


ABSTRACT

TORONTO NEWSPAPER COVERAGE OF THE
1975 ONTARIO PROVINCIAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN

by

Nick Chandler Stout

As scholars and others try to explain the surprising
results of the 1975 Ontario provincial election, i.e., the relative
success of the New Democratic party and the relegation to minority
of the governing Progressive-Conservatives, they doubtless will
consider the influence of the news media. This study considers
the role of the Toronto press in the campaign. It involves a
quantitative analysis to determine the amount of attention paid to
each of the three major political parties: the Progressive-
Conservatives, the Liberals and the New Democratic Party. It also
provides a qualitative assessment to shed 1ight on the attitudes
of the Toronto press, such as the way it regarded party leaders,
interpreted campaign news and implied electoral preferences. The
findings are the result of a meticulous examination of the Globe

and Mail, Toronto Star and Toronto Sun in which campaign-related

articles were measured and assessed for their partisan value.



Nick Chandler Stout

The study shows that the Tories were given considerably
more space than the opposition parties, but that the socialist-
leaning NDP tended to receive the best treatment from writers of
editorials and commentaries. Moreover, it is shown that the NDP
became the centre of attention during the final phase of the
campaign and gained a strategic advantage by the prominent news
coverage it was given at that time. In a general sense, more
attention was paid to the images of the party leaders than to the
issues for which they stood. The Toronto press seems also to have
had a penchant for describing the campaign as a road show--as a

series of events--rather than as a discussion of issues.
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PREFACE

This study was generated by my own involvement in the 1975
Ontario provincial election campaign--as a reporter for Broadcast
News Limited assigned to the New Democratic Party tour. I had Tived
in Canada not even a year at the time, after having landed here
quite by chance, and my knowledge of Canadian affairs was primitive
at best. The study was undertaken as an extension of an adventure-
some and educational experience, and to help me better understand
the environment in which I was working. If it removes the albatross
of an unfinished M.A. degree, it also enriches, if slightly,
journalism scholarship in Canada. And I am pleased to contribute
because Canada is a country for which, despite my brief stay, I have
developed a profound affection. But most important, I have now
repaid a long-overdue debt to the late Professor W. Cameron Meyers--
without whom, suffice it to say, there would have been no thesis;
indeed, without whom I very probably would not be practicing

journalism today.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The Study

Whether historians will view the Ontario general election
of September, 1975, as a watershed or a temproary aberration in the
course of Canadian provincial politics is an open question. It is
still too soon to know. What already is certain is that they are
bound to regard it with intense interest in that it broke the spell
under which the Ontario Progressive-Conservative Party held the
province for three decades. It is true that Ontarians] stopped
short of expelling the party from power, but they denied it the
majority to which it had become so accustomed in the provincial
legislature; not since 1945 had the combined opposition outnumbered
the Progressive-Conservatives at Queen's Park.2 Equally as stunning
was the success of the socialist-leaning New Democratic Party. That

the NDP could supplant the centrist Liberals as the Official

]About 65 percent of Ontario's 4.8 million eligible voters
cast ballots. Toronto Star, Sept. 19, 1975, p. 1.

2Home of the 125-seat Ontario legislature in Toronto.
Standings after Sept. 18, 1975: Progressive-Conservatives 51,
NDP 38, Liberals 36. Standings at dissolution (117 seats): PCs 74,
Liberals 23, NDP 20.




Opposition was to many a signal that a shift was taking place in the
political climate of the province. For Stephen Lewis, the ambitious
leader of the NDP, the election was a savoring triumph. "There's an
amazing change that's happening in Ontario," he was quoted as saying
shortly after assuming his new role as Opposition Leader, "and when
I look down the road I don't feel precarious anymore."3
As scholars, political analysts and party strategists
endeavor to explain what happened, they no doubt will consider the
influence of news media on voters. While news media generally are
believed to be relatively ineffective in directly affecting voting
behavior,4 political campaigns seem always to be organized around
them. A benchmark study invo]ying the U. S. presidential campaign
of 1940 found that people manage to avoid things they do not want
to read and hear and that "the people who did most of the reading
and listening to the campaign were the most impervious to any ideas
which might have led them to change their vote."5 Yet scholars
concede that news media often may reinforce or even strengthen the
pre-determined intentions of voters. Joseph T. Klapper acknowledges

that "minor attitude change appears to be a more likely effect than

3Ed Hailwood, "The Feast of Stephen," Toronto Life,
December, 1975, p. 38.

4John P. Robinson, "Perceived Media Bias and the 1968
Vote: Can the Media Affect Behavior After A11?" Journalism Quarterly,
LXIX (Summer, 1972), 239.

5Pau] F. Lazarsfeld. Bernard Berelson and Hazel Gandet,
The People's Choice: How the Voter Makes Up His Mind in a Presiden-
tial Campaign (New York: Columbia University Press, 1968), p. 125.




conversion and a less likely effect that reinforcement" but he adds
that "this is not to say . . . conversion does not occur nor that
under certain circumstances it may not be widespread."6 Klapper's
conclusions suggest that it would be irresponsible to dismiss news
coverage of the 1975 Ontario election as irrelevent in explaining
its eventual result. Indeed, there is evidence to suggest the
effect of the news media on the voting behavior of Ontarians was
substantial.

The press is a vital part of every civic election regard-
less of its influence on voters. Since news media in Canada sub-
scribe to the social responsibility theory of the press7 they argue
that self-government is impossible without a press independent of
government to enlighten the public. In theory, they pledge to
provide information, discussion and debate on public affairs. More-
over, freely-elected politicians clearly depend on the press as a
forum in which to make their ideas known and to strike down those of
their opponents. They also, conversely, use the press as a sounding
board to gauge the general acceptance of those ideas. Colin Seymour-
Ure observes in his analysis of the British press vis & vis the
British political system that "there seems no doubt at all that

politicians do believe newspapers have an impact on the attitudes

6Joseph T. Klapper, The Effects of Mass Communication (New
York: The Free Press, 1960), p. 11.

7As outlined in Fred S. Siebert, Theodore Peterson and
Wilbur Schramm, Four Theories of the Press (Urbana: University of
I11inois Press, 1956).




and behaviour of the mass pubh’c."8

Indeed, they seem always to be
seeking ways to manipulate the media to their own advantage yet
habitually complain about their eventual treatment.

It is theréfore not unusual for political candidates to
blame the news media for their personal failures; the press often
is accused of distorting U.S. presidential campaigns. Sometimes the
accusations can be turned into advantage as in 1948 when Harry S
Truman successfully incorporated the "one-party press” charge into
his winning effort. But they usually serve as alibis as in 1975
when the leader of the Ontario Liberal Party, Robert Nixon, held
the press largely responsible for his party's third-place f'inish.9
Nixon complained that the news media failed to give proper attention
to the way his party addressed certain issues and that they
apparently believed the NDP to be more knowledgeable and more
sincere than the Liberals. Whether a remark such as this is in fact
a weak alibi for a poorly-conducted campaign or a well-founded com-
plaint is a question that need not remain open. This study will
provide evidence upon which to judge the validity of Nixon's remark
and upon which to further assess the performance of the news media
in the 1975 Ontario general election.

The three Toronto dailies were selected as the sample for

the study. The Globe and Mail, the Toronto Star and the Toronto Sun

8Co]in Seymour-Ure, The Press, Politics and the Public: An
Essay on the Role of the National Press in the British Political
System (London: Methven, 1968), pp. 285-86.

961obe and Mail (Toronto), Oct. 6, 1975, p. 7.




were the only dailies to staff the campaign tours of the three party
leaders from the outset (although the Canadian Press wire service
assigned a correspondent to each tour throughout the campaign). For
this reason, Toronto newspapers were free to explore various angles
of the campaign; they were not restricted to Canadian Press dis-
patches. Furthermore, the Toronto papers probably were as represen-
tative as any other combination of Ontario dailies. The Globe and
the Star are distributed throughout the province; their influence
spreads beyond the boundaries of the city and into the rural corners
of Ontario. The Sun, a tabloid founded in 1971 following the demise
of the Telegram, is one of the few Canadian papers to publish on
Sundays. Moreover, its average daily circulation of 115,000 is
attained almost entirely by newsstand sales, which implies that

most copies sold are, in fact, read. A third reason for making
Toronto dailies the focus of the study has to do with the surprising

10 the NDP did much better than

election returns from the city;
expected in Toronto. Finally, by focussing attention on newspapers
within a single city, a comparison can be made between media in
direct competition for readers.

According to researcher Jae-wan Lee, "campaign news can

be viewed as the attention the press accords to the political news

sources and . . . how the news is presented can be viewed as an

]0The NDP took 14 of Metropolitan Toronto's 29 seats for
a gain of 7. The Conservatives dropped 3 seats to 12 and the
Liberals dropped 1 seat to finish with 3.



indication of the attitudes of the press."]]

This study will be
founded on both of Lee's axioms; it will involve a quantitative
analysis to determine the attention paid to news sources and it
will contain a qualitative assessment to shed 1ight on media atti-
tudes. The findings presented herein and the conclusions drawn

from them follow a meticulous examination of each issue of the

Globe and Mail, Toronto Star and Toronto Sun during the campaign

period of August 12 to September 18, 1975. Each news story, edi-
torial, commentary, letter to the editor and photograph was counted
and the partisan value of each recorded. Moreover, each news story
was measured in column inches and each photograph in square inches
to determine the space afforded each party. Because of the dis-
parity of column widths within and between newspapers, all measure-
ments of news stories were adjusted to conform to the 10-pica
column generally used. Each article--whether it be news story,
editorial, commentary or letter--was read and evaluated in an
attempt to determine a general sentiment; a composite message of
the way the press felt about the campaign. Subjective analyses of
this kind always are open to varying interpretations, but it will
be shown that trends were evident in respect to the way the Toronto
papers defined and interpreted campaign news, drew images of party
leaders and spelled their electoral preferences.

It should be made clear at the outset that this study

]]Jae-wan Lee, "Editorial Support and Campaign News:
Content Analysis by Q-Method," Journalism Quarterly, XLIX (Winter,
1972), 710.




does not propose to impugn individual journalists or their newspapers.
It is intended rather to show how the reporters went about doing
their work and to suggest ways in which voters were influenced by

the media. Lee suggests three problems inherent in covering a

political campaign:

First, what is called news in political campaigns
largely relies upon opinions of news sources, and the
opinions are highly-purposive. Second, the sole purpose
of political news sources is to enhance the politicians'
candidacies. Third, candidate ekposure in election cam-
paigns is an attempt to enhance positive values.12

The way journalists deal with these problems would seem to depend on
factors impossible to measure, not the least of which are the indivi-
dual relationships reporters establish with the candidates and their
aides. Journalists are bound to trust the judgments of some more
than others. Moreover, it would be unfair to criticize a reporter
without taking into account the 20-hour days, smoke-filled buses,
nauseating air travel, deadline pressures and other factors that
might adversely affect otherwise diligent journalists on any given
day.

The morning Globe and Mail generally is considered as

Canada's newspaper of record. It traditionally supports the Conser-
vative Party and did so in 1975 (its own disclaimer notwithstanding:
"ourselves, we prefer the word independent, in that we have no con-

tinuing affiliation to any party or person in po1itics.“]3).

121144,

13610be, Sept. 9, 1975, p. 6.



The reputation probably stems from the Globe's affinity for the
Tories in the 1940s during the tenure of Conservative Premier George
Drew who maintained a close friendship with Globe publisher George
McCullagh and who eventually married McCullagh's wife not long after
the publisher died. The Globe assigned six reporters principally
to cover the 1975 Ontario election: Robert Williamson, Peter Mosher,
Mary Trueman, Christie Blatchford, Thomas Coleman (who since has
become publicity director for NDP leader Stephen Lewis) and Jonathan
Fear. In addition, Queen's Park columnist Norman Webster provided
his assessment of the campaign almost daily on the op-ed page.

The afternoon Star supported the Liberal Party as it had
done in every provincial election after World War II except in 1963
when it supported the Tories led by John P. Robarts and in 1959
when it remained uncommitted. {t is ironic that the only real
success of the Ontario Liberal Party in this century--the depression-
era reign under Mitchell Hepburn--was attained without the support
of the friendly Star. Then-publisher J. E. Atkinson intensely dis-
liked Hepburn and refused to support his party even as he led it to
glory. The Star called primarily on Charlotte Montgomery, Andrew
Szende, David Allen, Stef Donev, Daniel Stoffman and Brian Valee to
report on the 1975 provincial election. Robert Miller provided a
regular commentary on an inside opinion page.

The Sun, a morning tabloid with a penchant for exploiting
the sensational, has yet to establish a firm precedent in provincial
politics but, unlike many tabloids in the United States, its edi-

torial tone generally rings conservative. In 1975, it called for



a Conservative government but recommended an NDP Official Opposi-
tion.

It is difficult to compare the Sun's coverage of the
election with that of its two Toronto competitors because of the
unique way it approached the event. Instead of providing daily
news stories of campaign activity, the Sun assigned Connie Nichol-
son, John Downing and Queen's Park columnist Claire Hoy to rotate
among the party leaders and write daily commentaries on their feel-
ings about the campaign. The three columns were displayed together
on a common election page but they gave Sun readers an opinionated
and subjective, if not distorted, view of the campaign. 1In
addition, John Slinger's "Scuttlebut" column provided daily election
humor and gossip.

While studies of press performance are not uncommon in the
United States, they are virtually non-existent in Canada. The most
recent Canadian research relevant to this study is the 1974 effort
of Stephen Clarkson, professor of political economy at the Univer-
sity of Toronto. While trying to determine the effectiveness of
the Liberal Party in communicating its platform during the previous
Ontario election in 1971, Clarkson monitored four broadcast stations
and two Toronto newspapers during the final four weeks of that
campaign. He found that in 1971 news media tended to pay more
attention to the governing party, i.e., Progressive-Conservatives,
than to others; that party leaders were afforded considerably more
coverage than local candidates and that news media tended to limit

the capacity of parties to communicate their platforms by stressing



10

only a few major 1’ssues.]4 It might be premature to infer from
Clarkson's study alone that election coverage of political cam-
paigns in Canada generally is "limited and distorted"]5 as one
scholar has done but there is not much else on which to make judg-
ments. While these findings are only incidental to Clarkson's
primary objective, they constitute the best available Canadian
material on which to base the ensuing study. Indeed, Clarkson
prefaced his report with the reminder that "the existing literature
is extremely sparring concerning what political information actually
gets communicated during elections or between them and how this is
done, with what types of consequence.“]6 The Canadian literature
on the mass media, he said, is thin.

Another study on which this endeavor may be founded
concerns the editorial treatment of the socialist party during the

17

Ontario elections of 1943 and 1945. Gordon Hiseler ' set out to

determine whether or not the Co-operative Commonwealth Federation

]4Stephen Clarkson, "Policy and the Media: Communicating
the Liberal Platform in the 1971 Ontario Election Campaign,"
Unpublished paper presented to the 46th annual meeting of the
Canadian Political Science Association, Toronto, June 3, 1974,
pp. 17, 18, 21.

]5Frederick J. Fletcher, "Between Two Stools: News
Coverage of Provincial Politics in Ontario," in Donald C. MacDonald,
ed. Government and Politics of Ontario (Toronto: Macmillan of
Canada, 1975), p. 251.

]GCIarkson, "Policy and the Media," p. 2.

]7Gordon Lindsay Hiseler, "Editorial Opinion of the
Ontario Daily Press on the Provincial CCF Party during the Elec-
tions of 1943 and 1945: .Unrestrained Denunciation or Not,"
Unpublished M.A. Thesis, Guelph University, 1971.
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(forerunner to the NDP) was vigorously denounced on the editorial
pages of Ontario newspapers as CCF sympathizers had charged at the
time. He found a large amount of editorial animosity directed
towards the provincial CCF but not so much as to constitute funre-
strained denunciation." Moreover, while concluding that the CCF
might have been more successful had it had more press support,
Hiseler became convinced that "the party received more objective
or favorable treatment than it had a right to expect--given the
place of the papers in the provincial society and the traditional
political climate of 0ntario."18 But Ontario socialism in the
1940s was a greater menace than in the 1970s. The CCF was a
relatively new and unpredictable party in 1943; it represented a
fundamental threat to the existing order. The NDP, on the other
hand, was established in 1975. 1Its proposals would have necessi-
tated radical changes, to be sure, but it was accepted as a bona-
fide alternative (more so in 1975 than even in 1971); not as a
menacing intrusion into a tranquil status quo.

Whether or not the editorial preferences of newspapers
generally are manifested in their news columns is still an open
question; the vast amount of research on the subject has produced
conflicting findings. Researchers G. Cleveland Wilhoit and Taik
Sup Auk accept the fact that "many studies suggest moderate bias

in the news columns favoring the candidates given editorial
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trea’cment."]9 This might be true, but in a study of the 1972 u.s.
presidential campaign Robert G. Meadow found that the unendorsed
candidate received greater newspaper coverage and suggested accord-
ingly that "candidates who make more news receive more coverage."20
This, he said, leads to "the possibility that an aggressive campaign
is more newsworthy in the eyes of journalists," something that
"raises several questions for political campaign strategists." As

the following study will show, it is the latter assessment that

will prove most applicable to the 1975 Ontario provincial election.

The Setting

Everyone knew what was coming when Premier William Davis
called a news conference for two o'clock Monday, August 11, 1975.
Davis had been on a tour of northern Ontario and had spent much of
the weekend at a wilderness training retreat near Thunder Bay con-
ferring with Progressive-Conservative Party officials. When he
abruptly and prematurely returned to Toronto, there was little
doubt the premier would call a provincial election--the second of

his tenure in office. The date had even been leaked and the Monday

]gG. Cleveland Wilhoit and Taik Sup Auk, "Newspaper Endorse-
ment and Cpverage of Public Opinion Polls in 1970," Journalism
Quarterly, LI (Winter, 1974), 654.

20Robert G. Meadow, "Cross-Media Comparison of Coverage
of the 1972 Presidential Campaign," Journalism Quarterly, L (Autumn,
1973), 488.
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morning papers accurately predicted September 18.2]

The Tories had been through an unsettling spring. A
public opinion poll in February had shown the opposition Liberal
Party riding twelve points ahead of the governing Conservatives.
Moreover, the Tories had lost four recent byelections. It is true
that much of the lost popularity had been regained through the
summer--a poll in July showed that the gap had been narrowed to
three points--but the Tories were nervous and had little choice
but to call a fall election and hope they could wage a successful
campaign. If they waited until spring, the premier would be only
a few months away from a constitutional deadline (elections must be
no more than five years apart although the common interval is four
years) and thereby left with 1ittle political leverage. Who could
predict what terrible things might happen in the interim? Since
the last election was in October, 1971, and since nobody savors the
prospect of campaigning in the snow, the election had to be now.

The Conservatives had governed the province almost
continuously since 1905--the only exceptions being a three-year
coalition headed by the Ontario Farmers' Union following the first
world war and the eight-year majority government of Mitchell Hep-
burn's Liberals during the depression. The Tories had not been out

of power since 1943 and their government had been a majority without

2]This date would prove embarrassing for Davis because it
prohibited Jews from voting in advance polls which, constitution-
ally, had to be held on the fifth and seventh days prior to the
election or, in this case, September 13 and 11, which were the
Jewish Sabbath and Yom Kippur respectively. Davis called the situ-
ation "awkward." Star, Aug. 12, 1975, p. 6.
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interruption since 1945. Only the Quebec Liberals (1896-1935) and
the Social Credit Party of Alberta (1935-1971) had exceeded the
reign of the Ontario Progressive-Conservative Party.

Many explanations have been offered for the success of
the Ontario Tories. Desmond Morton, a historian at the University
of Toronto, suggests it was an accomplished balancing act that had
involved "clever political management, an acute sense of public

u22 He

mood and a partially fortuitous continuation of prosperity.
adds that Ontario is "relatively easy to govern" and that "her
industrial and financial growth has been systematically secured by
tariff protection and low cost energ_y."23 Professor John Wilson

of the University of Waterloo points to the fact that the Ontario
Conservatives were able to withstand the industrial transition
better than conservative parties elsewhere and that the provincial
party never had been dominated by one strong person; never dependent

upon charisma for success.24

Indeed, the Ontario Tories have
changed leaders about once each decade in maintaining their command
of the provincial legislature.

Whatever reasons are attributed to the Tory dynasty in
Ontario, they seemed not as important on the eve of the 1975

election campaign as the fact that it had taken hold and had

22Desmond Morton, "People and Politics of Ontario," in
MacDonald, Government and Politics, p. 12.

23

Ibid., p. 5.

24John Wilson, "The Ontario Political Culture," in
MacDonald, Government and Politics, p. 213.
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almost become an endemic characteristic of the province. The Con-
servatives were comfortable in their castle when, suddenly, they
sensed the bricks about to crumble. They approached the inevitable
showdown with uncharacteristic anxiety.

William Grenville Davis assumed control of the Ontario
Progressive-Conservative Party on February 13, 1971, after a
bitterly-fought leadership convention at Maple Leaf Gardens in
Toronto. Since the party already was in power under then-Premier
John Roberts, the choice of the convention would assume the
premiership immediately. Davis was elected by just 44 votes of
1,580 cast and was left with the task of reconciling a party torn
with frustration and animosity, much of which was directed towards
the premier himself. This he did--the legend of his patchwork is

25

told well by Jonathan Manthorpe in The Power and the Tories™~--and

with a unified party behind him Davis was able to sweep the October,
1971, showdown in convincing fashion. The victory was a landslide--

the Conservatives won 78 seats, the Liberals 20 and the NDP 19 in

26

the heaviest voter turnout in 30 years™ --and it recalled an

arrogant remark of John Robarts: that the Tories might well

continue governing Ontario forever.27

25Jonathan Manthorpe, The Power and the Tories: Ontario
Politics 1943 to the Present (Toronto: Macmillan of Canada, 1974).

26Seventy-three percent of the 4.5 million voters,
Toronto Star, Sept. 18, 1975, p. 1.

27Manthorpe, The Power and the Tories, p. 6.
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The Conservative landslide of 1971 fell hard on Robert
Nixon and not long after the new government was formed he announced
his decision to resign as leader of the Liberals. Nixon, whose
father, Harry, had been the last Liberal premier of Ontario in the
waning days of the Hepburn kingdom, had become party leader in
1967. At that time, the Liberal caucus was unorganized and marred
with internal dissent. Many Liberals were disfranchised from party
policy, morale was low and some Liberal members of the legislature
openly manifested a personal dislike of Nixon. In anticipation of
the 1971 election, the party held a policy conference which pro-
duced what Nixon called his "blueprint for government." The
document became the party platform for the ensuing campaign but
the legislature was hardly dissolved before the Tories had torn
the blueprint apart at the seams. After they had finished putting
price tags on each of its clauses, the total of which suggested an
enormous expenditure that was doubly embarrassing to a party com-
mitted to fiscal moderation, the Tories had made a mockery of the
blueprint and had doomed the Liberals to defeat. However great the
shock to Nixon, the Liberal leader recovered quickly and began
having second thoughts about his already-announced resignation.
The only thing to do was to become a candidate to succeed himself
at the 1974 leadership convention. He won handily, but not before
he infuriated some of his colleagues who had spent a great deal of
time, money and effort organizing their own campaigns on the
assumption that Nixon would not be an opponent.

If the 1971 election was disillusioning for Nixon, it
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was a nightmare for Stephen Lewis. The New Democratic Party

leader had been new at the game; he had been a member of the legis-

lature since 1962, but had been party leader barely a year when he

had to go to the people. In retrospect, Lewis described the 1971

NDP campaign as unwisely "strident and absolute and dogmatic.“28

The Tories successfully fought the "socialist threat" and Lewis

too was on the verge of resignation following the disastrous

results. He later said the period from 1970 to 1972 was almost

unbearable for him.29
The cloud of confusion that hung heavily over the opposi-

tion parties in the aftermath of the 1971 election quickly blew

down the halls of Queen's Park and settled over the premier's office.

Davis' first full term in office was laced with scandals. There

was the $50,000 donation by the contracting firm of Fidinam

(Ontario) Limited to the Conservative Party at a time when the

firm was negotiating to build a new headquarters building for the

Workmen's Compensation Board. An investigation failed to establish

a link between the donation and the award but the appearance of

impropriety was difficult to wash away. Then there was the con-

tract betweenvOntario Hydro and Gerhard Moog, a personal friend of

Davis, to build a new Hydro headquarters. Here too, an investiga-

tion failed to prove that the premier had intervened. There were

charges of conflict of interest in respect to various land deals

28Hai]wood, "The Feast of Stephen," p. 30.

291bid., pp. 30, 32.
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as well as accusations that government planes had been used for
private trips.

The scandals reached a peak with the Ross Shouldice
affair which implied a government network of political patronage.
Shouldice, a Tory fund-raiser and real estate agent in Sudbury, was
said to have engineered a government land purchase in Oakville in
return for political contributions. The story broke in January,
1975, and presumably was the reason for the Tories' poor showing
in the public opinion poll of the following month. The Shouldice
affair never was substantiated; indeed it angered Davis so much
that he fought the accusation in unprecedented fashion. In a
speech January 27 to the annual meeting of the Metropolitan Toronto
Board of Trade, Davis called the Shouldice accusations a "crock of
sheer nonsense" and discounted them as "sinister, sordid specula-
tion."30 His face was said to be uncharacteristically red with
anger as he announced that he only had begun to fight. He succeeded
in restoring much of his party's lost popularity (among other things,
the government unveiled a budget in April with such attractive fea-
tures as a temporary reduction in sales tax and a monetary incentive
for first-time home-buyers) and by summer the scandals had been
virtually wiped from the public mind.

When Davis called the September, 1975, election he asked
for a mandate to confront "serious responsibilities at a time in our

1,031

history that can sensibly be called critica He named inflation,

30§£gg, Aug. 12, 1975, p. B3.
319&% Aug. 12, 1975, p. 1.
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unemployment and the general health of the economy as the main
government concerns. He admitted a less-than-perfect record in
dealing with these issues but proposed to run on it nonetheless.
Davis expressed faith in the voters who he said would find that
the government of Ontario had been a "competent, diligent and
dutiful partner in the steady upward progress of their commum'ty."32
As Davis spoke, the two opposition leaders waited their
turns to enter the media room at Queen's Park to launch their

33 Robert Nixon went first and named govern-

respective campaigns.
ment integrity as the paramount issue of the Liberal campaign. He
resurrected the unsubstantiated conflict-of-interest accusations
against the government during the past four years in an effort to
discredit the Conservatives and assured the electorate that he,
Robert Nixon, was ready for the responsibility of office. The
other prominent planks of the Liberal Party platform concerned home
rule (greater power for local governments), responsible government

spending and responsiveness to the needs of people in jobs, housing

and education.

325un, Aug. 12, 1975, p. 2.

33This practice may require an explanation for American
readers. Canadian provincial (and federal) parliamentary election
campaigns are more cut and dried than U.S. campaigns. They begin
with the dissolution of the legislature at the pleasure of the pre-
mier and end on a date arbitrarily selected. While every local
candidate may not always have been nominated when the election is
called, the party leaders who will tour the province will be estab-
lished and usually well-known. The immediate question concerning
the campaign therefore is not who, but how, and the party leaders
would be derelict in their duties if they did not immediately
counter the premier's reasons for calling an election with explan-
atory statements of their own.
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The New Democratic Party entered the campaign with no
apparent illusions about its potential. Its dogmatic approach in
1971, which was geared more towards replacing the Liberals as the
Official Opposition than in forming a government, proved disastrous
enough to be discarded in favor of a methodological, clearly-defined
campaign on specific issues. "The NDP will not deal in abstrac-
tions," Lewis said. "Every issue for us has a human dimension and

w34 1he NDP

that dimension will be central to everything we say.
leader named four specific issues to which, he said, the NDP cam-
paign would stick religiously: housing, which should be "a question
of social right, not social privilege;" energy, the cost of which he
said was unnecessarily high; land, which he said was either dis-
appearing or not being properly used; and people, whose safety he
said the government had put in jeopardy by ignoring occupational
health hazards.35 Housing, energy, land and people; the acronym
spelled "help" and Lewis vowed to provide it if given a chance.

Such was the setting for the 1975 Ontario provincial
election campaign. The Conservatives were seen as treading pre-
cariously in uncertain waters; the premier insisting his record was
good and asking for a mandate to continue. The Liberals were riding
high on a euphoria generated by public opinion polls; their huge

lead of the previous winter had been trimmed, to be sure, but they

were enjoying a popularity to which they were unaccustomed.

34S_tam, Aug. 12, 1975, p. 1.
355_ta_r., Aug. 18, 1975, p. 1.
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Stephen Lewis was proceeding with renewed confidence and promised
to conduct an honest campaign, adhering strictly to the issues he
had set forth. He promised that the NDP would work as hard as it

could and "if by chance we form a government, we'll cope.“36

36510be, Aug. 12, 1975, p. 1.



CHAPTER I1I

NEWS AND COMMENT

A Quantitative Analysis

It is clear from Tables 1 and 2 that Toronto newspapers
were one in affording considerably more space in their news columns
to the Progressive-Conservatives than to the opposition parties
during the Ontario election campaign of 1975. This finding,
together with Stephen Clarkson's similar finding in respect to
the 1971 campaign, suggests that news media do in fact tend to
regard a party in power more highly than the opposition, at least
during election campaigns.

Specifically, the Conservative Party was the primary
subject of 203 news stories which comprised 3,025 column inches.37
In contrast, the Toronto papers published 129 stories about the
Liberals (2,109-1/2 column inches) and 151 stories (2,072 column
inches) about the New Democrats. What is significant here is that
the Liberal Party's rank of Official Opposition did not win it any
more coverage than that given to the third-place (at that time) NDP.

In fact, the Liberals were the focal point of fewer stories than

37The tabulation does not include columns appearing regu-
larly in the Star and Globe as "news briefs" or under a similar
heading.

22
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Table 1. Distribution of news stories.

Globe and

Nature of Story Mail Star Sun Total
Progressive-Conservatives 90 97 16 203
Liberals 59 61 9 129
NDP 69 76 6 151
Communists 3 2 0 5
Independents 1 2 0 3
General 44 147 40 231

Total 262 374P 67 703

43 stories treated the Liberals and Conservatives
equally, 2 stories for the Liberals and NDP and 1 story for both
the Conservatives and NDP.

b2 stories treated the Conservatives and Liberals
equally, 2 stories for both the Liberals and NDP.

4 story treated all three parties equally, 1 story
for both the Liberals and NDP and 1 story for both the Conserva-
tives and Liberals.

dRef]ects adjustments mentioned above.
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Table 2. Amount of space given to news stories adjusted to the

10-pica column inch.

Globe and

Nature of Story Mail Star Sun Total
Progressive-Conservatives 1,407 1,445- 172- 3,205
Liberals 958- 1,022~ 128- 2,109-
NDP 992 1,002 78 2,072
Communists 33 6- 0 39-
Independents 9 8 0 17
General 942- 3,092- 343 4,378

Total 4,208- 6,351 643 11,202-2

dtotals adjusted to account for stories that were rated

equally for two or more parties.
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the New Democrats although they were given slightly more space.
In comparing the patterns of the individual papers, it

should be recalled that the Globe and Mail editorially endorsed the

Conservatives, the Star supported the Liberals and the Sun called
for a Conservative Government with an NDP Opposition. (The edi-
torial reaction to the campaign will be discussed in detail in
Chapter III.) The tables show that the Globe paid much more
attention to its preferred party, the Conservatives, than to the
opposition. They show also that the paper wrote more frequently
about the New Democrats than the Liberals and accordingly gave the
NDP more total space. The Star weighted its total news coverage
in favor of the Conservatives, its editorial choice notwithstanding.
And while it afforded its preferred Liberals more space than the
NDP, it wrote fewer stories about them than either the Tories or
NDP. The Sun ran little hard news about the campaign; most of its
election coverage was signed commentary. Of the sixty-seven news
stories that did appear in the Sun during the five-week campaign,
forty were of a general nature and did not deal with any particular
party. It ran more stories about the Conservatives, whom it
endorsed, than of the other two parties combined but it gave the
Nixon Liberals, whom it editorially detested, considerably more
space than the New Democrétic Party on whom it called to form the
Official Opposition.

The proportions were similar in respect to front-page
appearances (Table 3). The Conservatives appeared on the front

page more times (48) than the opposition parties combined (45).
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Table 3. Number of news stories appearing on front pages.

——
—

Globe and

Nature of Story Mail Star Sun Total
Progressive-Conservatives 24 23 1 48
Liberals 9 16 0 25
NDP 10 10 0 20
Communists 0 0 0 0
Independents 0 0 0 0
General 11 25 1 37
Total 50 70 1 1212
%Totals adjusted to account for stories that were rated

equally for two or more parties.
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The disparity was most lopsided in the Globe where the Tories
dominated front-page news stories twenty-four times compared to
nine for the Liberals and ten for the NDP. The Star gave the
Liberals more front-page coverage than the NDP but not nearly as
much as it afforded the Conservatives. The Sun ran virtually no
news stories, on]y headlines and photographs on its front pages.

The upshot is that the evidence does not really support
the assumption that editorially-preferred parties receive more
attention than others. It is true that the pattern of the Globe
and Sun would seem to make a case for the validity of the assump-
tion but it probably is better argued, especially in light of the
fact that the Star followed the general pattern of covering the
Tories more heavily than the opposition parties, that a party in
power is inherently more newsworthy and commands a disproportionate
amount of attention in spite of its editorial acceptance. Indeed,
the fact that the Star ran fewer stories about the editorially-
endorsed Liberals than the other parties and that the Sun paid
more attention to the Liberals, for whom it urged demotion to
third-party status, than the NDP indicates that factors other than
editorial preference dictate the manner in which parties are
covered during an election campaign.

A final note on news coverage concerns the conspicuous
exclusion of the Communist and Independent candidates. The tables
reveal how the thirty-three Communist and thirty-four Independent
candidates (and even thirteen candidates for the Social Credit

Party which did not qualify as an official party for the election)
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went virtually unnoticed by the Toronto press.

38

An analysis of the photographs”~ shows no clear-cut

pattern. Tables 4 and 5 show that the Star and Globe tended to

print larger photos of the Liberals than of the Conservatives and
New Democrats and that Conservative photographs were smallest of
all in the Globe. But both papers printed more photos of Tories
than of Liberals and more of Liberals than of New Democrats
(Table 6). The Sun tended to print much larger photos of Tories
and Liberals than of New Democrats but the distribution of its
pictures was relatively even.

Few election-related pictures appeared on the front
pages but of the twenty-one that did, nine featured Liberals, six
were of Tories, five concerned New Democrats and six were of a
general nature (one was NDP/Liberal and one was PC/Liberal).
Again, the only conclusion that can be drawn is that a governing
party logically commands more attention. There is no evidence
of any other kind of bias.

The distribution of the letters to the editor (Tables 8
and 9) was interesting in that it tended to be contrary to the
editorial preferences of the newspapers. The Globe ran more
letters denouncing the Conservatives than praising them but its
distribution of letters concerning the other parties was even.

The Star ran more than twice as many letters criticizing the

38Not included in the tabulation of photographs was a
two-and-a-half page spread in the Star of Sept. 12, 1975, that
featured pictures of 105 of the 123 local candidates, all of which
measured 1 x 1-1/2 inches.
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Table 4. Amount of space given to photographs measured in square

inches.
Globe and

Subject of Photo Mail Star Sun Total
Progressive-Conservatives 613.5 1,558 529.5 2,701
Liberals 628 1,056 570.5 2,254.5
New Democrats 461 844.5 315.5 1,621
Communists 0 3.5 0 0
Independents 0 0 0 0
General 192 783 670 1,645

Total 1,895 4,151 1,948 7,994.52

ATotals adjusted to account for photos in which more than

one party was featured.

Table 5. Average size of photographs in square inches.

Subject of Photograph Globe and Mail Star Sun
Progressive-Conservatives 21.1 23.9 52.9
Liberals 26.1 27.0 51.8
New Democrats 23.0 18.7 28.6
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Table 6. Distribution of photographs.

Globe and

Subject of Photo Mail Star Sun Total
Progressive-Conservatives 29 65 10 105
Liberals 24 51 11 86
New Democrats 20 45 11 76
Communists 0 1 0 1
Independents 0 0 0 0
General 22 61 105 188

Total 95 202 136°  453C

@Includes one photograph in which both the Liberals and

NDP were featured.

bInc]udes one photo in which both the Conservatives and

Liberals were featured.

Creflects adjustments mentioned above.
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Table 7. Photographs appearing on front pages.

Globe and

Subject of Photo Mail Star Sun Total
Progressive-Conservatives 1 4 1 6
Liberals 4 3 2 9
New Democrats 3 1 1 5
Communists 0 0 0 0
Independents 0 0 0 0
General 1 1 1 3

Total 9 8 4 212

4Totals adjusted to account for photos in which more
than one party was featured.
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Table 8. Distribution of letters to the editor.

Globe and
Nature of Letter Mail Star Sun Total
Supportive of PCs 6 5 6 17
Critical of PCs 8 24 14 46
General Comment on PCs 1 1 0 2
Progressive-Conservatives 15 30 20 65
Supportive of Liberals 2 3 1 6
Critical of Liberals 2 8 6 16
General Comment on Liberals 0 0 0 0
~Liberals 4 11 7 22
Supportive of NDP 2 3 1 6
Critical of NDP 2 3 0 5
General Comment on NDP 2 0 0 2
New Democrats 6 6 1 13
General 23 41 17 81
Total 48 872  a4®  179¢

qIncludes one letter equally supportive of NDP and
critical of Conservatives.

bInc1udes one letter equally supportive of the Conserva-
tives and critical of the Liberals.

Creflects adjustments mentioned above.
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Table 9. Amount of space given to letters measured in 12-pica
column inches.

Globe and
Nature of Letter Mail Star Sun Total
Supportive of PCs 19 35.5 23 77.5
Critical of PCs 30 72 57.5 159.5
General Comment on PCs 7 4 0 11
Progressive-Conservatives 56 111.5 80.5 248
Supportive of Liberals 9 7 3 19
Critical of Liberals 9 39 11 59
General Comment on Liberals 0 0 0 0
Liberals 18 46 14 78
Supportive of NDP 6 8.5 2 16.5
Critical of NDP 15 14.5 0 29.5
General Comment on NDP 14 0 0 14
New Democrats 35 23 2 60
General 62.5 134.5 50 247
Total 171.5 312 144.5 6282

Totals adjusted to account for letters showing equal
bias towards two or more parties.
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Liberals as it did those supporting the party. The ratio was even
more lopsided in respect to the Tories but the NDP was given as
many favorable as unfavorable letters in the Star. The Sun, too,
ran a preponderance of letters critical of the Tories and Liberals.
The only letters appearing in that paper concerning the NDP were in
support of the party. A1l this suggests an effort to manifest
objectivity by providing ample space for views other than those of
the editorial board. The comparison in terms of total inches tells
essentially the same story.

During the course of the campaign, 191 articles appeared
in the Toronto press that could be labelled "commentary." These
usually were regular columns by well-known journalists. Table 10
shows that each paper ran more commentaries about Conservatives
than of the other two parties and that most of these were neutral,
i.e., they were judgmental columns about the progress of the campaign
rather than pieces of praise or condemnation. But enough opinion-
ated pieces did appear to show a significant attitude of dissatis-

faction with the Tories. The Globe and Mail did not run a single

commentary distinctly favorable to the Conservatives but it printed
four that spelled reasons for discounting them as an attractive
choice. The Star ran one favorable but three unfavorable commen-
taries about the Conservatives and the ratio in the Sun was five to
eleven. In total, there were three times as many commentaries
downgrading the Tories (18) as praising them (6).

The Liberals were even less fortunate. Only five of

forty-eight commentaries about them were supportive while twenty
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Table 10. Distribution of opinion columns or "commentaries."

Globe and
Nature of Column Mail Star Sun Total
Supportive of PCs 0 1 5 6
Critical of PCs 4 3 11 18
General Comment on PCs 7 9 17 33
Progressive-Conservatives 11 13 33 57
Supportive of Liberals 2 2 1 5
Critical of Liberals 4 4 12 20
General Comment on Liberals 3 3 17 23
Liberals 9 9 30 48
Supportive of NDP 3 2 4 9
Critical of NDP 0 0 4 4
General Comment on NDP 3 4 16 23
New Democrats 6 6 24 36
General 16 19 23 58
Total 392 4s®  107¢ 1919

qIncludes two commentaries equally critical of Liberals
and Conservatives and one which was equally supportive of Liberals
and New Democrats.

bInc]udes one commentary equally critical of Liberals and
Conservatives and one which treated the Conservatives and New
Democrats equally in a general way.

CIncludes two commentaries equally supportive of Conser-
vatives as they were critical of Liberals and one which was equally
critical of Conservatives and Liberals.

dReﬂects adjustments mentioned above.
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took them to task for one issue or another. The Sun was especially
vindictive of the Liberals; it printed just one commentary support-
ive of the party while running twelve in opposition to it.

The New Democrats had less written about them in the
opinion columns than did the Tories or Liberals but they fared
better in the nature of attention they did receive. The NDP drew
more favorable commentaries (9) than unfavorable (4) and, more
significantly, neither the Star nor the Globe ran a single commen-
tary that could be deemed generally critical of the NDP. The Sun

ran more commentaries than the Globe and Star combined but this

was in accordance with its predetermined format. The Sun replaced
normal news coverage with the three daily opinion columns, thereby
giving the reader an opinionated picture of the campaign, albeit a
picture shaded differently depending on which columnist was report-
ing on whom.

The most notable aspect of these findings is the absence
of criticism of the New Democratic Party. In fact, an analysis of
the major columnists (Table 11) shows that only Claire Hoy and
Connie Nicolson, both of the Sun, wrote columns that could be
deemed generally critical of the NDP. It suggests that the efforts
of the party generally were accepted if not applauded by the
Toronto press. This overall tendency of the opinion columnists to
write negatively of the Tories and Liberals while positively of
the NDP will be manifested more clearly when the actual content of
the commentaries is analyzed. Similarly, the news stories, whose

sheer spacial allocation seems unimportant, take on significance
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Table 11. Distribution of opinion columns according to major

columnists.
Nature of Webster Miller Hoy Downing Nicolson Total
Column (Globe) (Star) (Sun) (Sun) (Sun)
+PCs 0 0 2 1 0 3
-PCs 3 2 1 7 1 14
Neutral to PCs 7 6 7 3 4 27
PCs 10 8 10 1 5 44
+Liberals 0 1 0 0 0 1
-Liberals 3 2 7 2 1 15
Neutral to
Liberals 3 1 3 6 4 17
Liberals 6 4 10 8 5 33
+NDP 2 1 1 3 0 7
-NDP 0 0 3 0 1 4
Neutral to NDP 3 0 1 3 12 19
New Democrats 5 1 5 6 13 30
General 7 8 2 6 2 25
Total 262 21 27 3P 25 129¢

4Includes two commentaries equally critical of Conserva-
tives and Liberals.

bInc]udes one commentary equally critical of Conserva-
tives and Liberals.

CReflects adjustments mentioned above.



38

when their substance and manner of presentation are discussed.

A Qualitative Assessment

A1l news is of relative importance. And editors of the
Sun believed there were more pressing items than a provincial
election campaign to display on their front page August 12. The
jarring headline read: "Bronfman Set to Pay Son's Ransom Demand";
a grammatically incorrect reference to the kidnapping of Samuel
Bronfman, heir to the Seagram's whiskey empire. Immediately below
the head, a photograph occupying nearly the rest of the page showed
the opening of the Canadian National Exhibition, Toronto's national
summer fair. The election announcement was relegated to the bottom.
It was brief and characteristically flippant: "Bill Says Let's Go."
The Sun readers had to turn to the second page before they could
learn essentially that Davis would campaign on "economy, law, order."

The Star and the Globe had a different set of priorities
and regarded the forthcoming election as the main story of the day,
although they differed in approach. The Star announced that "Davis
chooses election targets: Nixon, Trudeau"--a head that was
immediately contradicted by the lead: "Premier William Davis today
insisted he is not using the Ontario election campaign to pick a
fight with the federal Liberal government." The story dealt mainly
with Davis' speech inaugurating the campaign and, to be fair, it is
true that Davis did refer to the federal and provincial Liberals
repeatedly as "kissing cousins" during the course of that speech.

The Globe displayed the most insight into the immediate character
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the campaign would assume. It turned to Robert Nixon's opening
remarks in announcing in its lead story that "integrity" would be
an "early campaign issue." In so doing, the Globe accurately pre-
dicted the topic around which discussion would revolve during the
first couple of weeks of the campaign.

writing in the Globe, Robert Williamson reported that
Nixon surprised reporters by citing integrity as a major issue.39
It was true that the premier had become involved in several
" scandals during his first term in office, but he had been exoner-
ated in each of them and reportersvseem not to have been out of
line in calling on Nixon to be specific. Perhaps the Liberal
leader had some new evidence of political corruption. Nixon's
insistence on challenging the government's integrity also
bewildered NDP leader Stephen Lewis, a fact not left unreported.
"Integrity is a slippery road," Lewis was quoted as saying at the
time, and any party that claims more integrity than any other is
"more self-righteous than the NDP at the worst of times."40

The call for the Liberal leader to put his cards on the
table rang louder than Nixon probably expected. In a speech
Tuesday night (August 12) in Sault Ste. Marie at the nominating
meeting of then-Transportation Minister John Rhodes, Premier Davis
said the challenge to the integrity of the government was "nothing

a1

more than obsequious, evasive slander." He angrily challenged

39%10be, Aug. 13, 1975, p. 5.

40@_‘_)29 Aug. ]2, ]975’ p- ].
Mstar, Aug. 13, 1975, p. 1.
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Nixon to "put up or shut up"--a phrase seemingly tailor-made for

42 qutifully

headline-writing copy editors. The Star's red line
reported the next afternoon: "Put Up or Shut Up on Integrity, Davis
tells Nixon." The Globe, characteristically, used an additional
preposition that refined the remark into a polite warning.
Subordinating the story to the Bronfman affair, the Globe announced

that "Davis tells Nixon to put up or to shut up.“43

The Sun
handled the premier's speech on page four but, remarkable, the
reporter travelling with Nixon at the time, John Downing, devoted
his entire commentary to the issue of educational spending and did
not mention integrity at all.

The style of Davis' retaliatory speech was as newsworthy
as its substance. David Allen of the Star called the address "the
toughest Davis has made in four years as premier," and added that
it "marks a peak in the personal feud brewing between Davis and
Nixon for three years.“44 Peter Mosher agreed in the Globe that
Davis had made "the toughest speech of his political career."45 and
an unsigned news story in the Sun called the speech a "bitter

personal counterattack” on Nixon.46

42The "red T1ine" is the headline of a major story (but not
necessarily the lead story) which is printed in red ink and which
appears daily, often above the masthead, in the Toronto Star.

43me_, Aug. 13, 1975, p. 1.

Mstar, Aug. 13, 1975, pp. 1, 3.
#5G1obe, Aug. 13, 1975, p. 1.
46

Sun, Aug. 13, 1975, p. 4.
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The confrontation was accentuated in Thursday's papers.
In a boxed item flanked by photographs of the two party leaders,
the Star reported on its front page that "Nixon refuses to 'shut

up' on 1ntegrity.“47

The story by Charlotte Montgomery quoted the
Liberal Party leader as saying
We're talking about the Davis government--the whole
collection of ministers which over the last four years
wasted our money, made bad administrative decisions and,

in fact, had been caught up in the Conservative network
of patronage which is costing the taxpayers money.

Montgomery then reported that Nixon had emphasized that he was

not questioning the personal integrity of Davis, an angle also
picked up by the Globe which reported that Nixon's attacks on
integrity were "directed at the government, not Premier William
Davis himself."*® The Globe also solicited the reaction of
Stephen Lewis who it quoted as saying that the Liberal campaign
against the premier's integrity indicated a "lust for extinction."
Lewis said he never had seen evidence of government corruption and

that he had "no evidence of a dishonest premier who lacks integri-

w49

ty The Sun, in its opinion column format, ran an article by

Connie Nicolson--traveling with Lewis at the time--that said
essentially the same thing: Lewis believes integrity is a non-

issue.50

Ystar, Aug. 14, 1975, p. 1.
48:10be, Aug. 14, 1975, p. 1.
1pid., p. a.

50sun, Aug. 14, 1975, p. 3.
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Nixon never did produce any evidence of government corrup-
tion beyond that which already had been disproved. In fact, his
insistence on rekindling burnt-out fires was the cause of some
embarrassment to the Globe and Star. The Globe had printed a
Canadian Press dispatch on August 14 which quoted Nixon as saying
that retiring legislator John Yaremko was one of three Conservative
cabinet ministers who had had a conflict of interest during the
previous term. Nixon said his information was based on old news-
paper reports rather than on Liberal Party research. The actual
newspaper accounts upon which the charge was based were discovered

two days later and prompted the Globe to write in retraction

The Toronto Star carried a report in January, 1974,
about some land dealings of Mr. Yaremko in the Niagara
escarpment. The Star subsequently apologized for any
suggestion in that story and in later ones that there
had been any impropriety on Mr. Yaremko's part.

oooooo e o o o o . o . . e o o o

The Canadian Press and the Globe én& ﬁa%l.rég;ei '
any embarrassment or inconvenience caused by the CP
report last Thursday.5]

The Star made amends by pointing out Mr. Yaremko's good record in
an editorial August 15.

Nixon's failure to relent in his campaign against the
integrity of the government clearly failed to impress the public
and, more importantly, it invited the scorn of the news media who
were asking for specific incidents that Nixon did not (assume:
could not) provide. Charlotte Montgomery revealed her frustration

when she wrote in the Star that "Last night, Nixon gave another

Slg1obe, Aug. 16, 1975, p. 4.
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tough speech on integrity which was hastily prepared and delivered
to him as his campaign bus made a one-day swing through Niagara on
the way to a nomination meeting in the riding of Hamilton Mountain."52
Moreover, Nixon's apparent contradiction during his half-hour inter-

view with Fraser Kelly on CFTO-TV53

made reporters even more
uncertain of the Liberal leader's intentions. When Kelly had asked
Nixon, probably for clarification, if he was questioning the per-
sonal integrity of the premier, Nixon replied: "The premier's and

n54

the government's. The subsequent headline in Monday morning's

Globe announced that "Nixon Questions Personal Integrity of Premier

Davis."55

The afternoon Star, after having had time to contact
Davis, front-paged the story that Davis was "angered" by the attacks
on his personal honesty.56 Robert Miller reported the incident as
being "the first time Nixon had gone so far as to question the
premier's personal honesty, and it left Davis sounding both hurt and

angry."

525tar, Aug. 14, 1975, pp. 1-2. (This brings to mind a
comment of Edwin Newman who wrote in Strictly Speaking (New York:
Bobbs-Merrill Co., Inc., 1974) pp. 70-71, that "we in the news busi-
ness are being unfair to [speech] writers, and inaccurate as well.
For years we should have been reporting, 'President Kennedy, in a
speech largely written by Theodore Sorenson [sic] and Arthur Schle-
singer, Jr., said today . . .' and 'President Nixon, using words and
ideas principally supplied by Patrick Buchanan, said today . . .")

53Nixon was to debate Lewis on CFTO-TV but got the entire
half-hour to himself when Lewis, angered that the press would not be
permitted to accompany him to the studio, backed out at the last
minute. This incident and the two debates that did take place will
be explained fully in Chapter IV.

S4c10be, Sept. 1, 1975, p. 1.
Ibid.

star, Sept. 1, 1975, p. 1.
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The next day, under the head "Nixon defends attacks on
Premier's integrity," the Liberal leader was quoted in the Star as
saying his foray was not new and that he did not mean to imply
that the premier was corrupt. When asked to define integrity as
he saw it, Nixon said: "We're talking about bad judgment in
government, misleading policies, political and intellectual
integrity."57

The apparent turnabout--the notion that Davis' personal
honesty was as suspect as the government's--seems to have brought
reporters to the premier's defence. Political columnist Robert
Miller, who ear]ier58 had said integrity always is an issue and
had called on Nixon and Davis to unabashedly state and defend

their positions, now, apparently, had made up his own mind on the

matter. He wrote that

Liberal Leader Robert Nixon is frequently described
as the Mr. Nice-Guy of Ontario Politics.

Why?

His weekend attack on the personal integrity of
Premier William Davis was neither honest nor nice.59

When Miller's assessment of the integrity issue is compared with
earlier comments of his counterparts at the Globe and Sun, the
ineffectiveness of the Liberal campaign thus far and the media
response to that ineffectiveness becomes clear. Norman Webster

wrote in the Globe that:

star, Sept. 2, 1975, p. 6.

5§§§gﬁ, Aug. 14, 1975, p. 7.
59§£g£, Sept. 3, 1975, p. DI.
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He's a quality man, Mr. Davis. He is in political
trouble at least partly because of gutsy, long-range
decisions that have angered groups concerned with short-
term and their own narrow interests. There are good
reasons to replace a government that has sat for 32
years, but William Davis' integrity and character are
not among them.60

Claire Hoy, who never tried to hide his intense dislike for Nixon,

said essentially the same thing in the Sun:

Let's face it, apart from oodles of petty patron-
age, this government on a major scale, has been
remarkably clean. That's a tough fact to face when
you're trying to make integrity stick as the campaign
biggie.61

It may be argued in retrospect that news media over-
played the integrity theme, especially since they apparently agreed
with Stephen Lewis that it was not an issue relevant to the elec-
tion. What probably sustained it as the centrepiece was the
delicious confrontation it prompted between Davis and Nixon. When
Nixon first suggested that he really was not calling the personal
honesty of Davis into question, for example, reporters probably
stumbled over each other to get the premier's "reaction." They no
doubt were delighted with his frank response ("the hell he wasn't
.. .62) for it provided additional flavor to an already juicy story.
A penchant for providing a running account of the campaign road show
seems to have impeded the media in its effort to discuss the issues

they saw as being most relevant to the election.

60610be, Aug. 17, 1975, p. 7.

6]§gﬂ, Aug. 18, 1975, p. 8.

625tar, Aug. 14, 1975, p. 1.
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The party leaders, to be sure, were discussing issues
other than integrity during these first three weeks of campaigning.
Among other things, Lewis was urging Davis to extend the freeze on
0il and natural gas prices that was due to expire at the end of
September. He was proposing budgetary cuts in Ontario Hydro, the
provincial electric utility, and he was calling for more housing
starts with a pledge to force developers to build or relinquish
their land. Nixon also urged a review of oil and natural gas
price increases and criticized the government for allowing what
he believed to be a shortage of hospitals in the province.63
Davis, for his part, promised more gun control legislation and
vowed to enact a Sunday-closing law that would affect most retail
establishments.

While these issues were discussed as they were brought
up by the candidates, their appearance in the media was sporadic
and usually in isolation. They would seem to surface and then
disappear, as a goldfish comes up for food, without undergoing
full exposure or causing too much attention. Nixon did manage to
briefly shift the focus of the campaign to the quality of education,
an issue that probably could have won him votes had he not crossed
his figures and prompted the press to take more interest in his

handling of the issue than in its intrinsic merits.

63Not long after the election the minority Conservative
government closed some hospitals in the province to cut costs in
the health ministry. The NDP strongly opposed the move and motioned
a vote of no-confidence on the issue. The Liberals, who had just
elected a new leader and thus were not prepared to go to the hust-
ings, supported the government to avoid a spring election.
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Nixon maintained that the quality of education was declining in
Ontario and vowed to return the three Rs to the classroom. Speak-
ing to the Ontario Public School Men Teachers' Federation, he
promised an administrative shake-up that would save the education
system $50 million. But, as Charlotte Montgomery pointed out in
the Star, "Nixon didn't explain how he arrived at that figure."64
As it happened, Nixon meant to say $11.27 million; his original
figure had included some non-education-related savings. When the
mistake was made clear, the Star so reported it in the following

head: "Nixon mistaken in saving, aide says."65

But the Globe
propagated the misinformation by announcing in a headline that
"Nixon promises to cut $50 million from school costs" while
reporting in the ensuing story that "a Liberal Party researcher
later questioned Mr. Nixon's statement and said cutting out the
[regional] offices could only result in a saving of $11 mi]]ion."66
John Downing, writing in the Sun, recognized the issue as impor-
tant and devoted an entire column to praising Nixon's concern with
it. But he lamented that "an able performance is ruined by a goof"
and said that "most won't know he did well." Downing gauged the
public mood accurately when he said people would remember that

Nixon "didn't keep his facts straight on a major issue.“67

64star, Aug. 15, 1975, p. 3.

6?§E§£, Aug. 16, 1975, p. 3.

66&1229, Aug. 16, 1975, p. 1.

%7sun, Aug. 17, 1975, p. 6.
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Indeed, Nixon's campaign to restore the three Rs would hereafter be
prefaced with the advice that the Liberal leader first brush up on
his own 'rithmetic.

The education issue never would receive the attention it
probably deserved and Nixon's estimates on costs and spending would
be suspect for the duration of the campaign. Robert Williamson
later would write in the Globe that "it was only under questioning
by Toronto reporters that [Nixon] disclosed a $7-million price tag
on one of his alternatives."68 And when Nixon charged in a speech
September 8 that Davis had let the economy slide, Charlotte Mont-
gomery would write in the Star that "it was the first time in the
campaign that Nixon volunteered detailed figures to support his

statements.“69

Mary Trueman of the Globe was more persistent in
this instance and asked the Liberal leader to interpret the "six
pages of Statistics Canada figures" in his own words. She wrote
that "he pointed to the figures and replied: 'I don‘t'know what
that means. It's supposed to back up what I say in the other part
. sorry Mary!'" The early-edition headline to the effect that
Nixon could not interpret his figures prompted a telephone call
from the party leader who was quoted in later editions as saying:
"Frankly, I thought she was joking. It's incredible to me that she

didn't understand them." The late editions also said that Nixon

insisted he really did understand the statistics but that he would

68:10be, Sept. 2, 1975, p. 5.

69+ar, sept. 9, 1975, p. 6.
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not say that Trueman had misquoted him.70

Nixon's fumbling with figures and apparent political
rhetoric about integrity contrasted sharply with Stephen Lewis'
precise and articulate campaign. Late in August, John Downing

would observe in the Sun that:

The NDP right now is backing its issues with more
research than the other parties. There is substance
to their [sic] attack. And whether or not you agree
with their arguments, you can't fault them for not
being specific.’1

The real significance of Nixon's blundering--the story it seems to
have told the media and the public--probably was best put by the
Globe's Norman Webster who observed in respect to Nixon's error on
education costs that "you just will not see Stephen Lewis making
the sort of goof Robert Nixon did."72

Lewis' reliability was augmented by an image of sincerity
that reporters found hard to ignore. After the NDP leader had
addressed the issue of occupational health at a uranium mine in
northern Ontario, and had been clearly moved by his conversation
with a miner who was dying of cancer, Robert Miller wrote in the
Star that Lewis' "issue-oriented campaign . . . reached the height
of drama at E1liot Lake . . . where Lewis made a brilliant and

n/3

emotional speech to 250 miners. Similarly, Jonathan Fear noted

7010be, Sept. 9, 1975, p. 1.

Nsun, Aug. 27, 1975, p. 3

72510be, Aug. 18, 1975, p. 7.

73§£§£, Aug. 30, 1975, p. 28.
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in the Globe that the speech "began with a deep sigh and was at
times choked with emotion."’%

Lewis' people-oriented campaign was far removed from his
dogmatic approach in 1971 and it brought its own repercussions from
a cynical press. Connie Nicolson wrote in her Sun column that the
NDP leader was "concentrating on being nice, quiet and reasonable--
making people feel that the old red tide of socialism theme that
marked the 1971 campaign is really just a gentle pink-tinged

75

swell." Nicolson's colleague at the Sun, Claire Hoy, was more

cynical in his description of Lewis' image. After writing about
Lewis as "the new, moderate, loving, friendly, warm, relaxed, less
strident NDP leader," he added parenthetically: "at least that's

n76

what he says. Mary Trueman wrote in the Globe that Lewis' aides

had suggested the following adjectives to describe the NDP leader:
relaxed, witty, mature.’’ And Robert Miller wrote in his Star
column that "the new subdued and faintly jolly Lewis is in direct
contrast to the aggressive Robert Nixon and the pugnacious William

u78

Davis, not to mention the old ultra-sharp Lewis. The NDP leader

was not amused by this attention and complained that the press was

discussing his character in "a smart-ass way that offends meo"79

7810be, Aug. 29, 1975, p. 4.

5sun, Aug. 14, 1975, p. 3.
76sun, Aug. 18, 1975, p. 8.
7g10be, Aug. 13, 1975, p. 1.
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79610be, Aug. 14, 1975, p. 4.
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When a television reporter asked him how much of his campaign was
composed of the real Stephen Lewis and how much was political
manoeuvre, Lewis retorted: "Do you want it in percentages or
fractions?"80

The premier's campaign was primarily defensive; and that
part which was aggressive was directed against Nixon more than
Lewis. The summer polls, after all, had indicated that the Lib-
erals were the party to beat. But the polls also showed that Davis
was preferred over Nixon as premier by 14 percentage points. Per-
haps that is why Davis repeatedly referred to the Liberals as "the
Nixon party."

Davis had little difficulty warding off the Liberal
attack. He emerged virtually unscathed from the defence of his
integrity and was able to win forays with figures that involved
Nixon's cost and spending mistakes. But the premier was not so
easily able to strike down Stephen Lewis. On one occasion, Davis
sought to discount Lewis' contention that prime agricultural land
in Ontario was going out of production at the rate of twenty-six
acres per hour. He said the figure was based on research by
university economists who overlooked factors that would reduce it.
While the Globe ran a story to that effect under the head: "Davis
disputes Lewis figures on loss of prime farmland," it also ran
immediately beneath that story another entitled: "It's a blue

herring, NDP leader asserts," and quoted Lewis as saying that "all

80c10be, Aug. 15, 1975, p. 4.
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this nonsense about a group of U of T professors who studied farm
acreage between 1960 and 1970 is just so much hokem. The NDP never
saw such a study and would never have used it. Talk about a blue

n81 Readers might have been left wondering who to believe;

herring.
was the plight of agricultural land really as bad as Lewis said it
was? Those who turned to the Star that day might not have had
their question answered but they would have been given an indica-
tion of who had a better grip on the issue. Andrew Szende wrote
that "Davis said Lewis' claim that Ontario is losing 26 acres of
farmland every hour is not accurate, but when reporters asked him
for the correct figure he replied he did not know."82

Davis had promised at the outset that he would make no
expensive promises and, for the first three weeks, he kept his word.
So much so that newsmen were beginning to wonder what the Conserva-
tive campaign really entailed. When Davis said he would strengthen
gun-control laws, Claire Hoy berated him in the Sun for making law
and order an issue in a province that does not have a problem

83

handling crime. When he promised laws that would force most

retail establishments to close on Sundays, David Allen wrote it off
in the Star as "a vague promise" and "action the government has

been studying for years and contemplating for months."84

81&1995, Aug. 30, 1975, p. 5.
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And reporters seemed always on their guard against the political
trick. Davis was criticized widely for giving $45,000 to North
York Mayor Mel Lastman--a Tory candidate--for an experiment in
transporting oldsters. Globe columnist Norman Webster called the
manoeuvre "cynical politics of a very high order," and said "the
Tories will have to go some to top themse]ves."85
The restlessness of reporters with the Davis campaign

was obvious. Connie Nicolson observed for her Sun readers that
"Boring it certainly is, on the campaign trail with Premier William

n86

Davis these late summer days. Stef Donev noted in the Star that

"thousands of people who streamed by Premier William Davis yester-

day gave him scarcely a second glance as he and his aides toured

87

Ontario place and the Canadian National Exhibition." And Star

columnist Robert Miller wrote in apparent frustration that:

for 25 days now, Davis has wandered around Ontario
telling people what they already know: that Ontario
is a fine place to live, work and raise a family.
What he has not done is tell people what they want
to know, which is whether (and how) it will go on
being such a fine place.88

The turning point, the spark that would ignite the cam-
paign into full fury came Wednesday night, September 3, when

Stephen Lewis had taken his entourage of aides and reporters to

85G10be, Aug. 22, 1975, p. 7.

8sun, Aug. 23, 1975, p. 3.

87star, Sept. 1, 1975, p. 6.

88§£§£. Sept. 6, 1975, p. C10.
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the small community of Penetanguishene where he spoke at a dinner
sponsored by the Midland Labor Council. The topic of his talk was
familiar, rents, but the reaction to it was most unexpected. To
place the incident in perspective, it should be recalled that the
housing issue was a major plank in the NDP platform and, accordingly,
Lewis had been calling for rent controls incessantly, arguing that
landlords were needlessly and harmfully raising rents by unreason-
able proportions. Just one day previously, Premier Davis had
announced that his government would amend the Unconscionable Trans-
actions Act to allow previously-established rent review boards to
sue landlords deemed accused of "gouging."89 It was a concession
to the opposition because before that the Tories were resting on
the belief expressed by the then-Minister of Housing, Donald
Irvine, that the publicity generated by rent review boards would
“shame" Tlandlords into keeping their rent increases in line.go
But neither Lewis nor Nixon was satisfied with the Tory promises;
both kept calling for rent review boards "with teeth."

Lewis finally made himself heard in Penetanguishene. In
a vengeful verbal outburst, Lewis said "most landlords don't know

the meaning of shame,"gl

and he described eight cases of rent
increases which he believed to be so intolerable as to assume an
urgency that precluded the affected tenants from waiting for their

days in court. He named names and quoted figures. For example,

89tar, sept. 5, 1975, p. 1.
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Lewis revealed that forty-year-old Kathleen Ridgeway, a single
working mother, had been forced to leave her apartment in Missis-
sauga because of a 53-percent increase in her rent--from $209 per
month to $319--that would have consumed 41 percent of her monthly
income. The NDP leader also told of Paul Forder of Scarborough
who had been given five days to decide whether or not to accept a
rent increase from $244 to $370 per month.92
The following day, the Star ran a front page headline
which read: "'Shameless' landlords increased rents 50% Stephen
Lewis c]aims."93 The ensuing story, written by Andrew Szende,
outlined each of the eight cases. The Star went further and urged
in a sidebar that readers register their own rent-related complaints.
The letters came in droves and for the duration of the campaign the
Star could be counted on to run such hard-luck stories as "Mother,
6 Children moved from tent to motel room" complete with a six-

column by 4-1/2-inch photo of the fami]y.94

The lead story in
Friday's issue centred on a survey in the Toronto borough of North
York; the head read: "Tenant Survey says 92% want rent controls."
The red line on Saturday spelled: "Rent Gouging: Who's Telling
the Truth," but on the second page readers would find an eight-

column head which read: '"Lewis renews gouging charges--and tenants

agree." The lead story on Monday told of an eighty-five-year-old

921hid.
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widow who was using ninety-three percent of her income to meet her
rent.

The Lewis campaign clearly had found an issue around
which to rally and, apparently, a forum--the Star--in which to
stage the show. A Star editorial recalled its earlier stand in

opposition to rent controls but now said:

we cannot ignore the evidence presented by New Demo-
cratic Party Leader Stephen Lewis, documenting cases
in the Metro Toronto area where tenants have had their
rents raised by 50 per cent or more at one blow. This
certainly looks like gouging . . . . A decent society
cannot allow people of modest incomes to be pushed out
on the streets when there is no alternative housing
within their means.95

The Globe was more cautious in its discussion of Lewis'
revelations but recognized the significance of the issue nonethe-
less. It subordinated the story to one on Davis asking Ottawa to
help keep down mortgage costs but dutifully reported that "50% rent

jumps shock audience at Lewis meeting.“96

The Globe also reported
the North York survey on the front page of its Friday issue but on

the second page it ran the following story:

Liberals, PCs favor rent review
NDP, Communists want controls

Since the Communist Party had gone virtually unmentioned in the
Globe and other papers as well, it is interesting to observe the
newspaper's penchant for linking the Communists to the NDP on this

vital issue in such a blatant manner.

95Star, Sept. 5, 1975, p. B4.
9G10be, Sept. 4, 1975, p. 1.
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Claire Hoy, who was following Lewis at the time for the
Sun, conceded only partial validity to the NDP leader's arguments.
"Each case clearly represents injustice," he wrote Thursday morning,
"but there is so much of the story he does not tell." Hoy said
Davis was only partly responsible for the injustices and accused
Lewis of making a "blatant overstatement" in asserting that land-

lords have no shame. Hoy continued:

He inevitably moves his audience, exhilarates
them [sic], draws them into the topic, delights them,
scares them and becomes one with them.

But behind all the style there is still the
radical Stephen Lewis, the Socialist who would as he
said last night, freeze rents if he were Premier.97

The Sun usually found more important things to display on its front
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