spreading their ideology or extending their power at the expense of others; leaders
perceive that they have a moral imperative to confront these adversaries; as a result,
they are likely to take risks and to engage in highly aggressive and assertive behaviour”
(Hermann 2009, p. 200).
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Box 9 shows the broader framework and where Turnbull and other Prime Ministers in this study
are placed.

Box 9. Motivation Toward the World (adapted from Hermann, 1999, p. 28)
In-Group
Bias
Low

Distrust of others
Low

Moderate

Political world is not threatening.
Conflicts are perceived as contextspecific and are reacted to on a case-bycase basis. Leaders recognise that
constraints limit what one can do and
call for flexibility of response. Focus is
on taking advantage of opportunities and
building relationships.

Moderate

Fraser,
Hawke
Thatcher
Cameron
Turnbull

Rudd
Gillard
High

Heath

Adversaries are perceived as threats.
Confrontation is needed to combat
threats and enhance one’s own
capabilities and status. Focus is on
dealing with threats and solving
problems.

Howard
Whitlam

High
Political world is perceived as
conflict prone. Focus is on taking
advantage of opportunities and
building relationships while
remaining vigilant.

Keating
Blair
Politics is centred on a set of
adversaries. Leaders perceive that
they have a moral imperative to
confront them. Focus is on
eliminating potential threats and
problems. Major, Abbott

More generally, Hermann’s typology based his on combination of scores, predicts that Abbott
would challenge constraints both directly and indirectly, while Turnbull would primarily do so
indirectly (See Box 7). Further, based on their scores, both Prime Ministers would be open to
information, but for Abbott it would be about how to focus on decisions necessary to maintain
his group, while for Turnbull it would be to focus on whatever the situation required to make
the right decisions. Abbott views conflict as deriving from traditional adversaries, a simpler and
more ideological position, while Turnbull views conflict as situation specific, a more complex
and nuanced position.

Motives
Abbott’s and Turnbull’s motive scores are exceptional, in that each of their n-Power, nAffiliation and n-Achievement scores are at least one standard deviation above the PrimeMinisterial means for those in this study. None of the other 12 Prime Ministers in this study
had more than two high scores. This suggests both Abbott and Turnbull speak with a colourful
intensity, or rhetorical flourish, not apparent among any of the other Prime Ministers. Blair had
high scores on both n-Power and n-Achievement motives, and Howard had high scores on
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power and affiliation motives. High scores on all three motives, for Abbot and Turnbull, as two
political adversaries within their own party, must have created a degree of personal and
interpersonal tension and conflict. These notions are explored through operational code analysis
below.

Operational Codes
In terms of his Operational Codes, Abbott stands out from the 12 Prime Ministers in this study
in that he has a less friendly view of the nature of politics (i.e., P1 - more than one standard
deviation below the mean). He also spoke as if he is less optimistic that he would be able to
realise his political goals (P2). Turnbull is in the average range on both measures. Both Abbott
and Turnbull speak as if they view others as less consistent and predictable than the peers they
are benchmarked against (P3). Abbott has a high score on his expressed level of personal control
over events (P4), while Turnbull’s score is average. Overall, however, both Abbott and Turnbull
believe that chance plays a relatively small part in political outcomes (P5). In addition, they
both have average scores relating to their preference for cooperation or conflict as political
strategies (I1). These views are expressed by both men with an average level of intensity (I2),
and with an average degree of acceptance of risk due to their tactics (I3). Both Abbott and
Turnbull display an average use of words indicating either cooperation or conflict. Turnbull
displays consistency in the use of words and deeds, while Abbott shows more diversity, or
flexibility, in his move between words and deeds. In terms of tactics to exercise power, Abbott
and Turnbull use an average number of expressions offering rewards, appeals to others and
threats in pursuit of their goals. Both are more likely than others to make promises, while Abbott
is more likely to be oppositional as a tactic, and Turnbull is more likely to speak as it he will
punish others than other Prime Ministers in this study.

Personality attributes
In terms of their personality attributes, both Abbott and Turnbull had relatively typical results
compared to Prime-Ministerial peers. This said, Abbott is more likely to express feelings (the
display of emotion or at the extreme histrionics), with his score more than two standard
deviations above the mean, use adverb intensifiers (higher scores are indicative of exaggeration
or seeing the world in black and white term). He was also more likely to use the term we
(presenting as speaking for a party or a cause). Turnbull was more likely to ask Rhetorical
Questions (a strategy to arouse/engage an audience) and less likely to use the term I than others.
Again, his training as a barrister may have a bearing on his speech patterns.
287

288

Appendix C. Additional Scores Used for Qualitative Analysis
Chapter Four shows that a quantitative comparative method is effective when the goal is to
examine similarities and differences in political leaders’ leadership and personality traits. It
provides a relatively objective assessment and analysis of theoretically relevant variables as
they relate to an important outcome, which is electoral success in this study. Results show that
some variables are more important than others in terms of their statistical and practical
significance, with the latter shown through effect size measures. This Appendix provides
additional information about the four frameworks to support the qualitative interpretative work
presented in chapters five to eight.

Scores and comparative analysis
For the analysis in subsequent chapters, “more/less” and “high/low” statements reflect scores
that are at least one standard deviation above/below the group mean for the 12 Prime Ministers.
This approach follows guidance in The Psychological Assessment of Political Leader (Post,
2003) and is used in other studies with the same assessment tools (Eidenfalk, et al. 2018;
Hermann and Sakiev, 2011).

Leadership Trait Analysis
As noted earlier, while only three of Hermann’s traits are used in the quantitative analysis in
Chapter Four, all seven are used to construct profiles for the qualitative analysis that follows in
later chapters. Table 22 shows the seven scores for each Prime Minister. In the following table,
scores that are at least one standard deviation above the mean are in bold and those that are at
least one standard deviation below the mean are underlined.
Hermann’s research also provides a framework for predicting behaviour based on the
combination of leadership traits. Box 7 outlines five leadership styles (Hermann and Sakiev,
2011, p. 134). For example, leaders high on Belief Events Can Be Controlled and high in their
Need for Power are expected to challenge institutional and other constraints (only Blair in this
study). Leaders who score low on both Conceptual Complexity and Self-Confidence are
expected to be closed to information otherwise available to them (only Thatcher in this study).
Decision-making for leaders high on Task Focus is associated with a dominance of problemsolving behaviours rather than those focused on relationship-building (Heath, Rudd).
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Table 22. Leadership Trait Analysis Scores for 12 Prime Ministers
PM

LTA Distrust of
Others

LTA Level of
Task Focus

LTA - Belief
Events Can Be
Controlled

LTA - InGroup Bias

LTA - Self
Confidence

LTA Conceptual
Complexity

LTA – Need
for Power

Blair

.17

.60

.46

.07

.45

.49

.27

Cameron

.10

.65

.42

.06

.49

.48

.28

Fraser

.08

.67

.25

.07

.46

.67

.21

Gillard

.05

.67

.36

.07

.43

.60

.19

Hawke

.10

.68

.39

.10

.45

.63

.20

Heath

.10

.74

.44

.03

.44

.49

.25

Howard

.10

.67

.42

.13

.42

.64

.25

Keating

.13

.57

.37

.10

.49

.59

.16

Major

.13

.61

.34

.12

.40

.44

.21

Rudd

.07

.75

.43

.08

.42

.63

.24

Thatcher

.09

.70

.36

.06

.36

.47

.27

Whitlam

.09

.63

.28

.12

.34

.60

.23

Average

.10

.66

.38

.08

.43

.56

.23

SD

.03

.05

.06

.03

.04

.08

.04
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Box 7. Leadership styles associated with combined traits
Leadership Style
Reaction to constraints

LTA Traits Involved
Respect Constraints

Challenge constraints
indirectly
Challenge constraints
directly

Responsiveness to
contextual information

Challenge constraints
directly and indirectly
Closed to information

Open to information

Decision-making motivation

Orientation to politics

Approach to leadership

How combined
Low/moderate belief
events can be controlled +
Low moderate need for
power
Low/moderate belief
events can be controlled +
High need for power
High belief events can be
controlled + Low/moderate
need for power

Self-confidence score
higher than that for
conceptual complexity – or
both scores low
Conceptual complexity
score higher than that for
self-confidence – or both
scores high

High on task orientation

Focus on process and
maintenance on groups
Conflict viewed as
context specific

Low on task orientation

Threats present but if
vigilant there are
opportunities to take
advantage of
Conflict due to threats
from traditional
adversaries
Focus is on dealing with
threats and coming out
ahead
Opportunist

High distrust of others +
Low/moderate in-group
bias

Pragmatist

Respects constraints +
Closed to information
Challenges constraints +
Open to information
Challenges constraints +
Closed to information

Advocate

Source: (Hermann, 1999)
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Heath

Blair

Focus on solving
problems
Focus on what situation
requires

Strategist

Prime Ministers
Gillard, Hawke,
Howard, Keating,
Major, Rudd
Whitlam, Fraser
Cameron, Thatcher

Moderate on task
orientation

Low/moderate distrust of
others + Low/moderate ingroup bias

Thatcher (both low)

Most to least open
to information:
Whitlam, Howard,
Fraser, Rudd,
Hawke, Gillard,
Keating, Heath,
Blair, Major,
Cameron
Heath, Rudd
Cameron, Major,
Gillard, Hawke,
Howard, Thatcher,
Whitlam
Blair, Keating,
Major
Cameron, Fraser,
Gillard, Hawke,
Heath, Rudd,
Thatcher
Blair, Keating

High distrust of others +
High in-group bias

Major

Low/moderate distrust of
others + High in-group
bias
Respects constraints +
Open to information

Whitlam, Howard

Gillard, Hawke,
Howard, Keating,
Major, Rudd
Whitlam, Fraser
Nil
Cameron, Heath,
Blair
Thatcher

Motives
Winter’s (1996) motive model reveals underlying motivational needs, those which provide the
“direction of energy for action”. The idea is that these are more situationally determined than
the traits Leadership Trait Analysis reveals (Winter, 2008, p. 153). Winter et al. (1998) argue
that trait and motive analysis is complementary. As noted in previous chapters, he expects them
to be empirically unrelated (Winter et al., 1998) which is the case in my study as indicated in
Chapter Four by an almost zero correlation (r = -.15), as Winter predicted.
“We propose that although motives and traits may refer to the same general behavioural domain
(e.g., affiliative behaviour or power behaviour), they reflect different aspects of that domain.
What a person wants, and in the process plans, anticipates and enjoys (motives), and how that
person acts (traits), are not necessarily the same” (Winter, 2008, p. 237).

Blair, Howard, and Whitlam had high scores for needing power (n-Power) when measured as
a motive. This suggests that relative to their Prime-Ministerial peers, they are driven to seek
power, as a need to be satisfied. Blair and Howard were the only Prime Ministers in their study
to have high scores on more than one of the three motives. Howard also had a high n-Affiliation
score, so was motivated by having good relationships. Blair also had a high n-Achievement
score. For Blair, the motivational need for power and behavioural traits were consistent. He
needed power to satisfy an internal drive and spoke in this way. For Thatcher and Cameron,
projecting power was a rhetorical device they used effectively, but according to their profiles,
it did not meet an underlying need. Indeed, Thatcher scored highly on n-Achievement as a
motivational need to be satisfied. This interpretation suggests she was effective in projecting
power but was primarily motivated by achievement. While Cameron projected power well as a
trait he had a low score for n-Power. Accordingly, under Winter’s model this means he probably
did not enjoy the game of politics as it did not satisfy an inner need. He also only had moderate
scores for n-Achievement and n-Affiliation, so it is not clear what motivated him, which would
appear consistent with giving up power of his own volition when his circumstances, of his own
making, became too hard. He was not prepared to fight at all costs to simply keep power, as
other politicians might have done. Recall the quote earlier from Major.
“…a true politician will do anything to get re-elected including breaching electoral law, shaving
the corners of core beliefs and donning subfusc so as to look bland to the greatest possible share
of the electorate” (John Major reported by Boulton, 2009, p. xi)
292

The implication of the above discussion is that the following case-based interpretation should
examine the interaction between motive scores and those from other leadership and personality
models. This is done considering other sources of information, including expert interviews.
Motives are explained in Box 8 along with Prime Ministers’ scores.

Box 8. Motives and what they mean for action and negotiation styles
Verbal image scores

Actions

Negotiating Style
Seeks help from
Prime Ministers with
high scores (+1 SD)
Prime Ministers with
moderate scores

Power Motive
Concern about having
impact, control, or
influence on another
person group, or the world
at large - acquiring
prestige
Successful leadership and
high subordinates’ morale
if responsibility is high.
Profligate impulsivity
(alcohol, drugs, sex,
aggression) if
responsibility is low.
Exploitative, aggressive
Political “experts”
Blair, Howard, Whitlam
Fraser, Gillard, Hawke,
Heath, Major, Rudd

Prime Ministers with Cameron, Keating,
low scores (- 1 SD)
Thatcher
Source: Winter (2018, p. 157)

Affiliation Motive
Concern about
establishing, maintaining,
or restoring warm,
friendly relations among
persons or groups

Achievement Motive
Concern about the
standard of excellence,
quality of performance,
success in competition, or
unique accomplishment

Cooperative and friendly
with similarly friendly
others. Defensive and
even hostile with others
who are dissimilar or who
disagree

Takes moderate risks,
uses feedback to modify
performance, seeks
entrepreneurial success,
can be dishonest when
necessary to reach goal

Cooperative if safe,
defensive if threatened
Friends and similar others
Fraser, Gillard, Howard

Cooperative and
“rational”
Technical experts
Blair, Thatcher

Blair, Cameron, Hawke,
Major, Rudd, Thatcher,
Whitlam
Heath, Keating

Cameron, Fraser, Gillard,
Hawke, Howard, Keating,
Major, Rudd
Heath, Whitlam

Comparative scores from other Prime-Ministerial studies are not available. They are for US
Presidents, so these are shown for interest in Table 23. This raises interesting questions
including whether Blair, Howard and Whitlam had a similar drive for power as Bill Clinton.
Were Reagan and Keating similar given their low affiliation scores? Were Fraser, Gillard, and
Howard, with high n-Affiliation scores, like Nixon and Bush, who, at least in the Inaugural
speeches, spoke in relatively affiliative ways? Were Nixon, Carter, and Clinton like Thatcher
and Blair, in that these five political leaders were highly motivated by achievement, and
therefore, according to Winter, potentially more willing than others to bend the rules to achieve
the outcomes that mattered to them?
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Table 23. Results for Prime Minister, with matched scores for Presidents
PM

n-Power

n-Affiliation

n-Achievement

(Images per 1000 words)

(Images per 1000 words)

(Images per 1000 words)

Blair

1.46 (Clinton)

4.03

8.55 (Nixon/Carter/Clinton)

Cameron

6.34

4.62

8.34

Fraser

7.43

6.90 (Nixon/Bush)

6.15

Gillard

8.25

6.83 (Nixon/Bush)

6.08

Hawke

9.89

4.91

4.91

Heath

7.04

3.04 (Reagan)

3.85

Howard

1.42 (Clinton)

6.36 (Nixon/Bush)

7.36

Keating

5.89

3.92 (Reagan)

7.72

Major

7.31

5.00

7.00

Rudd

7.89

5.21

4.78

Thatcher

6.51

5.62

9.90 (Nixon/Carter/Clinton)

Whitlam

9.94 (Clinton)

4.57

2.94

Mean

8.11

5.08

6.46

SD

1.59

1.13

1.98

Below is another potentially useful way of showing Prime Ministers’ motive scores across the
three motive measures, as radars. At face value they suggest, at least in terms of a radar for
three motives that: Hawke and Howard have similar profiles; as do Thatcher, Keating, Major,
Blair and Cameron; Fraser and Gillard; and Heath and Rudd. Whitlam does not have an obvious
match. While this face value analysis, it could be done more rigorously with Cluster Analysis
across all 37 variables, something that will be noted in Chapter Nine as potential future work.
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Hawke

Howard

POWER

POWER
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T
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AFFILIATION
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T

Keating

Thatcher

POWER

POWER

12
10
8
6
4
2
0
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Heath
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POWER
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ACHIEVEMENT
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Operational Codes
Chapter Two describes the theory and practice of Operational Code Analysis (Walker, et al.,
2008). It aims to uncover political actors’ views of their political environments (as friendly or
hostile), their response preferences (conflict or cooperation) and other attributes. Table 24
shows the scores for each Prime Ministers as they relate to their beliefs and actions.
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TB

DC

MF

JG

BH

EH

JH

PK

JM

KR

MT

GW

PM
Mean

PM
SD

Table 24. Operational Code Scores for 12 Prime Ministers

P-1 Nature of
political
Universe
(Hostile/
Friendly)

.30

.36

.46

.31

.45

.58

.48

.45

.27

.23

.40

.45

.40

.10

P-2 Realisation
of political
values
(Pessimism/Opti
mism)

.12*

.13

.20

.14

.18

.28*

.24*

.24*

.12*

.10*

.18

.23

.18

.06

P-3 Political
future
(Unpredictable/
Predictable)

.15

.22

.30

.32

.25

.31

.18

.15

.25

.37

.29

.27

.26

.07

P-4 Historical
development
(Low control/
High control)

.37

.28

.15

.29

.37

.32

.27

.13

.26

.27

.33

.24

.27

.07

P-5 Role of
chance (Small
role /Large role)

.55

.64

.46

.93

.92

1.00

.49

.19

.64

1.00

.97

.66

.70

.25

I-1 Strategic
approach to
goals (Conflict/
Cooperation)

.60

.62

.49

.67

.52

.70

.52

.69

.50

.59

.72

.62

.61

.08

I-2 Intensity of
tactics (Conflict/
Cooperation)

.32

.31

.17

.31

.20

.38

.26

.31

.23

.1

.39

.33

.28

.07

I-3 Risk
Orientation
(Averse/
Acceptant)

.11

.18

.19

.13

.15

.22

.15

.15

.09

.11

.13

.15

.15

.04

a Conflict/
Cooperation

.58

.60

.50

.69

.50

.74

.51

.57

.52

.54

.67

.64

.59

.08

b Word/Deeds

.31

.34

.61

.57

.50

.51

.48

.53

.49

.57

.44

.61

.48

.09

a Reward

.25

.23

.11

.15

.13

.22

.18

.12

.16

.0

.2

.19

.17

.05

b Promise

.09

.04

.03

.06

.05

.05

.08

.02

.03

.04

.02

.05

.05

.02

c Appeal/Support

.45

.53

.62

.63

.57

.60

.50

.4

.57

.6

.59

.58

.56

.06

d Oppose/Resist

.10

.09

.12

.05

.13

.11

.15

.07

.15

.09

.11

.13

.11

.03

e Threaten

.02

.01

.04

.04

.01

.00

.01

.03

.00

.00

.00

.04

.02

.02

f Punish

.09

.10

.09

.06

.12

.02

.08

.12

.09

.14

.05

.01

.08

.04

I-4 Timing of
Action

I-5 Utility of
Means
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Verbal Behaviour Analysis
Finally, Weintraub’s Verbal Behaviour Analysis (Weintraub, 2008) is used in subsequent
qualitative analysis. It examines the clinical correlates of patterns of speech. Results are shown
in Table 25. While factor scores combining multiple items are used in quantitative analysis,
individual scores can be used to generate case profiles, as is shown below.
Table 25. Verbal Behaviour Analysis Scores for 12 Prime Ministers
Expressio

Rhetorical

n of feeling

Questions

7.6

1.4

.8

8.0

8.5

3.2

4.2

4.0

9.0

9.5

1.6

.4

3.4

2.7

7.3

7.0

2.0

1.6

12.0

3.1

2.7

6.2

6.8

2.6

1.1

.0

14.5

1.9

4.0

5.7

9.7

1.7

.3

4.2

3.4

1.8

3.1

3.4

9.5

6.4

2.8

1.7

1.9

1.6

12.4

3.8

3.7

7.8

6.0

.6

2.3

9.8

1.3

.0

13.4

4.8

3.9

7.5

7.7

2.5

2.2

11.3

12.2

.5

.8

7.6

1.8

2.6

4.7

6.2

2.3

2.0

Thatcher

16.1

11.5

1.2

.0

14.9

4.2

4.1

6.2

8.5

2.5

1.0

Whitlam

19.6

3.7

2.2

.2

13.3

3.2

3.1

5.5

8.6

2.8

.5

Mean

15.5

1.8

2.0

.7

12.6

3.4

3.9

7.0

7.7

2.2

1.5

SD

6.3

6.9

1.4

.7

3.8

1.5

1.7

2.4

2.4

1.3

1.5

PM

I

we

me

Blair

12

22.4

1.9

Cameron

9.3

21.3

Fraser

13.3

Gillard

Direct

Adverb

Negating

Qualifiers

Retractors

.0

13.0

3.0

6.4

6.0

3.0

.3

14.2

2.5

5.9

4.3

1.4

.1

13.0

5.9

15.9

12

2.2

1.2

12.4

Hawke

22.5

9.1

3.0

.3

Heath

16.4

8.3

1.4

Howard

22.5

6.9

Keating

1.4

8

Major

16.4

Rudd

Reference
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