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fact that the flag symbolized attitudes toward the war for college students,
but did not have this meaning for other Americans, implies that ritualistic
acts involving the flag would not be understood in the same way by the two
subcultures. Intentional destruction of the flag, for instance, probably car-
ried a specific, issue-related meaning to student activists, but most Ameri-
cans undoubtedly did not understand it that way at all. Differences in the
meaning attributed to such symbolic acts may have contributed considera-
bly to the polarization and intergroup hostility of the 1960s. (See Schuman
[1972] for a related discussion of polarization on the Vietnam war issue.)

Further evidence that conflicting symbolism derives from and contrib-
utes to intergroup conflict is provided by Aberbach and Walker (1970), who
in 1967 surveyed Detroit area residents’ interpretations of the slogan “black
power.” They found an enormous gulf between black and white respon-
dents’ interpretations of the slogan. Among black people, 40 percent (ver-
sus 11 percent of whites) interpreted “black power” to mean a fair share for
black people, or solidarity among them. About 40 percent of whites (versus
8 percent of blacks) interpreted black power to mean that blacks wanted to
take over and rule white people. Aberbach and Walker conclude that “the
overwhelming majority of whites are frightened and bewildered by the
words black power,” and that their fear represents “an almost hysterical
response to the symbolism of the slogan” (1970:373, 371). It is clear that the
emotionally potent and conflicting meanings attributed to the phrase “black
power” could effectively prevent communication between the races about
black goals and aims.

Conclusions

Although the data presented here are fragmentary, they strongly suggest
that participation in mass culture is significant in ways that have not been
fully appreciated by social scientists. Empirical analysis shows that such
diverse aspects of the culture as football and displaying the American flag as
a personal emblem may be implicated in the process by which Americans’
attitudes and commitments are shaped and expressed. Although the find-
ings presented here do not permit strong conclusions, they certainly sug-
gest that an investigation of cultural symbolism may provide important in-
sights in analyses of public opinion. Understanding the process of public
opinion formation requires an understanding of the symbolism in terms of
which public attitudes are expressed and communicated. People are seldom
able to articulate fully the meaning of cultural symbols; indeed, symbolic
meaning may be denied if the symbolism is unacceptable. To the extent
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that this is true, it becomes essential to augment respondents’ explicit state-
ments of values and beliefs with other, more indirect measures.

Surveys can, and should, include other measurements in addition to the
traditional attitude and belief questions. Results presented here suggest
that it is feasible to collect information on cultural customs, practices, and
artifacts. Public opinion surveys have neglected such topics, perhaps be-
-ause they were not considered important. To the extent that mundane
particulars of the culture have social significance, certain data considered
trivial will become scientifically interesting. 1 refer to marketing studies.
Marketing research firms have long collected data on what Americans buy
(cultural artifacts) and how they spend their time (cultural customs) and
may thus represent an unexploited source of information for public opinion
analysts and anthropologists alike.

Notes

1. It might be objected that the meaning of “following™ a sport is vague, and that the
absence of an explicit “none” category encourages overreporting. A more precise question
appeared in an April 1967 Harris Survey. Respondents (voters in previous elections) were
asked, “Do vou follow sports as a spectator, such as going out to games, watching them on
television, listening to them on the radio, or reading about them in newspapers or magazines
or don’t you follow sports?” Sixty percent reported that they followed sports.

2. It is quite probable that many people, both black and white, who do not follow baseball
do not know that Aaron is black and Ruth was white. If these people could be excluded from
the analysis, we would have a more meaningful test of the relative strength of racial loyalty
among fans and nonfans.

3. The four-way interaction between race, sex, football, and alienation is statistically sig-
nificant at the .05 level only for items 2 and 3 in Table 17.4. For item 1, black women who
follow football are also significantly less cynical than those who do not. The negative association
between alienation and football holds for black men at all income levels.

4. White men at all six levels of education are less likely to vote if they are alienated.
Education is an important predictor of voting rates among men who graduated from high
school, but is insignificant for those who did not graduate.

5. For the small sample of black respondents, neither football nor education is significantly
related to opinions on bombing in Vietnam. The relationship presented in Table 17.7 holds for
both white men and women when analyzed separately.

6. It is unclear whether the interviewer was to ask for the respondent’s education or the

education of the household head. This ambiguity is only resolved when the respondent is the
head of household.
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7. Although football transmitted the symbol itself, it evidently did not transmit a particular
meaning. Thus far, I can detect no evidence that the flag symbolized something different to
fans and nonfans.
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Do Polls Affect What
People Think?

Catherine Marsh

The idea that public opinion itself might affect what people think is not
new. In their different ways, Rousseau’s notion of a general will and Durk-
heim’s conception of a “conscience collective” were both intended to sum
up a force in society that was outside of and a constraint upon the individual
members of the society. However, this conception of public opinion as the
property of a society rather than of individuals within society proved rather
difficult to measure, and the flowering of empirical social science in the
twentieth century brought about an atomization of this concept, as it did so
many others. Gradually the meaning of the concept has shifted, and we are
now left with a concept of public opinion that amounts to the aggregation of
individual opinions expressed privately. “ ‘Public opinion,” whatever that
phrase once meant, now is taken by most people most of the time to mean
poll findings.” (Gollin, 1980:448).

The idea that public opinion polls might affect what people think is
threatening to this individuated notion of public opinion, and is threatening
to the claim of pollsters that the opinion polls reflect public opinion and
should therefore be considered part of the working apparatus of a modern
democracy. The claims that polls could be a “creative arm of government”
(Gallup, 1972:151) would be compromised if it could be shown that the poll

565



PuTrTING DATA IN CONTEXT

results themselves help shape as well as reflect public opinion, as the classi-
cal sociological tradition suggests they should.

The question posed in the title of this chapter raises very broad issues of
the dynamics of public opinion formation. The small amount of empirical
research that exists on this topic has, however, concentrated on a narrow
range of issues within the general question—in particular, on the existence
of “bandwagon” or “underdog” effects on the general public during election
campaigns.

This chapter first explores the concept of an “opinion bandwagon” and
briefly considers some hypothetical attempts to model varieties of bandwag-
on situations. The rather scanty empirical evidence derived from both ex-
perimental and nonexperimental studies is then reviewed. This review con-
stitutes the bulk of the chapter, even though it addresses only a tiny part of
the question. As will be seen, our perspective is limited by the fact that
only a very restricted set of hypotheses has ever been submitted to empiri-
cal test. The bandwagon literature is almost exclusively about election polls,
ignoring the possible effects of issue polls. It is concerned with net effects
rather than with gross effects of polls, whereas it is possible that poll results
may cause some people to switch their vote in one direction and others in
the opposite direction. The literature is concerned with effects on an undif-
ferentiated electorate, whereas there may well be subpopulations of par-
ticular importance—opinion leaders, people whose views have not yet crys-
tallized, and so on. It has concentrated on bandwagon effects (often
neglecting underdog effects). It has looked for effects from the publication
of a single poll result, whereas it is reasonable to believe that the slow
buildup of results over an extended period has the most social influence.
Rarely are attempts made to control for individuals’ prior beliefs about
majority views, whereas there is reason to think that surprising information
(so long as it is plausible) may have the most impact. And, finally, the
literature reviewed here has sought to test only the “persuasion” hypoth-
esis, that is, that the publication of a majority view helps persuade the
individual to adopt that view, rather than to test the agenda-setting hypoth-
esis, namely, that the effect of publication of an issue poll is to alter the
individual’s conception of what is on the current political agenda. (See
MacKuen, Chapter 14 of this volume for a discussion of agenda-setting.)

In light of these shortcomings, at the end of this chapter, we consider
new directions in which research might proceed in order to provide a fuller
understanding of the impact of public opinion polls.
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Hypothetical Models for Bandwagon Effects

The bandwagon literature relates almost exclusively to voting and to candi-
date and party preference studies. The simple thesis is that some people
decide how to vote by conforming (bandwagon) or going against (underdog)
the perceived majority opinion. Before considering attempts that have been
made to model this idea, we should consider some of its conceptual implica-
tions. There are three things to note. First, the thesis stated does not pre-
suppose reasons for bandwagon or underdog behavior; the reasons could be
rational, for example, not wanting the party to win by too big a majority for
fear of what overconfident parties are likely to do, or the reasons could be
psychological, for example, stemming from a desire to be identified with
the winner. The convention is to label as rational those explanations that are
intended to affect the outcome of the election, and as irrational those that
posit individual psychological benefits. (There is no reason, however, why
psychological benefits could not also be considered as utilities that the ra-
tional individual tries to maximize.) Second, this formulation fails to capture
an important aspect of the popular idea of a bandwagon, namely, of a move-
ment that is growing in popularity. A party or candidate need not be ahead
at the start of an electoral contest to be considered a winning bandwagon,
but people must believe that the party or candidate will increase its popu-
larity over the course of the campaign to the point where it can win the
election. Third, complications will arise whenever more than two candi-
dates or parties are running, and whenever electors have the choice not
only of changing their vote but also of deciding whether or not to vote. It is
common to hear the claim that a natural science of society is impossible
because all science involves accurate prediction and because predictions in
the social arena may themselves alter outcomes (see, for example, Brown,
1963). Bandwagon voting on the basis of electoral forecasts is a good exam-
ple; if the poll projections themselves make people change their minds,
then the predictions are bound to be fundamentally unstable.

Simon (1957) takes up this issue because of its theoretical importance for
social science. He shows that stable predictions are still possible in band-
wagon situations, and suggests the outcomes that could arise from various
attempts to correct for this effect. Simon argues that if the outcome was a
continuous function of the prediction, and if the pollster knew both what
the outcome would have been in the absence of a prediction and also the
shape of the function, there would always be at least one point at which a
correct prediction could be made (see Figure 18.1).

The straight 45° line in Figure 18.1 is the line where prediction equals
outcome. The bandwagon curve shows V (percentage of people actually
voting for a candidate) as a function of P (percentage predicted for the
candidate). It is more properly a function of both I and P, where 1 is the
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FIGURE 18.1

Simon’s Bandwagon Curve (Actual percentage of votes for a candidate (V) is
plotted against predicted percentage of votes (P) for that candidate)
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percentage of votes that would have been cast anyway, but, for the pur-
poses of this exercise, Simon considers I as “given” and depicts it as a
percentage above 50 percent. He constructed this model on the assumption
that I is the value of V arising when P = 50 percent; that is, that a predic-
tion of an evenly split vote would have no effect. The curve in Figure 18.1
is a bandwagon curve because it lies below I when P < 50 percent and
above I when P > 50 percent. Simon assumes that the effect will be most
changeable around P = 0.5, so the curve is steepest here.

There are three points on this graph where prediction is safe, P*,, which
does not change the outcome of the election, and P*, and P*;. (This just
happens to be true with this particular curve; a bandwagon curve only has
to cross the line once.) Usually pollsters can only make unadjusted predic-
tions such as P'. If they knew enough to draw the graph, they could adjust
their prediction to P*, (although they would have a difficult time justifying
their action before a professional ethics committee). But note that they
could also predict P*,, or P*; (whereupon they would surely be summarily
dismissed from their professional association!). So long as P’ is a reasonably
good estimate of I, they cannot, by predicting P*,, alter the outcome of the
election. But, in the case of an underdog curve (which would slope in the
other direction), precisely the converse is true: failure to adjust the predic-
tion could change the outcome of an election if the underdog effect was
strong enough. Simon’s argument is important theoretically. It demon-
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FIGURE 18.2

Gartner’s Model of Differential Turnout in One Election (Actual percentage of
votes for party X and party Y (Vy and Vy) is plotted against expected percentage
of votes (P) for party Y)
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strates that accurate prediction is possible in principle. It also reminds us of
the asymmetry between positive and negative feedback—the bandwagon
curve can cross the V = P line several times, whereas the underdog curve
can only cross it once. However, it is erected on a set of quite unattainable
assumptions: that I is a quantity that is fixed and knowable, that it repre-
sents the votes cast when P = 50 percent, and that the shape of the band-
wagon/underdog function is known and independent of I. In reality, it does
not help us much. In the absence of knowledge of I, if we find that V > P,
we cannot know if it is the result of a bandwagon process or of inaccurate
prediction.

Gartner (1976) proposes a dynamic model for bandwagons in repeated
elections, based on the assumption that the effect is likely to operate on
turnout rather than by making people change their vote. He asks us to
consider a situation in which party X’s supporters are much less dis-
couraged from voting by expectations that the result is a foregone conclu-
sion than are party Y’s supporters, who are more likely to vote if they
perceive a closely fought result.

The model shown in Figure 18.2 has been drawn up on the assumption
that everything apart from voters” expectations of the likely result is fixed.
For this reason it is highly artificial; in a situation where the electorate’s
prior preferences for a candidate (I, in Simon’s terminology) are fixed, it is
hard to imagine expectations actually varying between 0 and 100. This
model shows a situation where the two turnout curves are symmetrical,
i.e., party Y’s supporters are equally discouraged by an expectation that Y
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FIGURE 18.3

Gartner’s Bandwagon Curve (Actual percentage of votes (V) is plotted against
predicted votes (P) for a candidate)
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will definitely win as by an expectation that X will definitely win. (This, of
course, need not be the case for a turnout effect to occur.) It also shows a
situation where prior preferences for X and Y are so finely balanced that the
differential turnout effect means that the curves cross, and the result of the
election is in the balance. The resulting bandwagon curve where X is
expressed as a percentage of the total votes cast (X + Y) is shown in Figure
18.3. The situation modeled here is a dynamic process occurring gradually,
where the results of an election at time ¢ — 1 are used as the basis for predic-
tions at time ¢. Gartner argues that the result would converge on the equi-
librium point P*. This can be verified by tracing through the effect of an
arbitrary prediction Py; it would result in V;, which would act as the predic-
tion P,; this would lead to V,, and so on until P* was reached. However,
this conclusion is valid only if the sole thing changing over these elections
is the value of P; however, I would change too, and, moreover, we have
already noted that it is possible that V. = f{P) might change with changing
values of 1.

The value of these theoretical exercises is to allow researchers to follow
through the effect of making different assumptions about how bandwagons
might operate. They produce artificial results, such as Gartner’s model
which suggests that if expectations that Y will win get too high, it is possible
to imagine a situation where this allows X in. Their value would be greatly
enhanced if an attempt were then made to fit them to empirical results. In
the only attempt to test a hypothetical dynamic model of bandwagon behav-
ior, the information about the likely winner is provided not by opinion polls
but by knowing how other states have committed their votes in a presiden-
tial nomination contest.

Brams and Riker (1972) propose a model of two blocs vying for an uncom-
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mitted middle group of voters. They suggest that an uncommitted voter
should join bloc X if the increment of power he or she would add to X was
larger than the power that he or she would have alone. This model is not
very suitable for national elections, in which the concept of the power of the
unaligned voter makes little sense, but it can be generalized effectively to
conventions.

The concept of power that is used in this application is derived from
game theory and presumes that in a coalition there is one voter (or bloc)
who is pivotal to the formation of a coalition. Imagine a legislature in which
there are nine votes, divided into one bloc casting three votes, one casting
two, and four single voters. On any one issue, the blocs might be arranged
in the order 32 11 1 1 in terms of their favorability toward the issue. In this
instance, the bloc of two is pivotal since it determines the outcome of the
vote. It can be shown that there are 30 possible orderings in which a coali-
tion might form, and the bloc of three is pivotal 40 percent of the time; the
bloc of two, 20 percent of the time; and each block of one is pivotal 10
percent of the time.

Straffin (1977) generalizes this idea to a hypothetical situation with an
infinitely large number of voters, and he draws the path of the bandwagon
curves for two candidates, X and Y (the outside curves on Figure 18.4). (It
should be noted that it is beyond the scope of this chapter to explain how
the curves were derived; interested readers are referred to Straffin’s origi-
nal article.)

The results of the 1976 contest for the Republican presidential nomina-
tion are also plotted in Figure 18.4, showing support for Ford (who finally
wins) and Reagan; the small numerals represent the time in weeks from the
beginning of the campaign. The bandwagon curves are constructed by cal-
culating, according to the rules of game theory, what sort of split is neces-
sary to start a bandwagon for the stronger bloc when only 10 percent of the
total percentage of delegates are committed, when 20 percent are commit-
ted, when 30 percent are committed and so on. At no point until the very
end does the actual split cross the bandwagon curve, although Ford came
quite near to it in week 4, after the Illinois primary, when newspapers
actually started to speculate about bandwagons. In short, the bandwagon
did not develop until Ford actually won. (No one has ever investigated
whether results in the bandwagon area tend to be followed by the predicted
result in presidential nomination contests.)

This illustration of three very different approaches toward modeling a
hypothetical idea of a bandwagon serve to illustrate the variety of mecha-
nisms that the seemingly simple notion can in principle represent. How-
ever, our central concern, the effects of polls on opinions and behavior, is
not addressed. Indeed, the concept of a bandwagon employed in the exam-
ples discussed could easily be generalized to cover any interaction effects in
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FIGURE 18.4
Straffin’s Bandwagon Curve for Presidential Nomination in 1976
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opinion formation where individuals consider the news of a reference group
when forming their own views (see May and Martin [1975] for an explicit
example of this type).

Moreover, the models have not readily lent themselves to empirical test.
Straffin’s game-theoretic ideas in bandwagon formation are very elegant,
but have hardly been tested against reality. We must therefore turn now to
the rather dreary data analysis of the researchers who have attempted to
test the existence of bandwagon effects.

Empirical Evidence

What evidence could there be that the publication of a poll or a series of
polls has any effect? It is hard to imagine how we could design a really
convincing test, especially if we suspect effects that accrete slowly. Other
than opinion polls, people have many sources of information about what
people think. The only completely satisfactory way to isolate the effects of
correlated variables is, of course, to perform an experiment on randomized
groups; ideally we would need to control people’s sources of information
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about majority views over an extended period of time. We first consider the
experimental and quasi-experimental evidence, and then we look at the
correlational studies that have attempted to provide this kind of evidence
and attempt to substantiate the criticisms made of this literature at the
beginning of this chapter.

EXPERIMENTAL EVIDENCE

A frequent by-product of achieving the enhanced analytical power of the
randomized experiment is that one loses out on realism. Experiments that
attempt to model elections and electoral behavior fare quite badly in this
respect.

Consider, for example, two rather similar experiments that constructed
mock elections in which a series of votes were taken. Information about the
results of a first vote was experimentally varied and presented to the
respondents before they voted a second time. The experimental control was
only achieved because this was a situation of minimal information—the vot-
ers could know nothing else about the candidates because there was noth-
ing else to know; it was therefore unlike real-life situations of minimal infor-
mation in which it is reasonable to suppose that others might have more
information than you. This is important, because it means that any insights
gained from such studies are likely only to reveal psychological rather than
rational motivations for vote switching. Nor can these studies reveal any-
thing important about turnout behavior.

Both these experiments suggest support for the underdog hypothesis.
Fleitas (1971) conducted a study in which 625 students were told they were
to play the part of voters in a mayoral election; they indicated their choice
of mayor in four separate ballots. They were told experimentally varied
results before the last three ballots. Two of the treatment conditions in-
volved information about the last ballot only, and one involved giving more
qualitative information designed to convey the idea either of a successful
frontrunner or of a worthy underdog. (The frontrunner was described as
having a good family, financial security, and the support of the capable,
outgoing mayor. The underdog was described as being an outsider, active
in the United Fund, and forced to conduct a personal, door-to-door cam-
paign to win voters.) Announcing that one candidate was ahead, regardless
of the point at which this information was given, produced no effect on its
own. But substantial sympathy for the underdog was evoked by the qualita-
tive information; indeed it was more important than was subsequent infor-
mation about the candidate’s party.

Laponce (1966) produced both strong and consistent underdog effects by
the release of information about which candidate was ahead. In a series of
four experiments, involving a total of 2,160 students, there was a consistent
tendency for votes to be switched to the underdog once the results had
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been announced. Moreover, the more hopeless the chances of the losing
candidate seemed, the more people switched their votes. Laponce con-
cluded that people were obeying the rules of games rather than the rules of
warfare, operating to keep candidates in the game as long as possible; in a
three-cornered fight there was also movement toward giving equal votes to
all three candidates. Even when party identification was revealed in a later
ballot, not all underdog sympathizers moved away from the losing candi-
date, even when he was of the opposite party; 12 of the 45 Republicans, for
example, continued to support a Democratic loser. Laponce calls those vot-
ers for whom the urge to protect the underdog is stronger than party affilia-
tion the “Red Cross voters,” noting that in games, as on the battlefield, only
a minority join the Red Cross.

It is hard to evaluate this type of evidence because of the artificiality of
mock elections. Let us simply advance a cautious hypothesis: to the extent
that elections have the characteristics of a game, a psychological underdog
effect will operate on candidate preference.

An alternative to setting up mock elections is to feed the subjects with
experimentally varied results of opinion polls and to look for intergroup
differences in stated opinions as a result. To be sensitive enough to pick up
differences in opinions about real objects (when the respondent probably
has already formed personal preferences), an experimental study should be
more complex than the mock elections just discussed. It should be a before-
after design, as the literature in artificial elections suggests that some
switching takes place in both directions. (Understanding bidirectional
switching is clearly an important part of the psychology of poll effects, but
even in applied research, compensating switches are of concern, because
circumstances could arise that would shift the balance of switching in one
direction or another.) There should also be some measurement of the crys-
tallization and strength of people’s existing views, to investigate whether
effects are stronger among those with weak or uncrystallized views.

More important, people should be asked for their perception of majority
opinion before the treatment. One fairly well-established finding in the
psychological literature is that surprising information has a more powerful
impact than information that confirms what one already knew (so long as it
remains plausible), (see, for example, Gollob, Rossman, and Abelson,
1973). This could be a psychological mechanism of profound importance
when studying poll effects, and research designs should take it into account.

Only one study has employed a before-after design, and it is one of the
rare exceptions to the rule that all bandwagon research is about candidates
and elections. Unfortunately, little reliance can be placed on this old study,
since it is based on 26 subjects, albeit responding to 50 opinion items.
Wheeler and Jordan (1929) repeated their 50 items 1 week after the initial
measurement to measure “chance changes.” Selecting only those questions
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that received at least a two-thirds majority in the first measurement, the
authors then repeated them a third time, preceding them with information
on the marginal responses. Their results suggest an interesting mixture of
bandwagon effect and a yea-saying response set; people moved toward the
majority, but also toward any agreement position.

The more recent versions of this research have been cruder, simply in-
serting a sentence before the final opinion question to inform respondents
of the state of majority opinion. Most of the American studies of this kind
have yielded rather inconclusive results. Dizney and Roskens (1962) rigged
a college straw contest of the Nixon-Kennedy election. They randomly as-
signed a sample of 1,419 into three conditions, one which was told that
Kennedy was ahead 55-45, one which was told that Nixon was ahead by that
amount, and one which was given no information; no significant differences
were produced.

Navazio (1977) asked people to rate Nixon’s performance as president,
the confidence he inspired, his honesty, and the way in which he was gov-
erning. The experimental group was additionally given the details of the
most recent Gallup and Harris polls on these questions, which were heavily
anti-Nixon. In 1974 most respondents probably not only had highly crystal-
lized views already, but also did not need telling that a majority of the
American public had clear anti-Nixon views as well. The study is further
compromised by a low response rate (42 percent) and by clear evidence of
an interaction between response rate and variables in the study; the experi-
mental version of the questionnaire discouraged blue-collar response and
encouraged white-collar response (compared with the proportions expected
from the city directory). Navazio found no significant differences between
the groups, except for the question on Nixon’s ability to command confi-
dence, which barely achieved significance (p = .05, N = 201). Since the
information contained in the poll result was hardly irrelevant to an individ-
ual’s assessment of Nixon’s ability to command confidence, it is not surpris-
ing that the experimental group was more critical of Nixon; this cannot be
interpreted as a bandwagon result. The most interesting result is apparent
when the information is disaggregated; it appears that the experimental
treatment produced underdog effects in blue-collar workers and bandwagon
effects in clerical and white-collar workers. However, given the problems
with the response rate, these results must be treated as tentative.

One recent study tried a more interesting experimental manipulation,
which better captures the sense of a bandwagon. Roper performed a split-
ballot trial with the presidential approval ratings by introducing the “ap-
proval” question to half the sample with the preamble, “As you know, all
the polls have been showing support for Carter going down. We'd like to
get your opinion about him.” Roper reports (although without giving any of
the technical details) that the experimental version produced a 1 percent
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movement away from Carter (Cantril, 1980:53), but this result is almost
certainly statistically insignificant.

What could explain the discrepancy between these rather inconclusive
results and the underdog effects found in artificial elections? One obvious
possibility is the greater sensitivity of the artificial situations. But another
explanation could lie in the group being identified as “the majority.” In the
contrived ballots, the majority is clearly “people like me” (students),
whereas in the studies just discussed, the majority is an undefined general
public. To the extent that we are dealing with psychological rather than
with rational bandwagon effects, it is reasonable to suppose that the social
and spatial distance of the majority could attenuate any bandwagon or un-
derdog processes.

The only American study that contradicts this conclusion is an experi-
ment by Tyson and Kaplowitz (1977). They “informed” groups of students
of the views of the student majority on draft evasion, wage and price con-
trols, prohibition of smoking tobacco, marijuana use, and premarital sex.
Like the other study on nonelection opinion, the sample size of this experi-
ment is extremely small (15 in each of 4 treatment groups). The results
were therefore almost bound to be nonsignificant, but, more important, the
direction of the results was not consistent either. So, it cannot really call
into question the previous conclusion.

There are, however, two British studies that contradict these null find-
ings. They both suggest that there may exist an underdog effect operating
on voter turnout. After the Orpington by-election in 1962, many people
were convinced that the Liberal landslide had been due to the projected
narrow lead of the third-party candidate. In the 1964 general election,
therefore, pollsters and the media were watching for effects of this kind.

Rothman of Sales Research Services varied information given to three
treatment groups of 400 voters before the election. The first group was told
that the Labour Party was in the lead, the second that the Conservative
Party was in the lead, and the third was given no information. There was no
effect on switching of preferences, but the supporters of the party behind at
the polls said that they were more likely to turn out to vote (cited in Teer
and Spence, 1973:131).

The second study comes to similar conclusions. In the last three days
before the February 1974 general election, at a time when the polls were
not predicting a clear-cut winner, Gaskell (1974) experimentally varied the
information he gave to 395 people about who was ahead at the polls. In-
stead of a no-information condition as a control, he said that the polls were
close. Fewer supporters of both parties said that they would vote if a clear-
cut victory was predicted, but the effect was stronger on the supporters of
the party predicted to win. Contrary to the hypothesized effect in the Orp-
ington by-election, the Liberals were not less likely to vote as the lead
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narrowed. The group for whom the effect was stronger consisted of people
who had not yet decided which way to vote.

We cannot, however, conclude that people will behave as they say they
will. Thus, while there is a widespread belief in the effect of opinion polls
upon rating behavior, the problems of interpreting the available experimen-
tal evidence preclude any firm conclusions about the validity of this belief.

In summary then: studies of artificial elections seem to produce support
for the underdog thesis, while studies that use simple poll information on
real issues do not seem to produce systematic intergroup differences in
stated preference, but suggest a possible effect on the turnout in elections
(at least in the United Kingdom). However, these latter studies are poorly
designed and are probably insensitive to the kind of effects that we are
looking for.

QUASI-EXPERIMENTAL EVIDENCE

I argued earlier that most of the experiments were flawed by their failure to
use a before-after design to gauge the effect of surprising poll information.
The same point could be made with natural experiments: ideally we want to
find an election in which poll announcements surprised the electorate. Op-
erationally this probably means an election in which the poll predictions
were changing and, ideally, crossing the 50-50 mark, but not so close to it
that a winner was never predicted. (This idea could suggest that informa-
tion about trends in polls would have more effect than static information; a
trend represents a change from a base level, and reported trends in poll
results might therefore have an impact because they are by nature surpris-
ing.) An interesting natural experiment, or quasi-experiment, is possible in
the United States, where the time zone differences between the West and
East coasts are sufficient to allow the late voters on the West Coast to hear
the voting results on the East Coast before they go to the ballot box.

The studies that have examined effects of this time difference have been
widely cited (for example, Hodder-Williams, 1970:49) as refuting the band-
wagon thesis about the effect of poll information in elections, but it is im-
portant to realize that they do not address this topic. Rather, they consider
only the effect of early election returns on late voters. Since most people
have made up their mind which way to vote by election day, such studies
test the bandwagon thesis at a time when opinion has, for the most part,
crystallized.

There are four such studies: Lang and Lang (1968); Mendelsohn (1966);
Fuchs (1966); and Tuchman and Coffin (1972). None of the elections studied
meets the desired criteria just mentioned. The first three relate to the 1964
presidential election, which, as the authors admit, was a particularly clear-
cut contest, and opinion presumably crystallized early in the campaign.
Since the Johnson landslide was predicted so early and so consistently, the
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information that confirmed the predictions on election day can have come
as a surprise to nobody, and, indeed, no effects of exposure to early election
returns were found on West Coast voting.

The only study that is important for our purposes is therefore the study
by Tuchman and Coffin (1972) of the 1968 election. This election was much
more closely contested and was, moreover, a three-cornered fight between
Nixon, Humphrey, and Wallace. We have noted from the Orpington by-
election in the United Kingdom that polling effects are believed to be more
prevalent when there are three blocs vying for votes. But this election was
such a closely fought contest that the early returns available to California
voters 5 hours before the ballot boxes closed simply served to indicate that
it was still a very close contest. The only likely effects in this election were
therefore the effects of this knowledge on turnout, since there was no clear
bandwagon or underdog for the electors to rally to.

The study consisted of two waves of interviews with a sample of 1,455
registered voters in the Pacific time zone and 547 registered voters in the
Eastern time zone. Of the 1,455 voters in the West, only 6 percent were
exposed to broadcasts before casting their vote; this figure is low, because
only 38 percent of the voters went to the ballot box after 3:00 p.Mm. Of the
1,368 unexposed western voters, 3 percent changed their turnout plans,
whereas 4.3 percent (4/94) of the exposed voters changed their turnout
plans. This difference is too small to be significant with samples of this size,
but we should note that its direction is consistent with the suggestion from
the British experiments that turnout behavior could be affected by the pre-
diction of a close election.

It was not possible to look separately at those who were undecided about
their turnout plans, since none of the undecided western voters watched a
broadcast before voting or deciding not to vote. The only statistically signifi-
cant finding was a difference between the West and the East; voters in the
East were more likely than were voters in the West to change their turnout
plans.

There is one final caveat to sound with respect to these quasi-experi-
ments. They all rely on panel designs, and it is well known that subjects of
a longitudinal election study behave differently than the population from
which they were sampled: the very act of being interviewed about voting
intentions and political views sensitizes subjects to the issues and produces
higher levels of turnout (Yalch, 1976; Kraut and McConahay, 1973). It may
also produce in respondents a desire to appear consistent to the interview-
er, and therefore encourage them to vote for the party they said they would
vote for, even if they had changed their minds.

Let us summarize the main criticisms of these widely quoted quasi-ex-
periments. They do not look at the effect of information about likely elec-
tion outcomes at the time when voting decisions are being made. More-
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over, these studies are not very sensitive to any effect that may exist be-
cause of the small size of the relative samples; few people vote late, and of
those who do, very few watch broadcasts. This is very different from elec-
tion polls in general, where the majority of people claim to have heard at
least one poll result before election day (National Opinion Polls, 1974:7).

NONEXPERIMENTAL EVIDENCE

Bandwagon (or underdog) effects of the polls must be shown to stem from
the publication of the information per se. The minute we leave the labora-
tory, or those situations in which there is quasi-experimental control, a
whole universe of variables that have an impact on voter decisions is
brought into play. While time series or panel data could provide refutations
of simple theses about the effects of the polls, they do not permit convinc-
ing positive demonstrations. It becomes essential to control for other
sources of information about majority opinion and strength of commitment,
but this is not done in the handful of existing studies.

One of the earliest discussions of bandwagon effects in voting is found in
The People’s Choice (Lazarsfeld, Berelson, and Gaudet, 1944). Members of
their panel sample who were undecided about which way to vote said ex-
pectations of who would win an election affected them. Some respondents
explicitly stated that they were trying to vote for the winner:

Just before the election it looked like Roosevelt would win so I went with the
crowd. Didn’t make any difference to me who won, but I wanted to vote for the
winner. [p. 108]

Fully 75 percent of this sample of 600 people changed their expectation of
who would win the election during the course of the campaign, and 42 of
them (around 10 percent) said that the source of their changed expectations
was an opinion poll. However, these explanations of how the decision to
vote was made are the result of respondent introspection (with all the con-
comitant dangers; see Nisbett and Wilson, 1977) and not inferences derived
by the investigator from the evidence of systematically patterned variation.

In a later study, Voting, Berelson, Lazarsfeld, and McPhee (1954) use
their panel data to disentangle the complex causal relationship between
expectations and preferences. In the earlier study it had been assumed that
expectations led to preferences and not vice versa, whereas it is also plausi-
ble that voters would expect that the person whom they and their friends
favored would win. By investigating which changes first, they conclude that
the bandwagon effect (expectations altering preferences) and what they call
the “projection effect” (preferences altering expectations) are about equal in
strength (Berelson, Lazarfeld, and McPhee, 1954:289).

These two studies introduced the idea of bandwagons into the literature;
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the latter also shows a way of untangling various effects. (It is regrettable
that later studies do not also carefully document changes in both expecta-
tions and preferences.) These voting studies do not, however, really ad-
dress the question of the effects of the polls.

The most extensive and scholarly study of the trends in poll predictions
examines the possibility of bandwagon effects in presidential primaries
(Beniger, 1976). Primaries have been the arena of electoral behavior where
the discussion of polling effects has been dominant (see, for example, Da-
vis, 1967), and where the largest body of circumstantial evidence has built
up (see, for example, Wheeler, 1976). It seems plausible to suggest that if
bandwagon effects were to occur anywhere, they should occur here; the
primary is used by candidates “as a weapon to force the national convention
to nominate the ‘popular’ candidate” (Davis, 1967:3), and as a context in
which candidates can demonstrate their ability to win. It would be perfectly
rational behavior on the part of the voters to use information about a candi-
date’s potential to win before voting in a primary.

Beniger collected data from Gallup candidate preference polls, recording
carefully both the date of fieldwork and the date of publication, and com-
pared them with the outcomes of state primary elections from 1936 to 1972.
This allowed him to discover whether poll results change more immediately
after primaries than primaries do after poll results are published. Beniger
found that winning a primary consistently gave the victor a boost at the
polls in the period immediately following. He looked for a bandwagon effect
by examining all the polls to see whether the leading candidate rose or
declined in the following poll. Of the 183 Gallup preference polls that were
followed by a subsequent poll, in 83 cases the rating of the leading candi-
date rose in the next poll, in 81 cases it fell, and in 19 cases it remained the
same. This means that we must rule out simple bandwagon effects of polls;
it would appear that in the short run, primaries affect polls and not vice
versa.

But it would be striking indeed if the effect of the poll was to produce a
large enough change in preferences to be detected in net changes over
time. The number of people who hear any particular poll result is very
small. If only 5 percent of the voters, say, know the most recent poll result,
and 2.5 percent intend to vote for the winner anyway, it would probably
take the remaining 2.5 percent changing their minds to register a net effect
that could be detected. It is much more plausible to imagine that poll
results contribute slowly to a general picture of who is to win.

The strongest relationship in Beniger’s data is the correlation between
the standing in the initial poll and the final outcome. Over half of the
variance in candidates’ primary performances can be accounted for by the
percentage of people favoring them at the outset of the contest. Moreover,
the strength of the relationship increases gradually as the convention ap-

580



Do Polls Affect What People Think?

proaches, although this probably reflects only gradual opinion crystalliza-
tion. There are many explanations that could be put forward for this con-
tinuity in the predicted winner, but it is consistent with the idea of a slow-
er-moving, glacial bandwagon effect. Polls do not in themselves seem to
influence subsequent polls, but we cannot rule out the possibility that they
could have an increasingly important impact on winning the presidential
nomination.

There is no other study comparable to Beniger’s. There are countless
stories told of situations in which the polls either produced a bandwagon or
underdog effect (the accusation often being made by the party that loses the
election; see, for example, the complaints by Carter’s campaign aides that
CBS News cost him the Maine caucuses by predicting a big Carter win
hours before the caususes were over [Washington Post, February 12,
1980]). The well-known phenomenon of poll results overestimating support
for a third party in an election is also often interpreted in this light; support-
ers of the third party blame their poor performance on poll predictions
which suggest that certain votes will be wasted in the election.

However, there does seem to be a prima facie case for the opposite,
underdog effects to operate in general elections in the United Kingdom. In
every postwar election (with the possible exception of October 1974), the
party that has been leading in the polls at the dissolution of Parliament has
lost support by election day. It would take a careful study such as Beniger’s
to clinch the argument, but, as can be seen from Figure 18.5, there does
seem to be a similar pattern in the preelection polls. In all the most recent
elections except the last, the poll soundings are consistently above the final
result. If this is an underdog effect, it operates only on the vote itself, not
on stated party preference: the results do not show declining support for
the predicted winner, except in 1979 (we shall return to that election short-
ly).

This pattern in the poll results has led one of the pollsters to commit
public “hari-kari” (Wybrow, 1974:234). Thompson, chairman of Opinion
Research Centre (ORC), claimed that the reason the predictions were
wrong was because the polls themselves affected the outcome (Thompson,
1974a). After the October 1974 election, he called for an inquiry, and sug-
gested in an article in the London Evening Standard that one could have
predicted the true outcome by making a correction for the polling effect
(Thompson, 1974b). Retrospective prediction is an easy game to play, of
course.

However, Harris and ORC did carry out re-interviews with respondents
after the October 1974 election to investigate reasons for last-minute
changes of voting plans; these produced qualitative evidence in support of
the underdog hypothesis (Louis Harris International, 1974).

In 1970, Britain’s equivalent of the 1948 U.S. polling fiasco occurred.
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FIGURE 18.5
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polling companies; for October 1974, National Opinion Polls (1974); for 1979, MORI (1979).

The predictions of all the polling companies were wrong, and a committee
of inquiry was established afterward to investigate what had gone wrong
and to make recommendations for the future. Examination of Figure 18.5
shows that the 1970 election conforms to a pattern found in the other elec-
tions as well—an overestimation of the winning party’s majority; the prob-
lem in 1970 stemmed from the fact that this constant error included the
zero point, and so the wrong winner was called, but the basic problem is
visible in all these poll results.

The 1979 election might seem at first glance to undermine this pattern;
out of the 26 results in the 40 days prior to the election, 15 were above the
final result and 11 were below. But by election time there was widespread
speculation about the possibility that the outcome could be influenced by

583



PuTtTING DATA IN CONTEXT

the polls. A well-publicized, last-minute result from National Opinion Polls,
which showed the Labour Party leading at the polls, led the press to sug-
gest that a replay of 1970 might occur, and this may have reversed flagging
Conservative Party fortunes; Worcester of Market and Opinion Research
International (MORI) has called the pattern of these poll results the “boom-
erang-backlash-bandwagon” effect (MORI, 1979:ii).

This ad hoc evidence is unsatisfactory. The eye can easily be deceived by
simple graphs, and many a tale can be spun from them; the movement
might be interpreted as being antigovernment, for example, since in all the
elections except 1979 the party ahead at the polls was in power at the time.
Only a more systematic study would end the contradictory arguments ad-
duced about British elections. (The Orpington by-election is cited as evi-
dence of bandwagon effects [Teer and Spence, 1973:133] and the Leyton
by-election as evidence of underdog effects [Hodder-Williams, 1970:50], for
example.)

One other type of nonexperimental evidence is sometimes cited in sup-
port of the idea that people get pleasure out of climbing on successful band-
wagons. In many (but by no means all) postelection periods, the winning
party or candidate enjoys what is known as a “honeymoon period” during
which popular support is higher than at any other time (see, for example,
Mueller, 1970). Cigler and Getter (1977) used a panel study, interviewing
both before and after the 1972 presidential election, to investigate the ex-
tent of this phenomenon and to explore possible reasons for it. Although
they found widespread evidence of people switching support after the elec-
tion, there was no net effect in favor of the winning candidate, Nixon.

Sometimes the postelectoral swings are seen to operate differently on
subgroups. Noelle-Neumann (1977:152) observes that after the German
Bundestag election of 1972 there was no general bandwagon shift to be
observed, but if the analysis was broken down into subgroups a different
picture emerged; young workers, who had voted heavily for the Social
Democratic Party, showed a shift toward the Social Democrats, while old-
er, upper-class people, who had voted for the Christian Democratic Party,
showed a movement toward the Christian Democrats. This suggests that it
is the views of an appropriate reference group that may provide the basis
for bandwagon shifts. If this is true, then poll results are unlikely to pro-
duce bandwagon effects because they are not regularly disaggregated into
appropriate reference groups.

One final way in which poll results might influence the political process
should be mentioned. Polls can create levels of expectation about the suc-
cess of particular candidates against which their subsequent performance
can be compared. The newspapers may feature a story stating “Johnson will
carry New Hampshire by 60% +.” In this way, a candidate who is only a
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runner-up can be declared a winner when he or she does “better than
expected,” as Eugene McCarthy did in New Hampshire in 1968.

News items like this are particularly common in presidential primaries,
but they occur in other situations where attention focuses on trends in
opinion on the ability of a candidate or a party to win. Roy Jenkins, co-
founder of the new British Social Democratic Party, did not win the War-
rington by-election in 1981 (the first parliamentary by-election that the So-
cial Democrats contested), but by exceeding the polling expectations for
him, he was pronounced a “success” by the press.

Summary and Conclusions

There is a persistent suggestion in the results discussed in this chapter that
underdog effects may exist in some electoral situations. The clearest results
come from artificial elections, in which subjects are asked to take part in
repeated ballots, and in which the information about the ballot results is
experimentally varied; candidate preferences subsequently change toward
favoring the underdog. But there is suggestive nonexperimental evidence
from the United Kingdom suggesting that there may also be underdog ef-
fects in real elections. Moreover, varying the poll results presented to indi-
viduals in two British experiments produces differences in the proportions
who say they intend to vote. It is hard to say whether this is a characteristic
peculiar to the British, since similar studies have not been undertaken in
the United States.

There is no experimental evidence in favor of a bandwagon hypothesis,
that is, that people switch preferences for candidates in line with the
majority view, although there is an interesting suggestion that a bandwagon
may operate when a view is perceived as growing in strength, rather than
necessarily being the majority view already. The pattern of poll results in
American presidential primaries is compatible with the idea that informa-
tion from polls about majority views has a glacial effect in presidential nomi-
nation contests.

Many legislative bodies in different countries have not awaited the re-
sults of studies of this kind before concluding that the polls are likely to
have some effect on the electoral process. Brazil bans the publication of
polls immediately before an election, although this ban is very hard to
enforce (Webb, 1980). In France, a law was passed in 1978 making polling
illegal in the period immediately before an election. In the Federal Repub-
lic of Germany, the polling companies organize a voluntary restriction on
polling in the week prior to elections. In Canada, the broadcasting of either
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poll projections or early results is forbidden while any polling booths re-
main open. The protestations of the pollsters that experimental evidence
runs to the contrary have been ignored.

Some investigators have expressed surprise when their simple experi-
ments on poll effects produced null results (for example, Tyson and Kaplo-
witz [1977] who claim that theirs is the first conformity study ever to pro-
duce null results). I argue that the reason for this is that the design of these
experiments is simply not sufficiently sensitive to pick up any effects; per-
ception of majority views must build from several sources of evidence, and
one piece of new information inserted in a questionnaire directly before the
opinion question may not be sufficient to shift already existing ideas of the
majority view. Since the early 1950s no one has seriously investigated the
relationship between expectations and preferences, and no control for ex-
pectations has been introduced into any of these experimental studies.

Underdog effects should not cause surprise. To be sure, there is a stable
paradigm of conformity experiments, which shows, for example, that one-
third of individuals will deny the evidence of their eyes rather than disagree
with a unanimous majority about the length of a line (Asch, 1951). This
paradigm has been, however, subject to reinterpretation and qualification
in recent years. The case for conformity effects has often been overstated.
Moscovici and Faucheux (1972), for example, have shown that if you
present a majority of naive subjects with two stooges who stick to their guns
in an implausible case (the reversal of the Asch experiment), a robust influ-
ence of minorities can be demonstrated. Moreover, several attitude com-
parison studies have shown that by changing people’s perception of the
majority opinion, people’s views can be shifted away from the majority
opinion; studies of mock jury deliberations and experimental studies of
shifts of opinion in small communities suggest that individuals do not wish
merely to conform to the majority but wish to be closer to the perceived
ideal than to the majority (Myers, Bach, and Schreiber, 1977; Myers, Woj-
cicki, and Aardema 1974; McGuire and Bermant, 1977). When the majority
is as removed and undefined as the general public, it might be predicted
that underdog effects are more likely than are bandwagon effects.

The underdog effect is by no means proved; there is merely some evi-
dence suggesting that this is an area in which more careful research should
be conducted. But the importance of conducting that research with respect
to elections was noted earlier; predictions that are not adjusted for a real
underdog effect could change the outcomes of elections if they were strong
enough.

In conclusion, we must ask whether the literature examined has an-
swered the question posed in the title of this chapter. The answer must be
that it has not. The evidence just examined relates to an extremely circum-
scribed area: the effects of information about the voting intentions of others
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on the behavior of individual voters. Concentration on this aspect of the
question has diverted attention about other social effects of polling; the
straw man of bandwagon effects can then be pooh-poohed (for example,
Gallup, 1966:546; Durant, cited in Hodder-Williams, 1970:47) and the
other possible effects ignored.

The defense for concentrating research on electoral polling is that it is the
most distinctive subject matter of the pollster’s work. However, it is an
atypical area of political life in a way that tends to obscure the agenda-
setting potential of polls; in elections there is a consensus about the terms
and rules of the game. No one objects that the following question: If there
was an election tomorrow, who would you vote for? is biased in favor of one
candidate rather than another, whereas on most controversial political is-
sues there is no consensus about the appropriate terms in which to frame
the debate. Claims of bias in wording abound in these other arenas of opin-
ion polling (for example, North American Newspaper Alliance, 1980,
Volume 1, Chapter 3). Moreover, there is no consensus about which issues
are the most important ones to ask questions about.

The news media supply information, first and foremost. The power they
have derives from their ability to select the information they present, and
thus help to determine what it is that people know; their power to persuade
people to a particular point of view by a direct communication has always
been questionable (Pool, 1963). Media research in recent years has moved
away from the “persuasion paradigm” and toward a concern with “agenda-
setting” (Westergaard, 1977).

Opinion polls are, after all, the progeny of the news media. Once we
leave the arena of election polls, the case for opinion polls being influential
in agenda-setting is more plausible. We noted at the outset of this chapter
that opinion poll results are often treated as coextensive with public opin-
ion; thus, the group that can produce an opinion poll to favor its position
can seemingly claim that public opinion is on its side. The survey re-
searcher knows that responses to many opinion questions cannot be taken
as evidence of the existence of public opinion: the mass of people may
never normally discuss the topic that they are asked to pronounce on. In
Britain, a clipping study (see Volume 1, Chapter 2) showed that there is a
heavy imbalance in poll topics; British trade union policy and wage negotia-
tion—a subject that the public does not place high on its list of important
issues facing the country—was the most frequent subject of polls. If the
agenda-setting function of the polls also works in a glacial way (as MacKuen
[1979] suggests it might), the impact of this kind of polling on public views
of current topics of discussion could be profound. The survey researcher
also knows that finding opinion statements that reflect all sides of an issue is
a difficult, and sometimes impossible, task; the very terminology used can
betray a partisan position. Yet the public is assailed with claims that the
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majority believes that workers should accept wage restraint to combat infla-
tion, or that gene-splicing research should continue, and so on, with no
caveats of this kind.

In short, issue polls present topics as objects of current public concern,
and suggest that the majority is debating a particular issue in a particular
way. If the results of these issue polls are then treated as proof that public
opinion exists, they could be an important part of the process of creating a
climate of opinion.

Postscript

Since this chapter reviewing the bandwagon literature was written, I have
conducted an experiment into poll effects on abortion attitudes (Marsh,
1984). From this research it does seem that there is indeed a bandwagon
effect from telling people that the trend in recent polls has been in a par-
ticular direction. We drew an interlocking quota sample of parents in three
British towns, with controls set on age, sex, and employment status. In one
experiment we told a random half of the respondents that the trend in
recent polls had been toward making abortion easier to get, and the other
half, toward making it more difficult to get. Respondents were then asked
their own views, using the following question: “In general, do you think the
law should be left as it is, or should abortion be made easier to get, or
should it be made more difficult to get?” The results are shown in Table
18.1. A similar experiment manipulating information about current public
opinion rather than about trends replicated the null findings reported in the
section on Experimental Evidence in this chapter.

TABLE 18.1
Effect of Trend Information on Attitudes toward Abortion

Attitude toward Abortion Law

Information Make Leave Make

Provided easier as it is more difficult N

Trend to easier 34.5% 39.6% 25.9% 255

Trend to more

difficult 25.4 37.1 37.5 256
d = +9.1 +2.5 -11.6

NOTE: X2 = 9.2, d.f. = 2, p = 0.01
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Public Opinion Quarterly, 11; reporting
of survey data in, 94-114

Public versus private attitudes, 15, 30n6
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Purging cross-classifications, Clogg’s
method of, 325

Quality of American Life, 261, 264, 272,
279

Quasi-facts. See Ethnicity, measurement
of; Housing measurements; Labor
force measurements

Quasi-independence model, 324-326,
347, 355, 357

Question bias, allegations of, 398

Question blank method, 21-22

Question context (sequence). See Context
effects (question sequence)

Question formats: asking reasons why,
315n15; balanced, 295; checklists, 289,
307, 309; classification of, 310-311;
closed, 287-289, 309; distribution of,
used by different organizations, 312—
313; “Don’t Know” filter, 296-297,
307-308, 315n15; effects of telephone
interviewing on, 308; Gallup voting
model, 290-291; index of dissimilarity
between, used by different organiza-
tions, 294; multiple arguments, 289,
302, 305, 307, 309; open, 245, 288, 305;
open vs. closed, 284, 302, 315n15;
quasi-closed, 288, 314n6; scaled alter-
natives, 307; Stapel scalometer, 295,
303; summary of current practice in use
of, 299-301; thermometer scales, 295,
307; three-way, 291; two-way, 309,
315n15; vanishing types of, 289—

290

Questionnaires, use in early attitude
studies, 6

Question salience, 174, 182, 193, 194,
195, 218, 245, 246, 249n19, 288

Questions assessing interest in issue,
296, 301

Questions assessing knowledge of issue,
245, 246, 296, 301, 315n15

Question vagueness, 174, 182, 191, 194,
226, 240, 241, 242

Question wording effects, 320, 322; ex-
periments with, 322-323, 387-392;
models for, 319-366, 387-392

Quintamensional plan, 245, 315n15

Quota sampling, 26
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Race and Immigration Attitudes, 14

Race relations, public concern with, 450—
451, 559

Race Relations Survey, 14

Randomized response procedures, 423,
424

Random responders, 232, 249n14

Rasch measurement model, 343, 354,
367-403; and Muthén-type factors,
386; basic postulate of, 369; invariance
of parameters across strata in, 396; item
and person parameters in, 369, 370,
372, 377, 389, 397, item-characteristic
curves and, 385, 386; ordered polyto-
mous variables and, 392—-397; sample-
free measurement under, 384; specific
objectivity criterion and, 400; stratum
parameters of, 370-371, 376, 377, 378,
389, 394; two-dimensional structures
and, 373-379; use of, with item com-
posite of two dimensions, 380-386

Ratio-adjustment method, 423

Ratio estimator, 436

Ratio indexes, 325

RD16 Social Desirability scale, 261-262,
264, 279n3

Reactive effect, 420

Real-world settings in early attitude stud-
ies, 9

Recent Social Trends, 25

Reciprocal causation and positive feed-
back, 497

Reconciliation-calibration of discrepant
measurements, 172—175, 321-337

Record-check studies, 275, 278, 415, 418,
436

Reference group theory, 270

Regression adjustment method, 423

Regression estimator, 436

Reliability. See Mean square error of sur-
vey estimates; Measurement error;
Nonsampling variance; Response vari-
ance

Repeat measurements to estimate mea-
surement variance, 432—434

Reporting bias, 139, 420

Research Branch of U.S. Army, 26

Residuals, analysis of, 323, 347, 380, 527—
529, 540n10, 542n21; using general-
ized residuals, 327-328
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Response categories: assumption of equal
intervals between, 339, 340, 348; mod-
els for spacing of, 343—349; problems
caused by collapsing, 369, 372

Response consistency, 345-349, 414,
415; model for, 372

Response structure, models for: latent
class, 319—366; Rasch measurement,
367-403

Response uncertainty, 334, 363; be-
tween-contexts, 331-337

Response variance, 149, 226, 257, 409,
410, 416, 420, 424; adjustments for,
436; correlated, 237, 243, 430, 436; esti-
mation of components of, 431; for
threatening questions, 203n3; individ-
ual, 416; in Guttman’s model, 343; re-
jection of statistical models for, by
some researchers, 425; within-inter-
viewer, 428. See also Measurement er-
ror; Nonsampling variance

Revealed preferences, 51-52. See also
Utility

Review of Economics and Statistics, 94—
114

Rice, Stuart A., 17, 18-19, 29

Roosevelt, President F.D., use of polls
by, 26

Roper, E., 26

Roper Organization, measurements of
presidential popularity by, 501-545

Rotation group bias, 421, 422

Salience. See Question salience
Sampling: covariance between sampling
and response deviations, 428; design

and definition of target population,
405; errors associated with sampling
frame, 405-406

Scales, use of, 302, 305; in National Elec-
tion Study, 307; rejection of, by Gallup,
291

Scaling methods. See Guttman scaling;
Latent class model; Likert question for-
mat and scaling procedures; Log-multi-
plicative association model; Rasch
measurement model; Thurstone scales

Science Indicators, 175, 179, 183

Science, public support for, 159, 162

Secondary analysis of survey data, 97-99,
108

Selma civil rights march and public opin-
ion, 451

Sensitivity, 419

Sex role stereotyping, 162

Signal-to-noise ratio, 512-515

Simon’s bandwagon curve, 567-569

Simultaneous latent-class analysis across
groups, 349-359

Social desirability, 158, 229, 230; ambi-
guity of statements in scales of, 268; as
personality vs. item characteristic, 258—
263, 268, 278; attitudinal measures
and, 273; behavioral reports and, 273;
bias in mental health measures and,
272; characteristics of respondents and,
274; circularity in definitions of, 264,
266; conformity and, 260; definitions
of, 257-258, 265-266; differences in
conceptualization of, 271; distortion of
behavior reports and, 271; interviewer
characteristics and, 274, 276; mental
health items used in research on, 269;
mode of survey administration and,
274; reliability coefficients for scales
of, 262; self-esteem and, 265, 266; sex
differences in, 272; social acceptability
versus, 267; social distance between
interviewer and respondent and, 275—
276; social norms and, 269, 276-277;
socioeconomic characteristics and, 272,
273; specifying relation between per-
sonality and item components, 264;
standards of, 269-270; substantive re-
sults of research, 270-276; symptom
prevalence and, 270; threat and, 266,
267, 274, 277; values vs. norms in con-
ceptualizing, 277-278. See also Ed-
wards’s Social Desirability scale; Jack-
son Responding Desirably scale; RD16
Social Desirability scale

Social distance, 13-14, 30n14

Social Forces, 94-114

Social indicators, 159, 161, 162, 203n6;
subjective, 161

Social welfare functions, 62, 63—64; as in-
dividual expression of policy priorities,
64. See also Utility

Socioeconomic status scales, 179—-180
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Sociological context of survey measure-
ments, 10, 28, 32n24, 210n36, 399

Sociology and Social Research, 13, 30n12

Sociology, survey research and, 1-39,
93-114

Sociometric research, 13

Solicitation of survey response, 405

Sophisticated Poll Watcher’s Guide, 291

Specificity, 419

Specific objectivity criterion, 400

Split-ballot experiments. See Experimen-
tal designs embedded in surveys

Sports and public opinion: alienation
among football fans and nonfans, 554;
football and national allegiance, 549—
556, 557; integrative function of sports,
551; rooting for Hank Aaron by blacks
and whites, 551-552; size of television
audience for sports, 550-551; tough-
minded attitude toward national
enemies and involvement with sports,
556-557

Stapel scalometer, 295, 303

Statistical analysis in early attitude re-
search, 13, 14, 24, 31n15

Statistical Survey of Public Opinion, 25

Stouffer, Samuel A., 7, 17, 19, 26, 28,
31nl5

Stouffer-Toby data on role conflict, 358—
359, 373-379

Straffin’s bandwagon curve, 571-572

Stratum parameters, 370-371, 376, 377,
378, 394

Structure of survey responses, models
for: latent class and log-multiplicative
association, 319-366; Rasch measure-
ment, 367-403

Straw votes, 308

Subcultures: studied in early attitude
work, 8-9; use of cultural indicators to
study, 548-549, 550, 562

Subjective probabilities, 80n50, 80n53

Subjective social indicators: comparabil-
ity of, 162—164; criticisms and defenses
of, 3—4, 18-19, 107, 146; examples of
self-adjusting qualities of, 146; social
change and, 203n7, 475; studies of
trends over time in, 25, 441-546; use
of, 161-162

Subjects of surveys reported in basic re-
search journals, 99-103
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Substitution method, 423

Surprising information, impact of, 574

Survey analysts, affiliations of, 96—97

Survey archives, 201, 283

Survey data: sources of, 97-98; use in ba-
sic research, 2-3, 93-114

Survey measurement: definition of, 96, 406—
408

Survey measurements, topics of, 99-103,
196-198; abortion laws, 284, 344, 494—
498, 588; alienation, 554; antiwar pick-
eters, 558; Army life, 368; busing, 290;
churches, 16; civil rights for blacks,
294, 296; confidence in leaders or in-
stitutions, 159; crime victimization,
200, 203n5; distribution of wealth, 11;
ethnic distance, 11-12; evaluation of
employer, 22; fertility expectations,
189-193, 209n29, 209n30; gasoline
shortage, 205n16, 207n19; government
involvement in housing and electric
power, 241; government loans to
Chrysler, 285; government role in en-
suring full employment, 306; govern-
ment spending for science, 175-179;
happiness, 165-175, 354—355; harm-
fulness of marijuana, 381; ideal number
of children, 288; interest in presi-
dential campaigns, 392; isolationism,
241; legalizing marijuana, 295; per-
sonal financial situation, 173, 206n19;
physicians and hospitals, 292; pre-
marital sex, 344; presidential popular-
ity, 12, 285, 287, 292, 501-547; prestige
of occupations, 179-181; probability of
war, 285; problems facing nation, 285,
443-473; public officials’ concern for
citizens’ views, 387; rooting for Hank
Aaron, 552; satisfaction with aspects of
life, 205n16, 345; sports, 551; student
role in university governance, 290;
treatment of criminals by courts, 321;
Vietnam war, 557; voting in presi-
dential elections, 555; voting rights for
18 year olds, 292; wiretapping, 290;
women’s rights, 287, 294

Survey of Current Business, 99

Survey procedures, 193; adequacy of re-
porting of, 103—-107, 112n10; compara-
bility of, 158, 522; trends over time in,
301-308
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Survey reporting, adequacy of: in basic
research journals, 104—107; in mass
media, 106

Survey research, use of: in advertising,
24; in industrial psychology and market
research, 21-25, 31n22; in social sci-
ences, 1-39, 93—114; in World War 11,
26-27; rejection of, by some sociolo-
gists, 548

Symbolic environment, 475-476, 483,
547-549; American flag and, 557. See
also Cultural indicators, use of, in
public opinion analysis

Taxonomy of survey errors, 405-440

Telephone interviewing: form of survey
question and, 295; Gallup and Harris
use of, 315n12; vs. personal interview-
ing in CPS, effects of, 134—-137

Thurstone, L. L., 15-17, 28

Thurstone scales, 13, 15-19, 21, 28,
31n15, 31n17, 3In19, 31n22

Time series analysis: of contraceptive
practices and attitudes toward abortion,
475-500; of presidential popularity,
501-546; of public evaluation of na-
tional problems, 443-474

Tolerance of nonconformity, 162

Toward a System of Social and Demo-
graphic Statistics, 203n9

Trends. See under Subjective social indi-
cators

True value, 161, 340, 409-411, 413; de-
fined by preferred survey technique, 410

U.S. Department of Agriculture, survey
activities of, 26

U.S. government survey data, use of, in
basic research journals, 98

Ulstrata, 354

Underdog effects, 566, 573-576, 581. See
also Bandwagon effects

Unemployment, measurement of. See
Labor force measurements

Unemployment, public concern with,
456, 458

Uniform-association model, 391

United Nations, 203n9

Univariate normal distribution, 339

Unstructured interviews, 21, 22

Utilitarianism, 44, 84n93, 84n95

Utility, 41-91; and choice under risk, 54—
55, 80n53; and consumer welfare vs.
consumer behavior, 52; and marginal
revolution, 44; cardinalization of, 53—
56, 80n49; compensation test and, 59;
criticisms of circularity of, 41-42, 51,
78n26; definitions of, 41-42, 51, 76n2,
79n43; discrimination level cardinali-
zation and, 81n55; doubts about the
measurability of, 42, 45; equal
capacities assumption and, 56, 59, 68,
70; evolution of concept of, 48; income
statistics as indicators of, 72—74, 84n99;
independent of the consumption of
other people, 47; marginal, 45-46, 50,
51, 77n16, 78n30; measurement in cost-
benefit analysis, 73—74; needs-based
criterion as alternative to, in welfare
economics, 71-72; ordinal measure-
ment of, 48—49, 79n44; proxies for
theoretical notions about, 69; question-
naire responses and measurement of,
69; subjective probabilities and, 80n50,
80n53; substitutability of satisfactions
assumption and, 62; summation of indi-
vidual, 43, 56; using potentially observ-
able behavior in the marketplace to in-
fer, 46, 51-53, 76n10, 77n22, 83n81.
See also Interpersonal comparisons of
utility and welfare; Pareto’s criterion
for welfare improvement (Pareto op-
timality)

Vagueness. See Question Vagueness

Validity, 161, 408; studies of, 271, 275,
519-535. See also Record-check studies

Value conflict and value change, 547

Vietnam, public concern with, 449, 452,
454, 455, 521, 556, 558

Voting, 579

Vulnerable survey measurements, typol-
ogy of, 164, 193-200, 203n10

Washington Post Poll, 169, 523

Weak equity axiom, 72

Welfare economics, 41-91

Welfare of community, measurement of,
65, 66. See also Utility

Well-being of population, 159, 162

World War I1, survey research in, 7, 26—
27,29
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If a person spoke openly and clearly against the
faith, offering the arguments and authorities
upon which heretics usually rely, it would be
very easy for the faithful learned of the Church
to convict him of heresy. . . . But since present
day heretics attempt and seek to conceal their
errors rather than to avow them openly, men
trained in the learning of the Scriptures cannot
convict them, because they escape in verbal
trickery and wily thinking. Learned men are
even apt to be confounded by them, and the
heretics congratulate themselves and are all the
stronger therefore, seeing that they can thus
delude the learned to the point of escaping
artfully by the twists and turns of their crafty,
cheating and underhanded replies.

BERNARD GUI, circa A.D. 1321
Manual of the Inquisitor




