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by
Alfred de Grazia
Nov 6, /952
This is the witching hour, The eombsz Halloween sky looks down upon an sntranced

multitude. For months and wesks, ;ith increasing intensity, the =2lection spell has been
cast among the American people. The midnight hours tonizht will break.the epell and
_ tomorroufs gray dawn will see men's faculties restored. But meanwhile the night is
filled with imprecations, prayers, with hizh fever. And with prophecy. Yes, especislly
with prophecy. For weeks the country has been fillinz u» with seers. Every man has

been a soothsayer. He has been telling us whe will win t:.. oresidential election,

His instrument of prediction varies. He may tell us by the feoli 7 of his
rheumatic leg, or by the results of an elaborate survey., Yot no matter the method he
uses, we are interested. We are interustad because we ar: excited. We cannot believe

ourselves and cannot bzalieve anyone 2lse, Who knows who can Torssee the future?

Prophecy is a mysterious quality, like the touch of grace.

This very hour, howevar, is the last great hour of prediction. Tonizght prediction
meets the test of reality. It is too late to bother about new pradictions. It is too
lete to do anything about our old predictions. Thers is nothinz any of us can do save
wait, and, as we wait, wonder something about the quality of our own pradictions and
those of others., We ars in suspense and momentarily can know only that about helf of
us will bs right and half of us wronz.. Worse yet, the half that is rizht is probably
rizht for the wrong reasons. And those thet will be wrong in many casss will be unfor-

tunately wrong. They deserved a better fate.

Yor need we believe that all thoss who are wrong in their predictions of our next
president will be common people. They will have tha zood company of professors; of
editors, of Journalists, of ever so many candidates, of campasiga manszers, and yes,
even perhaps of pollstsrs. 1t ac each ons of thes- 3Toups of people has its own method

of predicting the outcome of an election, each one has its own reasons for success anl
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failure. Our great democracy, to paraphrase Justice Holmes, allows every forecaster

to zo0 to Hell in his own way. Understanding these ways, we may even perhaps reform
ourselves for the next time. And in any event, reciting the fate of others is soothing.
‘So Napolson found it at St. Helena. And so we shall be eble to console oursslvas in the
early hours of the morning with the failures of others to do what we have trisd and
failed to do ourselves,

No matter how forecasters may pradict, they seem to belisve in prediction itself,
That gives us something to begin with. Sometimes a man who has a z0od part of his
income going into insurance, who never rides a plane because of a slight differsnce
in acecident rates, who is glad to take odds on Stanford versus 0ld Siwash in football,
who wants laws against divorce because one marries-e in three ends in divorce, who pays
a fortune in advertising every year beczuse surveys show that "advertising pays," who
lays on extra help in advance for the Christmas crowds at his store, who zoes to the
office early to avoid the morning rush, and who buys wheat low to sell it high, will

object strenuously to the notion that human behavior is predictable.

But the zeneral run of American is a sociel scientist at heert. That is, he feels
that human behavior can ba predicted in many ways. The only problem that upsets him is
the same one that upssts us all: how do you know thet what you are trying to predict
can presently be predicted? And we must admit thet the prediction of the next president

is an event that is by no means simple.

Reduced to its essence, the question is: who of two candidetes will bacome president.
| But a couple of times in our history, in 1800 and 1824, no one has become president as a
result of the election. So we have a third possibility: that the election will be thrown
into the House of Representatives for lack of a majority of votes in the electoral college.
This is not likely at the momsnt. There are only two stronz candidates and a third
candidate is not likely to zain the electoral vote of any state. Another possibility

is the death of a chosen candidete bafore he becomes president, or of soms crisis in the

counting of the vote as happened in the Hayes-Tilden election contest of 1876.



In fact, the very calm with which we accept the notion of there being only two
possibilities in ths contest of today is slichtly illogical. With our two ma jor party
system, we regard the election as a two possibility affair like the tossing of a coin

- - either heads or tails must come up. A student of probability theory would tell us
that the likelihood of & coin occasionally standing on end when tossed complicatss
considereably the prediction of the coin's behavior., This is especially true if we are
predicting on the basis of only forty-one cases of election or enything else. I think,

however, that we ought to be optimistic and avoid such conjectures tonight.

But let me make a point befors we leave the subject of coin tossing. Accepting
only two possibilities, could we settle the question of who will be president by tossing
a coin, Past experience is friendly to the idea. In twenty elections since 1868, when
the effects of the Civil War crisis had assumed a settlad pesttern, the Democrats have
won nine times, the Republicans eleven. So those who say that the slection is a toss-up
may be saying more than they know,.

But let me reassure you. Though the similar totals msy be seductive, there is no
further resemblance b etween predictinz a coin's fall and predictinz the winnmer of a
presidential election, A presidential election, although it may be assumed to result
in only the election of one of two men, is a simple choice based on a great many deter-
mining conditions. Instead of a coin, think of a war. One of the nations will win,

But thousand of conditions determine which one will win. Leadership, orzanization,
rorale, manpower, history, and other factors take their toll of errors in any prediction
of the outsome. Thousands of conditions determine also who will be elected president,
American history is full of terrifying exémplss of incidents that seemsd to have
influenced the outcome of an election., For example, there is some basis for believing
that Hughes lost the 1916 election because he failed to make a clear, friendly zesture
to Hiram Johnson when he visited Cslifornie during the campaign. In addition to these
~ing accidents, social scientists have discovered any number of forces, sititudes,
anw. orsanizational and legal matters that influence the election results. Exact fore-
sight seems impossible, but we know that the name of the successful candidate turns up

in each election in a determined, rather than random fashion. In each election campaign
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crucial. Sometimes he uses indicators, in addition to causal conditions, just as you

can use straws in the wind or an analysis of the behavior of eir masses to foretell
weather, the first being an indicator, the second being determining conditions. Some
lesway is granted the election forecaster of course. He has only to pradict who will

win and that is a lot easier than saying by exactly how much he will win. This advantage,
however, diminishes rapidly in a close election so that the prediction of the winner of

a very closs contest demands the qualitiss of a most exact science., In the case of an
election, it is not too exagzerated to say that an entirsly velid and reliable prediction
of an election would mesan that socisl science had achieved the stature of a most exact

sclence. It could describe in advance the exact nature of the event.

Such a prediction is impossible. The most reliable predictions about political
bshavior are blunted predictions - - imprecise, fairly zenerel, end vagus - - not at all
often what we would like to know about the future. This results from our knowing only
partially the phenomsna whose bshavior we wish to foresee. And the less we know about
the phenomena the more vagzue the predictions must be, until one jets the sort of prodic-
tions found in politics, or business cycles, and similar ereas of life - - often they
are so vague as to be almost self-contradictory. A mere glance at the mass of writing
on elections shows that this is such a field. Hedging is to be sesen everywhere, PFhrases
like "but on the other hand" or "if thinzs do not chanzge" or "barring a turn in the
weather™ or "if the trend continues" or "within a considerabls margin of error" or other

like phrases abound.

We must conclude that the field of election prediction is not a happy hunting-ground |
of political scientists. Left to their own devices they would not use such difficult
predictions to test the value of their sciencs. The most useful political predictions

arse found in other concerns of political science. We do not ask a psycholozist to
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do not expect him to predict a breakdown at all. Yet we know that he can predict in
general terms the behavior of the patient and tell us much about the behavior of the

class of men to which the patient belongs.

Then why are we all predicting elections? We predict because we must. The most
sophistic of ancient Atheniens wondered whether the Delphic oracle talked pure nonsense
or perhaps somewhat less than that. The most hardheaded of Romans worried a little when
the entrails were examined with respect to the fate of his military campaiin. The impulse
to predict is irresistible. Man seeks assurance in the face of grave impending events,

If we didn't try to predict elections,it probably would be a sign that we had little
rogard for the importance of elections. And so we must accspt the unreasoning addiction

to prediction,

We are fortunate in that we are not completely foolish in speculating about elections.
The task is near enough to the margins of science to protect the speculators from violat-
ing their professionzl ethics. Clection forecesting at its best has gone a respectable

distance bayond intestinal prophecy end superstitious foreboding.

The question therefore becomes: what kinds of forecasts ere the best? And to
answer that we must ask: who is in the predicting business? What omens do they prefer?

How skillfully do they pierce the wveil of the future?

Teke newspaper aditors as our first case. You hear that they know who will be
elected. The man they pick will win, After all, thsy even help elsct the man they
predict will win. Bult certainly this is not so. The newspapers for twenty years have
been overwhelming Republican, For twenty years the country has been Democratic. Today
67 per cent of 1385 daily newspapers - - with 80 par cent of the total daily circulation

- = support Censrsl Eisenhower. ¥or each Stevenson newspaper that has béen sold, four

Eisenhower papers were sold. In nine states, no daily newspaper backed Stevenson, The

best statistical techniques used to study the influence of the press show, not that the
Jress is without influence on opinion and votes, but that the influence is a relatively

minor factor in deciding elections.

S,
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But whet about the press' predictions, even if it cannot help much to fulfil its
own predictions? Well, even its predictions ere not too ood. In 1948 fifty of the
nation's top political writers, surveyed by Newsweek magzazine, unenimously predicted
Dewsy's election. They furthermore juessed he would zet 266 electoral votes. Actually
hé received 189, Undismayed, the same mazazine asked a similer zroup of 50 political
writers the same question in 1952, This time 26 picked Stevenson and 24.Eisenhower.
Their average suess was that Stavenson would get 267 electoral votes, Eisenhower 264.

(This is statistical nonsense of course, but it is all grist for our mill.)

Yiore ambitious than Newsweek, The Associated Press, in mid-Octobar, polled some
2,000 newspaper editors and politicel writers about the election. The circumstances of
the poll are scientifically suspect and the manner of computins the results is unlnown,
The gentlemen of the press thought Zisenhowsr would »>robably find 238 electorel votasJ
with 39 nore wavering toward the Eisenhower campj thet Sievenson could rely upon 104
electoral votes with an additional 52 tending towerds his side) and that 48 electoral
votes were impossible to determins at that time. This poll of journalists really did
not predict. It purported to represent a condition existing towards the end of the
cempaign. It cannot be shown to be rizht or wrong unless subsequent to the election
a survey will show that very fsw people chanzed their minds in the lsst three weeks of

the election campaign, & finding that is quite unlikely,

We will not be able to say that journalists have become better predictors but that
they have become more cagey. As the article reports and I ocuote: "Newsmen ceutiously

were refraining from jumping overboard with forecasts of Rapublican victory."

Of course individual newspapers throuzhout the country will continue to predict,
and since most of them are supporting Zisenhower they will predict an Zisenhower victory.
Zxamination of a few such last-minute predictions reveals no new insights, no reliable
technicues and anelysis, nothing much more than the ordinsry alert newspaper reader can
do for himself. A jury of twelve newspaper publishers would probably give a worse predic-
tion than a jury of twelve representative citizens. That is because very few people are

newspapermen and therefore newspapermen form a biased sample of the population., Like
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normal people, they cannot control their own bisses in makinz predictions. They come
from upper income or educational zroups and make successful predictions in Republican

vears. They tend furthsrmore to be localistic, viewing the country in terms of their

newspaper circulation area. And they are not trained in the analysis of opinion as
students in the institutes of journalism are today. Turthermore, editors have a kind

of occupational disease. They exaggeraée the effects of incidents in a campaign. Since
they are interested in excitement for circulation reasons, they tend to believe that
certain slogans, cartain incidents, cartein successful publicity stunts, cartain cempsign
speeches of great merit, have more effect on the outcome then such incidents actuelly

have.

Outstanding exceptions exist in the newspaper world. The hizhest form of journalism
on election trends and results is represented in the writing of Samuel Lubell., Mr. Lubell
has managed an interasting assortment of techniques combining the insizhts of journalists
with the regular practices of socisl scientists. IHe runs about thc country ringing door-
bells in selected precincts, talkinz to people in carefully selected 1life situations such
as in the home or at clubs or in stores or on the strest. He is sware of the necessity
of meking many nice judgments about differences in intensity of support for a cendidate
anong the different sroups of the populstion. Ile worries conscientiously about the
possibility that relatively more of one group than of another may turn out to vote or
may stey home, Mr. Lubell is indeed a one man survey operation and merits attention.

To refresh your memories, in one of his latest articles, Luball wrote: "Strance as it
may sound, Zisenhower today may well be on the verge of a landslide victory - - and yet
he could awake on election morning and find himself cheated of the presidency by having

lost seversl key states by small margins."

Grented journalists on the whole are unreliable predictors, why can we not rely
upon the candidate and his managsrs? They are in the middle of the fizht. They are
every day in contact with those who will cast their ballots. They are in touch with
the machines who will get out the vote. Thay are imrersed in public opinion. Can the

candidete and his managers predict slections?
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Cortainly the candidate cannot. No one is so naive as to expesct a valid result
from asking all the candidates in the election who is zoing to win. Tor every objective
and honest response one will get fifty that are not. I understand that in this campaign
the Eisenhower campaigners do not bother to read or discuss election predictions. That
is good. They would only fool themselves eand waste their time. A man who has fallen

into guick-sand is in no condition to snalyze the vacuum principle.

.

With the campaizn managers we should be able to do a little more. Thaese men after
all are often professional politicians and are often paid for being objective in viewing

trends of sentiment. But campaign managzement is not yet a profession in America in the

sense that mansgers are trained opinion analysts and propagsnda snalysts. A mana zer
is sometimes a broken-down politician or a men who has two strikes on him in running
for office. So ths 0ld chestnuts of election prediction are common among the mansgers

as among the common people,

Many wise phrases have come out of the smoke-filled rooms. Some are dated of course
like the slogan "You can't lick the press" wrich was fairly well accepted until the elec-
tion of 1936. Now one has to be a fossil indesd to meke such a stetement, Press support
guarantees nobody a victory. Other slogzans survive,although precariously. "Look at the
kind of people who are supporting us", it is said, "we are bound to win." But movie
stars, industrial tycoons, star athletes, and Mrs. Tleanor Roosevelt do not forebode

victory. They merely make the campaign interesting,

Some say you can predict a campaign's results by where the money is going, "You
can't beat the money-bags," it is declared. Of course, this is often said by people
who want to‘collect money for their campaign, even though they don't believe it. But
many do believe it and the superficiel facts are on their side. George Lundberg collected
data on 156 elections in various parts of the country and found that, in 14 out of 15
ceses, "Campaign expenditures, as reported, constitute an absolutely reliable index
of the outcome of the election." If you think you have the magic formula hers, I point
out that money zoes to a sure winner, Turthermore you cannot often tell who is getting

the most money until the campaign is over.



Some politicians believe that the biggar the noise they make, the surer they are
of victory. One aspect of this belief is the so-called band-wagon effect. It is
believed that if you can predict loudly enough your own victorqsa.sufficient nunber of
undecided or opposition voters will join your side to assure victory. An American
Institute poll once asked people whether they knew what Republican candidate was lead-
ing in a poll of presidentiel candidates before the nominatings convention. Then it
asked the respondents whom they favored. Analysis rsvealed that those who knew the
favorite in the poll were no different in their preference from those who did not know
the favorite. Apparently the band-wagon effect is as often absent as present and a
widespread belief that one side will win cennot be relied on as indicating the ultimate

winner.

But what about crowds? Isn't a candidate who draws great crowds a likely man to
win the election? Did the large crowds thst greeted Dwizht D. Zisenhower in his swing
around the country during the political cempaizn indicate his slection today? Did the

relatively small crowds who attended Stevenson's spsschas and greeted his appearance

on the streets portend a defeat for the Democratic cendidate? President Truman drew

fair crowds in 1948, Governor Tom Dewey fine crowds. The Dewey audiznces were enthusiastic,
the Truman audiences more reflective and calm, You can dismiss the idealthat crowds
foreshadow electorel success, unless we should know much more about the character and
composition and planning of the crowds. The orzjanized crowd turned out by well-diseiplined
publicity machinery of a political orzanization, or the crowd that zathers to meet a
Generel they have heard much of but not sesn, or perhaps the crowd that comes for door-
prizes and for many other reasons is not necessarily a crowd that shows a spreading and
gathering intensity of support for a man. By known techniques of socizl scizsnce one

could estimate rather accurately the part these various motives play in the crowds and

the technique could be used in following a candidste about the country. The expense of
such 2 study, however, would be prohibitive., So the erowd phenomenon is left to guess-

work and can be taken to mean nothing,
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However, we have not yet ask=d the mcna ;ers to predict on the basis of their

intimate knowl2dge of cempaign organization. Cranted that editors and candidates may

be poor predictors. Do not the men who run the machinss have a more objactive view of
the campaizn? Can they not discern trends better and predict the outcome? Several
studies have been made of the predictivz ability of politicians. Dr. Claude 5, Robinson
collected the private predictions of politicisns in 16 states on tha outcome of the 1928
presidential election. Amonz the Democrats the average error in judzing pluralities was
18 per cent, Among the Republicans, 7 per cent., Some errors topped 41 per cent. ‘ost

errors went in the direction of the politiclians' own wishes.

In two later studies, in 1944 and 1950, county chairmen of both parties were matchzd.
In 1944 eizht counties were used., In 1950 the chairmen were metched in thirteen counties.,
In all cases, the chairmen was asked to estimate the vote of both parties in esdvance of
the election., The counties were distributed amongz several sections of the country but
nothing 1like a representative semple of counties was obtained, and threre were undoubtedly
soma selsction factors operating amony those commitiee chairmen who replied to the
questionnaire sent them. In all, we heve the estimates of 42 chairmen., The average
error of Democratic chairmen in 1944 was 4.1 per cant, of Republican chairmen, 6.8 per
cant, These errors wers compared with the national polléberrors for the 1944 olactionms.
The Zallup poll erred by 2.3 per cent, the Crossley poll by 1.8 per cent, and the Roper
poll by two-tenths of one per cent. The Americen Institute of Public Opinion which in
1944 had, &s I have already statsed, an error of 2.3 per cent predicting the national
vote, had an average error of 4 per cent in all slections from 1936 throush 1950, In
1950 ths average error of the Democratic chairmen was 9 per cent, of the [Fepublican
chairmen 5,9 per cent, and of the Gallup poll ,7 per cent. Thus it would seem b& this
and other indications that the chairmen predicted thzir own county vote more poorly
than the national survey organizations predicted the national vote. Lest you feel we
are quibbling over a mere five or ten per cent of the vote, the errors of the individual
cheirmen resulted in fourteen out of the forty-two casess in wronz predictions of the
final outcome of the election itself., The best individual predictors were chairmen of
the stronzer of the two parties in countiss that were ons-sided in their polifical

affiliztions. Assured and relaxed, they could watch their countiss objectively,



A somewhet silly note may be introduced into the proceedings by inventing another
index, which mey be called the Persistance Indsx, In each of the 42 counties the vote
of the county in the previous election was found., This was taken as the prediction of
what thelcounty's vote would be in the election under study, thet is in 1944 and 1950,
The averags error of this simple persistance estimate was 3,5 per cent in 1944 and 6.3
per cent in 1950, The average error of the 42 chairmen of both partizs in both elections
is 6.7 per cent. The average error of the persistance prediction for both elactions is
52 per cent, In other words, if one had predicted for the 42 counties that the vote
would be the same as last time he would have been more accurate than ths average Democratic

and Republican county chairman,

Now I have no information about the extent of party orgenization within these 42
counties. In the country as e whole very few counties are thoroughly organized for
political warfare. Most of the more than 100,000 precincts of the nation lack workers
of one or both parties. In 1943, 28,000 precincts had no Republican leadership, and
357 counties out of some 3,000 had not esven a Republican county cheirman. The exceptions
lie mostly in metropolitican areas, whers the old-fashioned precinct voting district end
ward organization is maintained, is fed by patronaze, by pressure groups and by volunteer
workars, end 1s disciplined to 5=t out the rizht kind of vote and to report mathodically
and objectively the trend. If the whole country were organized in this fashion the
oredictions of professional politiciens would be very accurate, perhaps better than the
pollsters in the nation as a whole, 3Each precinct captain, and there mey be over one
hundred in each ward in a city like Chicazo, vies with every other in predicting cor-
rectly his own precinct. Sometimes & prize is offersd for the best prediction, regard-
less of whether the precinct turns in an absolute plurality for the party 1tseif, so
vital does an efficient orzanization rezard such predictions. In cases like this one,
cach precinct captain is required to predict the vote of every single re-istered voter

in his precinct, to predict whether the person will or will not cast his ballot, end
to explain why he must give the verdict of undecidsd to any individuel voter. Further-

more, he is asked to submit a2 budget of money that is needed to assure thet his predic-

tions regarding certain persons will not be defeated by & lack of funds. But azain
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such reports about the few areas where political machines are strong are confidential,

and would not be made available to the public,

If I were attempting to extract some useful predictions from the masﬁ of professional
politicians' predictions for an election, I should look to the political leaders of ons=-
sided zlectoral districts. Their pradictions are somewhat mors reliable, I would tend
to believe the predictions made by Rspublican county chairmen inla solidly Republican
Iowa county and the predictions made by, say, Jacob Arvey, recarding the 24th %Ward in
Chicago. Thera is not much point in these men blowing up by a few points a majority
that may be already over S0 per cent or 85 per cent of the total vote. Then one could
look st the past records of these areas to determine the character of the shifts in

sentiment. Of course thers would be many dangers in extsnding such local predictions

to a larger area. Hence, it is best to ignore the professional cempaign managers unless

one can obtain their predictions orivately.

Campaign managers and cendidates as well as editors used to be fond of the expres-
sion "As laine joes, so zoes the nation", beliesving that the state of aine in its
September state and U. S. Senatorial elactions would zive zn indicetion of the trend
in sentiment in the country as a whole prior to the MNovember elections., Intsrest has
subsided in Maine since it failed to predict the overwhelming Roosevelt victories, 1In

1936 the expression was changed to "As Yaine zoes, so goes Vermont."

But reputavle political scientists picked up the !Maine case and examined it more
carefully for the invariable kernzl of truth. Dr. Louis Bean, in fact, has developead
a method of examining not only Maine but any other state and declaring "As 'aine goes,so
the nation" or "As Iowa goes, so goss the nation" or "is Celifornia goes, so zoes the
nation." A much more careful student than the averaje person who uses the expression,
Dr. Bzan could see in a constituency of any kind the persistance of a bzhavior pattern
peculiar to the constituency and then the reflection of certain trends national in
scope. Thus, although Maine is much more Republican than the nation, the size of the
Republican vote there is si:nificant, Incidentally, the laine zlections this year

showed a drop in the Republican wvote to where one micht expect a Democratic majority



in the country as a whole. But scandaié shook the Republican rsgime and may explain

the drop. 3ean's method resembles somewhat the idea of the handicap in polo, racing,

and other sports. The past bshavior of a thing is obssrved to very with some regularity

from the larger entity of which it forms a part. That is, & curve depicting the
eledtoral bshsvior of a given staste or a —iven county or locality, will besr some rezular
relation to the curve representinz the behavior of tha nation as a2 whole in elections.
If one were to know the behavior or bes sb}e to predict the behavior of a state or other
electoral division with respect tocif;zqgégfin undan—st:dy, %?[:zgiibféaable to have
some idea of the bshavior of the nation as a whole in thﬁ_g;uannamhqmadiczable~ceﬁam
Thus California, like several other wsstsrn and northern states, tends to be more Demo-
cratic than the country as a whole when the country is Democratic, mors Republican than
the country as a whole when the country votes Republican, and thet difference is less
when the country is evenly divided. When the country votes very closely in an election,
Caelifornia tends to vote very closely, and as the margins increase either towsrds thr
Republicen or towards the Democratic party, Cslifornis increszes by more than the
national increase. In the present election, if the California joll were accurate in

predicting an Eisenhower victory by es much ss a five per cent plurelity over Stevenson,

then it might be expected that the country as & whole would 70 Republican.
lav-%e “w%k b deerde T elechin

However, the Celifornia poll indicetes & percentaze of undecidgd personidénd,
without knowing their intentions, such & prediction is uselass. On the wholas, the Bean
method of trend analysis is more useful to thaoreticsl political science then it is in
predicting elections. The generel principles that he has discovered are interesting
end significent, but predictinz a sinzle event, ss I pointed out esrlier, is a complicated

and hazardous operation,

With all due respaect to the sears that I have already discussed, I must say that I
heve saved the best for the last. The quasstion now is: Cen we belisve the polls? The
answer to the question cannot be a simple yes or no. There ars sood polls and bed polls
and there are polls in between. WNo really first-rate national poll exists and we shall

sea why,



A poll, or more properly, a sample survey, is essentislly a short-cut to the
determination of the attitudes of a multituda by selectin; for interview, on the atti-
tudes in which you are interested, individuals that are charscteristic of the multitude.

Without a correct sample & poll is elmost useless. The population is not homogeneous,

and hence any one 7roup of people are not representative of the populstion as a whole.
The populetion is not like a bottle of homogenized milk in which the cream is distributed

uniformly throughout the bottle. It is mors liks a bottle of non-homo~enized milk in

which, if you skim the top, you do not get the same cresm content as when you draw a
sample from the middle of the bottle.

There are two fashionable methods of drawing a sample from the population, There
are also techniques that combine both of the enerel methods. One method is called
the area method, the other the quota method. The area method requires & systematic
subdividing of the population 2s it lives on the 1lsnd into smaller and smaller districts
by a completely raendom selection, a systematic selaction of smaller and smaller units of
residengg: until finally the designer of the sawple has rzduced the whole population into
a tiny number of persons randomly distributed over the surface of the population. The

interviewer is then sent to these persons whers they live, and they sre interviewed.

The quota method is more ;enerally used in slection polls, is less expensive than the
area mathod, and is in lower ropute amon; socisl scizntists. The quota method obtains
its sample by determining from the census what proportions of the population are of dif-
ferent raca, of different income, of sach sex, of different ages, and of othsr visible
characteristics. The sample will then have to reflect these proportions. Interviewers
are assitned to question z quote of persons in each of the several catecories of sex,
race, age, income and the like. If there are six women to four men in the population
to be studisd, thke interviewer interviews six women and four men and so on. L mumber of
studies heve shown that the major defect of the guota method occurs in interviewing, One
cannot rely on underpaid and temporary interviewers to judge reliably ths position of a
psrson in ths income classes or even the age classes of the populetion: If a poor man
voted like a rich men, the quota method would give better results. Bult a poor man more
often than not votes differently than a rich man; en interviewer who does not get his

proper quota of poor men bzcause he dossn't know a poor men vhen he sees ongrop-bem
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in the upper economic and educationzl bracksts. The result is vsually a bias toward the
Republican perty in nztionel slection§, except in the South, Dr. bam.e., ffa;g “ﬁ‘u‘k&‘
Tueh™ inafipfiad Sempling  Contr'bvbed betwenn J¢ awd K Iy P FJeVip &
Croslery Srwove in Yoo 15f€ e [eclrns.

This major error in administerin; a semple by quota met'od is accompenied by several
other errors characteristic of all sample surveys unless elaborate saferuards are intro-
duced. The questions asked of psople must be carefully watched. Words do not have the
same meaning to all people and to all groups of people. Tuestions about how one would
vote today ars not the same as questions about how one will vote or intends to vote three

weeks from now. Other administrative errors enter into a sample survey but we nsed not 3o

into them heres.

Wwe should mention, howaver, that the analysis of the interviews brought into the
office allows of new errors. One of the most important of these errors is the placement
of people who say they do not know how thsy will vots. Until the present election it has
been the practice of pollsters to zssizn the"undecidsd"in 2-ual proportion to esach
major party. Recent post-election surveys heve shown that the"undecided"do not split
evenly. They have tsnded to be principally Derccratic voters on zlcction day. In dis-
cussinz today'!s election the pollstsers havs bazn caraful to explain tha alternative ways

thet the"undecided"can go. They heve been chestsnad by past experience.

However, not placing the"undecided"becomes equivalent to not predictinz who will
be president. We know many interesting facts sbout th2 voiing populstion and we are not
beinz deceived, but we are not allowed to draw erronsous conclusions nor are we sllowed
to know with any definiteness who will win, The elections of 1952, while thay may
reprasent a lack of 7ood menners and may be otherwise disagresable to many persons, do
mark an improvement in the ethics of scientific rsporting. The pollinz agencias are to
be conzratulated for their honest acccunt of their iznorance, even thouzh we may be

disappointed in the vazueness of the oracles.

Several theories have bsen advanced as to the character and probeble behavior of
the"™undecided" in this election. The prevailing theory is that the "undecided" will

havs voted today like they voted befors, that is, overwhelmingly Democratic. This theory
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is weak, howsver. The "undecided" of 1948 are probsbly not the same people as the

"undecided™ of 1952. There is some possibility thet the "don't knows" of 1952 will
prove to havs been reluctant Democrats tendinz towards ZLisenhower. Anain extensive end
careful analysis of the character of the "undecided" would haves allowed us to predict
their beshavior with fair r:=liability in today's election but that expense would be

unsupportaeble by the present polling organizations.

At times a polling organizetion hes tried to compensate for ths known bias of its
interviewers under the quota method by adding a couple of percentage points to the
Democratic totals all down the line, on the theory thet the undersampling of the lowest
income zroups has introduced a Republican bias. This i1s e risky theory. It is possible
that the lowest lncome zroups may havs rzoriented themcelves to a cendidate such as
iisenhower, and any prediction besed on such an adjustment from past experience would be
dangerous in the present election. In faet, Zlro Roper observes a tendency for Eisenhower
support to emanate from some young vot:rs and organized labor. I azree with this enalysis,

thouzh it may surprise a great msny professionsl and smateur seers.

Important last minute events and accidsnts of a campaign mey also harm any prediction
of the results of the eladtion that has been based on a trend observable up to a week or
two before the election. True, most people are irrevocably comritted weeks bafore the

elecuion, But certain events do heppsn to chsnze people's minds at the last moment,

In this election there seems to be a good deal of voter restlessness. A survey following
the 1943 election showed that 4 per cent of those who intended to vote for Dewey before

the election did not vote and another 4 per cent switched to Truman. Of those who intended
to vote for Truman before the election, 7 par cent did not vote and 1 per cent switched

to Dewey. These last-minute switchers did benefit Trumen in 1948. ‘hen one added to

these last-minute switchers those who had been undecided before ths election was nizh,

most of whom finally voted for Trumen, we can see that a considersble fbrce was present

on elaction day itself that wes not predicted in the polls, and yet that did not represant

an error in the poll's methods.

Finally, in ell sample surveys polling there is a probeble arror. A perfectly

representative sample does not exist. A-perfectlpxsrion-gamplo-doss~not~exisds This
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error varies with the size of the sample and may be anywhere from 1 to 5 per cent, The

major polling organizations strive to reduce this probsble error, which occurs on top

of all other errors, to about 3 per cent. '/hat this 3 per cent probable errors msans

is thst the results of the sample cannot be gueranteed to be representative in an

exact sense of the attitudes being measured, but are alrost sure to be exactly reprasenta-

tive of some figure within 3 per cent more or less of the steted result.

. One need not worry about the effect of this error in an slection that is a solid
victory for either side. But in an slection in which the winner receives slightly over
50 per cent and the loser slightly under 50 per cent of the total vote, even the best
sample survey is useless in predicting the winner. It is asllikely to be wrong as not,
and yet these close contests occur in the crucial states with large electoral votes and
often decide the results of American presidential elections. A handful of votes zave
Wilson a plurality over Hughes over California in 1916, threw the entire California
electoral vote to Wilson, and made him the winner., A few thousand votes in the present

contest conceivably may decide the slectorsl vote of Nasw York and of the election,

This is a grave burden upon the pollsters. Let us see what happened when the

Gallup poll tried to predict thes electoral bshavior of the individual states in 1936
Thn all there were Y iecrviduad prodicdions oo cascs,

- zeacd 1940 and 1944.11In ten states the actual Derocratic parcantege of the major party
vote turned out to be between 35 and 44.9 per cent. In these ten solidly Republican
states Dr. Gallup made ten correct predictions. He batted 1000, Tourteen states
gave the Democrats between 45 and 49.9 per cent of the mejor party vote. In those
fourteen states 3allup again batted 1000, Thirty-six states gave the Derocrats 50 to
5L+9 per cent of the major party vote. In these closely contested states where the

Democratic party eked out close victories, Dr. Callup madse 19 correct predictions,

That is, 52,8 per cent of the time he predicted correctly., He erred in 17 cases, or
47.2 per cent of the time. In the 26 states where the Democrats obtained from 55 to

5949 per cent of the major party vote he was correct in 22 cases or 84.6 oer cent of the
time, incorrect in four cases or 15.4 per cent of the time. In 58 cases in which the
Democrats polled over 60 or more per cent of the major party vote, Dr. Zallup was correct
100 per cent of the time. The sad fact is that he was only slizhtly more than helf

correct in all judgments regarding states in which the Democrats achieved between 50 and
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54.9 per cent of the major party vote. You will perhaps have noticed that the Gsliup

poll predicted correctly Republican victories even wher? the Republicans got between
50 and 54.9 psr cent of the major party vote. This is because throuzhout his predictions
he was ovar—estimt;i_rlg ‘E.Rlépublican vote by some 4 per cent.q".».'e would say then that Y3Im\
X
ofem the pollsters,as reprasented in the present instance by Dr. Gallug,hav?;ggggd
weichted and biased on the side of the Republicans and have had a grim strugzle to be
correct more than 50 per cent of the time when an election was hotly contested. This
record would have been worsened if the results in 1948 had been included in my analysis.
In that year the Crossley poll underestimated the Trumen vote by 7.9 per centj the
Gallup poll underestimated it by 5.4 per cent. Other polls underestimated the Democrats
more or less. Gallup's American Institute of Puolic Opinion guessed closest in Texas
vhere the actual vote was 66,4 per cent Democratic and the poll gave 66 per cent, a
negligible difference. Anothsr near miss was Rhode Island where Truman picked up 54.7
per cent of the vote. In the critical states of California, Illinois, !Messachusetts,
New York, Ohio, and Pennsylvania the Gallup predictions underestimated Truman's vote by
respectively 5.6 per cent, 4.7 per cent, 10,3 per cent, 6.5 per cent, 7.7 per cent, and
3.2 per cent, In most of these cases the error made the difference between a Republican

and a Democratic victory. Such evidence leads one to conclude that the polls sre weakest

where they ouzht to be strongest, least valid whers we would hope them to be most valid.

Now you may wonder whether we cannot »eliur3y expect the national polls to continue
their Republican bias. If this were the case, Stevenson would be an easy winner. 3But
we cannot use the past as a guide. The Literary Dizest bias in 1932 did not interfere
with their prediction of a Roosevalt victory. The same bias in 1936 brouzht ludicrous
results. So we cannot rely on the past biases of polls without intensive snalysis of
the meaning of the biases. It is even possible that certain polls mey be biased
against Zisenhower this time, in a strange manner that mey not be discoyered until later

on,

From the information available to me, I would assert that the pollsters have not

chanzed significantly their techniques since 1948. There is no reason to believe that
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the polls will have described today's evants morz accurately than ths events of past

election days. The major differencs will be in the reportinz. Ue have not been led up
the zarden path this year by rash predictions, as in yesars past. The lives of those

who oparate the polling asencias will be happier for this fact tomorrow snd in the days
enead. Thers will be no.pbpular clamor for thair scazlps, nor will conressionsl investi-
gating committees descend upon them, Furthermore, they will not be plagued by the
criticism of their colleagues in the academic cloisters. So lonz as we hold real elec-
tions in which everyone participates, rather than only a sample of the populstion, we
will find; 1301151,3.:}:":!04k are properly conducted and accurately raportedftg-)'-i':te a usaful
device. They are much better than hunches in discerning trends of party opinion or
party attachment. They can tell us who is more excited in the populstion, who is apathetic,
who is undecided, what groups are siding with whom, and many other items of information
basic to the rational conduct of a political campaizn. To zive sample surveys credit
for this much is much better than to zive them credit one day for superhuman foresizht,

and the next day to condemn them for bias and for trying to predict us inscrutable

human beings.

The sample survey, by comparison with all the other foracasters we have examined,
is most walid and reliable., If we were interested in determining how many voters favored
one candidate over another as a purely technical jusstion of counting, a parfected poll,
using the latest techniques, with a larger samplz, and with the propzsr controls, could
zive us a verdict as accurate in almost all cases as the election itself, A couple of
millions of dollars would produce almost impeccable polls and save meny millions of

dollers of public money.

Now you may think this is going back on what I said about polling errors but that
is not so. I said that polls cannot predict close elections but I did not say that polls
could not be used to take a wvote itsalf. In such a hypothetical case the poll itself
would be the slaction. You would not have to worry about how man:eléézé be non-voters
nor about what to do with the undecided persons. Rather, on a gié;n day, the poll would
be conducted and everyone who is sempled would be counted. We wouldn't have to worry

about discrimination in the south ajainst certain groups, sbout non-voters, about corrupt
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machines (or at least there would be only one corruptible machine, the pulling agency),

nor about weather nor about many other featurss that distort the slectoral decision when
the mass of people must participate. Turthermors, many serious defacts in the present
polls are ceused by cutting costs, by slipshod methods of teking the poll, and by poor

reporting of results. These defacts easily could be remedied.

In other words, the sample survey can count much better than it can pradict, It

caa count just about as well as an elaction. In very close cases, sn election could be

taken to confirm or deny the results of a poll.

I introduce this proposal, however, without any serious intent. I bring it up
solely to confirm the general hizh value of sample surveyg?corractly used. The larger
character of the slection process would mske such a technical idea an undesirable and
impossible on2. An election in a democracy is much more than a technical abacus or
adding-machine. It is more important than a mere counting of noses. It is, in social
terms, part of a most significant structure of behavior patterns, emotion, and beliefs.,

Though our elections may seem massive and clumsy, their very bulk possesses utility.

An election embraces the many-sided phases snd soul of a people. Its meanings cannot
be reflected in a count although the count is assential to all other meanings, Its
meenings are batter reflected in the excitemsnt we have felt, end in the impatience,
well-controllad, that we feel at this moment - - and in the flush of elation with which

we will all turn now to learn who shall be our rulers and servants.
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