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INTRODUCTION
by David Butler

The failure of the eve-of-election opinion polls to reflect the actual result of the British General Election
on 9 April 1992 was the most spectacular in the history of British election surveys. Four respected and
experienced polling organisations produced estimates of each major party’s share of the vote that were

close to each other, but were four percentage points away from the actual outcome for both the

Conservative and Labour parties.

The record of the polls in the previous three elections had been good and the pollsters had every incentive
to get the right answer. Their failure in 1992 led professionals as well as sceptical outsiders to ask
fundamental questions about the techniques employed. Were there flaws in the accepted procedures for

selecting samples? Did the voters lie to the interviewers? Did they change their vote or their intention to

vote at the last minute?

The Market Research Society, believing that an exhaustive study was required, convened a group of experts
10 look at every aspect of the subject. This was the initial working party, who produced an Interim Report
In 1992,

John Barter, retired chairman of NOP

Martin Collins, City University Business School

John Curtice, Strathclyde University

John O’Brien, BMRB

Sue Stoessl, Market Research Society
Subsequently further members were asked to join the committee:

Nicholas Sparrow, ICM

Robert Worcester, MORI
and Michael Warren took the place of Sue Stoessl when he succeeded her as Director-General of the

Market Research Society. First Sue Stoessl and then Michael Warren also served as Secretary to the

Committee,

From early 1993 John Barter chaired the working party, but in 1994 he found himself unable to continue
3 Chairman for personal reasons, and I was asked, as someone outside the polling field, but for many
Years a close observer of it, to oversee the final stages of drafting and to chair the group. I was ably
assisted in drafting the report by Roger Mortimore, who bore the main burden of a very complex editorial

task,
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The report bears the signature of all the participants. It represents a collective view on the sources of error

in the 1992 polls and on some of the possible remedies for the future.

The report is arranged to answer :-

a. The possibility that the electors misled the polisters by late switches, by abstentions or by outright lying;

b. The possibility that there was mathematical sampling error or bias in the polisters’ construction of their
samples;

c. The possibility of error through problems with the electoral register, with overseas votes, or with postal
votes;

d. The possibility of error through weighting to compensate for imperfections in the samples; and

e. The whole range of interpretative problems involved in poll predictions - ranging from the treatment

of ‘don’t knows’ to the link between votes cast and seats won.

The report is prefaced with a summary of our conclusions. At the end we set out in appendices some basic
data, together with a list of the evidence submitted to us. We recognise that this report is a detailed and

demanding document: however, this reflects the complexity of the issues with which it deals.

Our group was diverse, composed of polling practitioners, market researchers experienced and
knowledgeable about polling, and academic specialists. We should stress that a majority of the members
of the group were not currently involved in the political polling industry (although it did include
representatives of two of the five major polling organisations and we kept in close touch with the other

three who have had the opportunity to comment on our findings). This report is not an apology but an

attempt to find the truth.
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SUMMARY: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
CONCLUSIONS

Any attempt to predict the future depends on it resembling the past. There is no reason to suppose that
this will always be the case with the political behaviour of the British electorate. No two elections are
entirely alike. Moreover, the primary business of pollsters - whatever the media might demand - is not to

predict the future but to measure the present; all concerned must accept that the future - even the near

future - is to some extent unpredictable.

The standards of accuracy which are demanded from pre-election polls - and which the pollsters seem
forced implicitly to accept - are far more stringent than those applied to any other form of survey research,
and may well be unrealistic. The media and public expect much greater accuracy than can be delivered,
granted the immutable statistical margins of error. Some degree of variation from perfection is inevitable,
and this must be understood by those who use the polls. However ideal their methods, polls cannot
measure, much less predict, party vote shares correct to one decimal point; nor can they, given the
uncertainties of the British electoral system, predict the distribution of seats except within a wide margin.

Nevertheless, the gap between the polls’ findings and the final result in 1992 was greater than their
consumers are entitled to expect; indeed, it was greater than had ever been delivered since polls began.

There were three main factors that seem to have contributed more or less equally to the error in the polls’

forecasts in April 1992. The nature of the evidence makes it impossible to ascribe specific percentages to

each factor.

o There was a late swing: some voters changed their minds after the end of interviewing; furthermore,

Conservative supporters proved more likely to vote on the day. The Conservatives gained from

both these tendencies. (Paragraph 29 et seq).

e Some inadequacies were revealed in the operatio'n of the quota system to select representative samples.
(Paragraph 83 et seq). This arose partly because quotas and weights did not reflect sufficiently
accurately the social profile of the electorate, and partly because the variables used as the basis
of quotas and in corrective weighting were not closely enough correlated with voting behaviour

to ensure that the samples were fully representative of the distribution of political support

amongst the electorate.

¢ Conservative supporters were less likely to reveal their loyalties than Labour supporters (as has also

been the case in earlier elections). This certainly operated through ‘item refusal’, reluctance by

-xi-
those interviewed to answer the voting intention question, both by outright refusal and by
disingenuously answering ‘don’t know’ (Paragraph 299 et seq). A similar effect was probably also
caused by a differential refusal to be interviewed, although there is no solid evidence on this point.

(Paragraph 176 et seq).

It is not possible to assign more than a tentative weight to the effect of each of these factors, especially
since they interacted with each other. In particular, the quota method is in part designed to overcome the
differential refusal of some groups to take part, and it was because of the weaknesses in its implementation
that differential refusal could have so much impact. Late swing, the most easily isolated of the factors,

probably contributed between a fifth and a third of the total discrepancy.

In addition to these major causes of error, a number of other factors had a minor impact.

* The selection of constituencies as sampling points by the companies had weaknesses (paragraph 230 et
seq); all but one of the companies used a selection of points that was slightly biased to Labour.
This might have had a slight effect on the result of the final polls, but most of its potential risk

was probably counteracted by the Gperation of the quotas and weighting.

* There was probably a slight bias to Labour created by interviewing respondents who were not in fact
on the electoral register and hence could not vote. (Paragraph 246 et seq). However, it seems
likely that the impact of this was small, especially as the polls based their social profiles on a
source that drew upon the electoral register rather than on the whole adult population, and since
some of the polling companies attempted to exclude those who said they were not registered or
didn’t know whether they were or not. Particular concern has been expressed about the impact

of deregistration specifically to evade the ‘poll tax’, but its effect on the opinion polls appears to

have been small.

A number of other factors which have been suggested as partial explanations for the error of the polls did

110L, in our view, have any measurable effect.

* We do not believe that deliberate lying to polisters occurred to any significant extent. (Paragraph 277

et seq).

* The behaviour of postal voters who may not have been interviewed by pollsters probably had little effect
(paragraph 270 et seq). Less than 2% of voters voted by post and, in contrast to earlier elections,

their support seems to have been fairly evenly divided between the two main parties.
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¢ The result was not affected by the votes of Overseas Voters. (Paragraph 272 et seq).

o Interviewing procedures played no apparent role. There were no systematic differences between those To reduce the risk that the problems of 1992 will recur, we recommend that immediate attention should
polls which interviewed in street and those which were conducted in home (paragraph 201), those
which interviewed for just one day and those for more than one day (paragraph 207), or between

polls which interviewed at weekends and those which did not (paragraph 208).

be given to the three main sources of error summarised above. One should certainly be easy to avoid in

future, one will be much more difficult to solve, while one may be beyond solution. More generally we

Wwish to emphasise the vital importance of methodological research, both to develop more robust

techniques and to address potential new problems as the climate in which survey research is undertaken

.. Changes. Further, we recommend much greater attention be given to the limitations of polls by the -
i ot a contributory factor - bigger samples would not have produced significantly better ‘ e .

* Sample size was 1 i £ P P Polisters and by the media when reporting their results. Any poll will inevitably be an approximation based

ults. (Paragraph 67 et seq). : .. . .
Or WOISe res (Paragrap 7 on statistical sampling of a moving target - the voting intentions of the British electorate.

* Quotas. The sources used for setting quotas and target weights must be selected more carefully and
verified wherever possible. Reliable and regular sources for these variables need to be established;
the use of out-of-date figures, incorrect data and unreliable sources of information must be

avoided.

However we also believe that further consideration needs to be given to the operation of the
. quota system itself. Pollsters should certainly consider trying to identify other variables more
‘ closely related to voting behaviour than those currently used in setting their quotas.

} The principal alternative to quota sampling is probability sampling. Despite the difficulties in the
operation of quota sampling in 1992, we do not recommend its wholesale abandonment in favour
of probability sampling. Probability sampling needs a longer time period to be implemented than
is currently available during a general election and even when fieldwork is spread over several

weeks non-response rates of 30% to 40% are common. But we would welcome further research

i and experimentation to compare the two approaches.

¢ Refusals:
(a) Refusals to the voting intention question (‘item refusal’). A comparatively small number of
respondents agree to participate in a survey but then refuse to answer the voting intention

| question. These, together with those who say that they are ‘don’t knows’ rather than

| ; overtly refuse need to be encouraged as far as possible to give their party preference. Use
of secret ballot techniques is one approach: we would welcome further experiments to

establish whether it constitutes a worthwhile departure from past practice. We also feel

that there should be further exploration of ways of compensating for any difference in the

willingness of each party’s supporters to say how they are going to vote; it is possible to

weight or re-allocate "don’t knows" on the basis of their reported past vote, or on the basis

——-——L
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of their attitudes to other attitudinal questions. However, we recognise that because of the

. . . sophisticated res i i .
infrequency of major elections in Britain, there is limited scope for assessing the validity P earch techniques which may go beyond the production of simple headline voting

. . ‘predictions’. We : A
of possible methods which renders it difficult for polisters to develop such techniques. techni would encourage methodological pluralism; as long as we cannot be certain which

echniques are best, uniformity must be a millstone - a danger signal rather than an indication of health.
We should applaud diversity; in a progressive industry experimentation is a means of development. No

Given their importance, we recommend that the proportion of ‘don’t knows’ in any voting 1is
polister should feel the need to be defensive about responsible attempts to explore in a new direction and

survey should always be published as part of the technical details of any poll.

—_—

all polisters should regard it as their duty to publish details of the results of their experiments

Finally we would encourage the media to support this work and, in particular, to be willing to accept that

(b) Refusals to participate (‘non-co-operation’). This is more intractable. Any method that might - inconvenient though it may be - research cannot always be S
encourage lower refusal rates should certainly be explored but this will clearly not solve accurately condensed into a succinct headline. There isYSa r&.s:uonsib:ye;eported in a single se.ntenoe or
the whole of the problem. We suggest that more effort should be devoted by the Market secondary reporting of research they themselves have not oo?ﬂa;ltfssi:;e: W for care b{ the meflna .in their
Research Society and by all market researchers to try and increase response rates in all will redouble its efforts to ensure that its work is reported accurately andei:::::thepomng industry

survey research and also to persuading the public of the importance of survey research and

the real value of their participation.

We also noted in the course of our investigation how little reliable evidence there is on
refusal to participate in quota surveys or on its possible impact on their results. It would
be beneficial if all market research surveys were as a matter of routine to collect as much
evidence as possible on refusal rates and the reasons for refusal. All researchers should
give consideration to possible techniques of weighting to compensate for these factors.
Ideally the aim should be to deal with differential refusal by developing more effective
quota and weighting systems which ensure that, as far as possible, those not prepared to 0
be interviewed are replaced by people who are prepared to be interviewed but otherwise .

hold similar opinions.

« Late swing. There is little the polisters can do directly about late swing. They can (and usually do) poll

as late as possible to minimise the impact of last-minute changes but, as 1992 shows, this cannot |

always deal with the whole problem.

It may be that, with the experience of 1992 in mind, the polisters will be able to assess the
likelihood of a late swing. Certainly the possibility of examining other attitudinal evidence before

polling day needs to be explored, but inevitably such forecasting methods will be problematic.

There is a great deal yet to be learned about the effectiveness of the various techniques involved in survey
| research. Our knowledge can only be improved by consistent and wide-ranging experimental work. The
‘; political polisters have recently been active in this direction and we recommend the entire industry to

support them and follow them in the endeavour. This should encourage the development of more
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1. WHAT DID THE POLLS SAY IN 1992?

1.1 The Pre-election Polls

1. The final polls in any election are normally regarded by press and public alike as a relatively accurate
forecast of the actual result: they have been correct within a narrow margin in most elections since polling
began. (See Appendix 3). While the polls would never claim to be able to predict the number of seats won
by each party, they ought to be able to get reasonably close to the percentage share of the vote, which is
what they try to measure. The criterion by which the accuracy of the polls is judged is a stringent one; they
are routinely reported as if they can be relied upon for a numerical precision which would never be
¢xpected from other forms of survey research. Perhaps this demand for rigid accuracy is iihtural, and may
be necessary for some of the means to which media and public would like to put the findings, but it is

nonetheless unrealistic.

2. Even so, the polls in 1992 were not successful enough to fulfil even reasonable expectations of their
capabilities. They proved to be well wide of the mark, faring worse than in any previous election. Four
polls’ were carried out in the last couple of days, ending on the day before polling day, and published on
the day, 9 April. If any polls could be expected to provide forecasts, it is these. Table 1 sets out their
‘predictions’ of the vote in Great BritainZ.

Table 1: Four eve-of-poll polls

\
! Fieldwork
Dates Sample Con Lab LDem Oth Clead
Nop : 7-8/4 1,746 % 39 42 17 2 -3
ICM 8/4 2,186 % 38 38 20 4 0
MORI 7-8/4 1,731 % 38 39 20 3 -1
Gallup 7-8/4 2,478 % 385 38 20 35 +0S
Average - % 384 392 192 31 -0.8
Election (GB) 9/4 % 428 352 183 37 +76
Error % 44 440 +09 -06 +84

3. The differences between these four surveys were only the small variations that would be expected. The

overall picture is of a failure to forecast the result to an acceptable standard of accuracy. On average, the

! The fifth major political polling organisation, Harris, completed their last poll earlier than the other companies. Nevertheless,
the results of their final poll (4-7 April, n=2,210) were very similar: Con 38%, Lab 40%, LDem 18%.

2 Note that all regular British voting intention polls measure share of the vote in Great Britain; none of the pollsters normally
include Northern Ireland.
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polls suggested a small Labour lead of 0.8%; the election itself produced a substantial Conservative lead
of 7.6%. It is this difference of 8.4%, the equivalent of a 4.2% swing (see glossary), which has provoked

this investigation.

Trends during the campaign

4. The five major national polling organisations between them conducted 49 published polls during the
1992 election campaign (see Appendix 1) for a wide diversity of media clients. In addition there were a
small number of British telephone polls, a few polls by other agencies, polls in Scotland by two of the
British polisters and by two Scottish-based companies (see Appendix 2), and scores of local polls,
constituency polls and unpublished polls. All the quality daily and Sunday national newspapers
commissioned polls, as did many of the middle-market and regional papers; almost all those that did not

gave extensive coverage to the polls published elsewhere.

5. The polls gave a consistent message. While there were variations between individual polls of the sort
that are always to be expected, the average picture was fairly clear. Throughout the campaign period, the
polls indicated a small Labour lead. Table 2 shows how the tracking polls indicated little net movement

of opinion during the campaign between the Conservatives and Labour; they record no major trend except

for a rise in Liberal Democrat support at the expense of the two larger parties®. A more detailed statistical

analysis* comes to a similar conclusion, finding evidence of only a small ‘step’ shift in favour of the third
party in the middle of the campaign. (This was very much the pattern in 1987, with a similar shift after

the first week of the campaign but little or no other systematic trend)’. Although compared with polls

carried out earlier in the campaign, the late findings did suggest there might be a last-minute recovery in

the Conservative vote and a corresponding reduction in the Labour lead.

3 Within the overall pattern of relative stability, there is a suggestion of a short-lived peak in the Labour lead immediately before
that party’s Sheffield rally on 1 April, with three polls (fieldwork 29-31 March) showing Labour leads of 7%, 6% and 4%. Over the
following week these polls showed a swing of 3%, 2% and 2% respectively. We cannot be sure that this apparent peak did not arise
from sampling fluctuations, but we accept that the pattern is intrinsically plausible and may well have been real.

—
P.Clifford and A. Heath, ‘The Election Campaign’, in A. Heath, R. Jowell and J. Curtice with B. Taylor, Labour’s Last Chance?
(Aldershot: Dartmouth, 1994).

5 .
M. Collins, ‘Lessons from the Polls’ (1988 MRS Conference Papers).

-3.

Table 2: Polls during the campaign grouped by first day of fieldwork

No of polls Con Lab LDem Oth C lead
113-133  (8) % 393 406 153 49 -13
153213  (11) %  39.1 405 165 3.8 -14
22/3-303  (14) % 380 403 17.5 42 23
313-6/4  (13) % 371 39.4 193 42 = 23
7/4 ) % 384 39.2 192 3.1 0.8

Comparing companies
6. The polling agencies during the campaign were all close to each other in their findings. Their average
figure was within 1%:% of the median share (see glossary) for each party®,

Table 3: Similarities between polling agencies

No of polls Con Lab LDem Oth C lead
Gallup ©) % 389 - 384 194 33 +0.5
Harris (13) % 389 39.8 16.8 45 0.9
IcM ©) % 314 40.0 17.9 4.7 -2.6
NOP 9 % 382 40.9 16.7 42 27
MORI ) % 317 40.9 180 3.4 3.2
Range - 38108 39713 181+14 3.9+0.6

7. There rv\gre small differences between the agencies in terms of methodology - over question wording and
Question order, differences in weighting strategy and quota details (see glossary) - which could have
contributed to these small differences in results. This was accentuated by the approach of using ‘master
samples’ whereby a company sticks to the same constituencies in successive polls (see paragraph 230 et
seq). This could introduce elements of systematic similarity between polls within a series and systematic
differences between different series. If this effect was present in 1992, however, its impact appears to have
been minimal. There may be some ‘company effect’ on a trivial scale” but there is nothing that would help
to explain the overall error. The most important reason for variation between polls was, almost certainly,
the random variation inherent in sampling,

Polls as forecasts

8. Polisters throughout the world point out that their findings should be regarded not as attempts to

forecast election results but as snapshots of opinion at the time the interviewing took place, operating as an

¢ The table excludes the later waves of the MORI and NOP panels. See Appendix 1 for the findings of these surveys.

7 .
The Clifford and Heath analysis (‘The Election Campaign’ i ice wi
gn’ in A. Heath, R. Jowell and J. Curtice with B. Tayl
Chance?, Aldershot: Dartmouth, 1994) found statistically significant evidence of a minor company effect. eyior, Labour’s Last
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opinion thermometer, not a behavioural barometer. This opinion may or may not be translated into votes
on the day. This ‘snapshot’ principle is especially important weeks and months before polling day; too
often media reports treat poll findings as forecasts before writs have been moved, candidates selected and

campaigns fought.

9. Nevertheless, it is clear that many journalists do treat polls as if they were forecasts, and that the polls
are the nearest approach to an objective forecast that is available to the general public. The polls’
consumers want and expect the polls to provide something as near to a forecast as possible - as do the
consumers of weather forecasts. In any case, the ‘snapshot’ argument would miss the point in 1992. Even
if polls are not forecasts, they do claim to be accurate snapshots, so they should only diverge from the
actual result when the nation changes its mind after having been polled. The four final polls undertook
their interviewing on the two days before polling day, leaving little time for any late swing to occur. And

unless it did, the real question about the polls in 1992 would seem to be whether there was a degree of

error throughout the campaign.

10. The consistency between the polls both throughout the campaign and in the eve-of-poll surveys can
be likened to a marksman ‘zeroing-in’ a rifle on the target, initially shooting a tight pattern and then
adjusting the rifle’s sights to bring the bullet’s trajectory into the centre of the target. In the case of the
polling agencies during the 1992 British General Election, the pattern was tight but not near enough to
the bullseye; the analogy would suggest either that the sights were not correctly adjusted (sampling error

and response error) or that the wind blew the bullets off course (late swing and differential turnout).

1.2 Exit Polls

11. In addition to the campaign polls,’both ITN (through Harris) and the BBC (through NOP)
commissioned exit polls, asking large samples of voters as they left the polling stations to report how they
had just voted. These too somewhat underestimated the performance of the Conservatives and overstated
that of Labour, but to a smaller degree than the campaign polls.

12. Each organisation in fact carried out two exit pollé. One was a national poll designed to provide
material for editorial comment (an ‘analysis’ poll), but not to predict the outcome in seats; the other was
undertaken only in marginal constituencies, and was the main (though not the only) source of information
used to produce a forecast of the outcome in seats (a ‘prediction’ poll), to be broadcast between the close
of polls (at 10 p.m.) and the declaration of the first results.

13. The prediction exit polls were designed to minimise the number of refusals to participate, using only
a very short ‘secret ballot’ questionnaire. But because these polls were only undertaken in marginal
constituencies, we @nnot assess their accuracy by comparing them with the overall national result. Rather
we have to compare their estimate of the change in each party’s share in the constituencies t;léy surveyed
with what actually happened in those constituencies®, In each case the results were reported separately

R . .
for the two main \Tategones of marginal seats - those where Conservative and Labour were the main

contenders and those where the Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats shared the first two places.

'

8
The ﬁgures quoted here are based on all respondents. The forecasts broadcast at 10 p.m. were inevitably made before the results
of all the interviews were available. In the case of the BBC at least the final poll results were noticeably different from (and more
accurate than) those available at 10 p.m. See J. Curtice and C. Payne in 1. Crewe and B. Gosschalk, Political Communications: the
British General Election of 1992, (Cambridge University Press, in Press).
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Table 4: Marginal Exit Polls (‘Prediction Polls’) Table 5: National Exit Polls (‘Analysis polls’)
Change in % vote share since 1987 o Con
Con Lab LDem Oth lead
Con Lab LDem Aftual Result % 428 35.2 18.3 3.7 476
(a) Con/Lab marginals NOP/BBC % 40.0 36.3 183 54 +3.7
NOP/BBC estimate 3.1 +8.4 6.5 Error -28 +1.1 0.0 +1.7 -3.9
Actual -1.2 +6.9 -6.6 .
Error 1.9 +1.5 +0.1 Harris/TTN % 41.1 363 18.0 4.6 +4.8
Error -1.7 +1.1 -0.3 +0.9 -2.8
Harris/ITN estimate 24 +8.1 -6.6
Actual 0.7 +6.4 6.6 Source: J. Curtice and C. Payne in I. Crewe and B. Gosschalk, Political Communications: the British
* . g General Election of 1992 (Cambridge University Press, in press); see also G. Mathias and D. Cowling, ‘The
Error -1.7 +1.7 0.0 ITN Exit Poll’ (paper presented at 1992 EPOP Conference, University of Essex) .
(b)Con/LibDem marginals ,
NOP/BBC estimate -4.2 +4.9 -1.5 . )
Actual 17 +2.3 1.4 16. On the morning of polling day the final polls suggested that Labour were still in the lead, but that the
Error 2.5 +2.6 -0.1 lead had narrowed. The exit poll results then further contributed to the impression that there was a late
Harris/ITN estimate 05 +0.5 .12 swing in the final hours of the election. An exit poll undertaken for the Sun by ICM, which finished
Actual -0.8 +2.7 -3.119 Polling at 4 pxh. and was released in the early evening, also suggested that Labour were still in the lead.
+0.3 -2. +1. e
Error 2 At 10 p.m. both the other exit polls suggested that the Conservatives would win most seats, but not enough
Source: J. Curtice and C. Payne in I Crewe and B. Gosschalk, Political Communications: the British 1o seture an overall majority (see Table 6). ITN’s underestimate of the lead i :
General Election of 1992 (Cambridge University Press, in press); see also G. Mathias and D. Cowling, ‘The 'g jority ( ) In votes was also broadcast,
ITN Exit Poll’ (paper presented at 1992 EPOP Conference, University of Essex) and although the|BBC did not broadcast a vote share forecast, the seats forecast implied a narrow Tory
lead in votes. And then when the results came in, the Conservative lead proved to be eve
14. As can be seen both prediction polls overestimated the swing from Conservative to Labour in ] - . P ven larger.
Together, this sequence of events gave the impression of an electorate that had slid continuously towards
Conservative/Labour marginals by a little under 2%, less than half the error of the four eve-of-poll surveys T .
the Conservatives in the fina] hours of the campaign.
conducted a day or two before polling day. :
o Table 6: Exit Poll based Seats Forecasts at 10 p.m.
15. The national analysis polls involved longer questionnaires and anticipated greater problems in gaining
co-operation. Hence they were not used directly to forecast the outcome in seats. In practice however both = C Lab 1D
. . . on em
polls underestimated the Conservative performance by approximately the same amount as did the exit BBC/NOP 301 298 24 gtSh
prediction polls, again less than half the under-estimate of the eve-of-poll polls. ITN/Harris 305 294 25 27
Actual Result 336 27 20 24

gouree: J. Cu_rtice and C. Payne in 1. Crewe and B. Gosschalk, Political Communications: the British
enera! Elect'lon of 1992 (Cambridge University Press, in press); see also G. Mathias and D. Cowling, “The
ITN Exit Poll’ (paper presented at 1992 EPOP Conference, University of Essex)

17. The methodological problems involved in conducting an exit poll are in many respects different from
those which face opinion polis. Further, the forecasts of the outcome in seats broadcast by the television
companies at 10 p.m. are not simply based on the results of their exit poll, but also depend upon the
judgments used to convert votes into seats (see Appendix 7). But the inaccuracy of the forecasts
{ undoubtedly contributed to the general perception that ‘the polls got it wrong’.




-8-

2. HAS IT BEEN DIFFERENT IN THE PAST?

18. Much of the impact of the polls’ failure in 1992 came because it was generally so unexpected. In recent
years the polls had seemed accurate. The media had become reliant upon them; they were quite
unprepared for a collective and systematic error. Even so, the impact would have been less, had the
election not appeared to be so close - seemingly the closest for twenty years - meaning that the overall
outcome was in doubt; the fact that the poll error misled most observers as to which party was likely to

form the next government considerably magnified its impact.

19. In 1992 the fact that the results of the four final polls were so close to each other also added to the
shock. In the previous three general elections (1979, 1983 and 1987) one polling organisatiqn produced
a late estimate remarkably close to the actual result while the others were a little further away but were
within sampling tolerances. This did not happen in 1992; the variation in the final four polls was, in fact,

smaller than at any general election since 1959 (when there were also four eve-of-poll forecasts).

20. Once the magnitude of the polls’ failure in 1992 became clear, it would be expected that a close
examination would be made of the record of the past as well as the present. Was the recent ‘good

performance’ of the polls illusory? Did 1992 merely reflect a more dramatic than usual manifestation of

a flaw already present?

21. The 1992 election was not the first in which the polls were ‘wrong’. When Mr Heath won in 1970 all
the polls (except a last-minute update from ORC) suggested a Labour victory. In February 1974 most of
the polls put the Conservatives comfortably ahead - the hung result was a general surprise. In October
1974 the polls appeared to point to a Labour landslide, yet the party secured only a three-seat margin.

However, polling error can only fairly be judged in terms of percentage share of the votes, which is what

the polls measure.

22. The interim report of the MRS enquiry was taken by some to suggest that there might be evidence of
a long term trend for the polls to overstate suppoft for the Labour party. This has not been true over the
last two decades, and the interim report was never trying to suggest that there was a consistent failure in
the methodology of the polls, but rather to examine whether or not the historical record of the polls

Suggested the industry should not over-react to 1992.

23. Historically, there has not been any consistent bias in the polls. (See Appendix 3). Between 1945 (when
general election polls were first published in Britain) and 1987, of the 55 published final polls, 31
Overestimated the Conservative share of the vote and 22 underestimated it; 31 overestimated the Labour
share of the vote and 21 underestimated it.

_—-—-n

-9.

24. After the 1970 election, the MRS launched an enquiry into the errors of that year (up to that time.the
worst performance in British polling history), producing a number of recommendations®, and there was
much soul-scarching among the polisters and reappraisal of their methods. When we average the polls
from 1974 to 1987 we find that there was a very slight tendency to overstate Labour support (0.3% on
average) and to understate the Liberals by the same amount. The overestimates and underestimates of
Conservative votes over the period exactly counterbalanced each other. Put another way (judging each
election to the nearest full percentage point) Labour’s vote was overstated slightly in three of the five
elections and understated in two; the Tory vote was overstated in one and understated in two. There is
no evidence that the polls have systematically favoured one party or another. On the contrary, until 1992
their margin of error had generally been within the expected limits™.

25. Allin all, we feel that the record of the past has been relatively good. We have borne this in mind in
considering how readily to recommend change in the polls’ procedures - we have been aware of the risk
of throwing out the baby with the bathwater, and have been cautious in recommending change without
hard evidence that it would be effective. Consequently, our recommendations are for the most part directed
at details of the polling procedure rather than at a wider criticism of the entire process; nevertheless, we
feel that they are important, with substantial implications for the entire market research industry.

L TR . .
Pub.llc Opinion Polling on the 1?70 Election (Report of the MRS Committee on the performance of polls in the 1970 election);
Conservative Central Office also carried out their own enquiry and produced a detailed internal report.

10 o .
This despite the fact that the polls do not measure postal votes, which in the past have been thought to strongly favour the

Con.servatives - although, of course, their number, and their effect, is small (probably at most affecting the lead by 1% in any
particular election).
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3. HOW CAN THE ERROR IN 1992 BE EXPLAINED?

26. Why were the eve-of-poll polls ‘wrong’ in ‘forecasting’ the result of the 1992 General Election? Broadly

speaking, there are three main potential sources of error.

(1) The polister can ask the wrong people, so that the sample is not representative of the
electorate in the answers that they give. This may be (a) sampling variation (the effect of the
chances inherent in sampling), (b) bad sample design, or (c) differential refusal to participate by

some of the population.

(2) The polister can ask the right people, but get the wrong answers. That may be because people
simply change their minds - though they honestly tell the interviewer how they think they will vote,
they eventually vote for a different party, or do not vote at all. Alternatively, the answers may be
deliberately misleading, or in error because those who take part in the survey but fail to reply to
the vital question are disproportionately supporters of one party. A further possibility is that the
polister may be misled by putting the questions in the wrong form, order or context; this may
make them ambiguous or misunderstood, or may cause bias in the answers that they elicit. These
are all factors which might have resulted in a poll getting the wrong result even though it was

interviewing a perfectly representative sample.

(3) The polister may get the right answers from the right people, yet misinterpret the data.
Moving from the raw data to the finished article - usually a media client’s report of a poll’s
findings - is almost as complex a business as the survey itself. Any of the assumptions involved in
producing the final figures - how the data should be weighted, how to interpret ‘don’t knows’ (see
glossary), whether to make adjustments to allow for those who say they are less certain to vote -
may be wrong. Furthermore, the way in which the poll is reported may be misleading or

distorting.

27. Our report will consider each of these possibilities, examining whether the evidence suggests that they

were a problem in 1992, and it will examine what steps can be taken to improve performance in the future.

28. The first point to be considered is whether the electors actually changed their minds during the
campaign, especially in the last few days when the change was too late to be detected by most or all of the
polls. There is a sense in which errors caused by late swing are a different kind of error from those caused
by other factors. Polls affected in this way may be ‘right’ at the time they are taken but ‘wrong’ in the final
outcome. Our investigation of the evidence for a late swing has been fairly exhaustive, because we are

conscious that the question needs to be settled as far as is possible before entering upon the more

-11-

Speculative process of diagnosing and quantifying the other causes of error - polls being wrong in every

Senst'even at the moment the answers were given.
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4. DID THE VOTERS REALLY CHANGE THEIR MINDS?

29. We have reached these conclusions with regard to ‘late swing’:-

(i) There were signs of a swing in the week preceding the final surveys; indeed, this was noted by
commentators at the time. It should perhaps have warned all concerned to exercise more caution

than they did.

(ii) After the final interviews there was a further swing to the Tories. It seems likely that this was
the cause of a significant part of the final error. The scale of this swing was certainly not sufficient
to offer the polisters an excuse for their failure, and most of the discrepancy remains to be
explained. Nevertheless, late swing is part of the story. Since it could happen again in the future,
polisters and the media need to bear the possibility in mind and if necessary allow for it in the

interpretation of their findings.

(iii) Despite some appearances to the contrary, the British electorate was more than usually

volatile in 1992.

30. What we call late swing can be classified into three distinct components:

(a) Turnout. Not all those who had said that they would vote and expressed a preference for a
party actually went to vote on the day, and some of those who said that they would not vote did
so after all. The Conservatives benefitted from the differential effect of these decisions. (Although
this ‘differential turnout’ would normally be distinguished from ‘swing’ by psephologists, its effect
on the polls is the same and is in essence another facet of the same problem - respondents not

doing what they had honestly told the polisters that they believed they would do.)

(b) Switchers. Some people who had said they would vote for a particular party decided on the
final day to vote differently. All parties lost some voters and gained others but the Conservatives
made a net gain; the largest group were people who had said they intended to vote Liberal

Democrat but finally switched to the Conservatives.

(c) Late deciders. Some people made up their minds to vote and decided which party to support

on the very last day. The Conservatives gained more of these last-minute votes than the other
parties.
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31. We can try to measure each of these aspects directly. We believe all of them played a part in 1992.
Hovééber, the data are inevitably conflicting or ambiguous. In the light of this, we need to consider, in
addition to the direct evidence of late swing, the mood of the electorate throughout the campaign to see
if there were clues suggesting that a late swing of unusual proportions could have been anticipated. In the
secox}d‘ half of this chapter, we show that the conditions existed to produce a larger late swing than usual
in 1992,

4.1. Late swing and differential turnout

32. The most direct evidence of late swing is provided by ICM’s post-election recall study", in which
those voters who were actually interviewed in that company’s eve-of-poll survey were questioned again.
This survey offers the only direct opportunity to examine how those who were interviewed in one of the
final polls actually voted, and found clear evidence of a late swing. Of course, there is some risk of
inaccuracy in the reported vote, but this should be minimised by the short period between the election and
the date of themr‘ecall interviews.
o 19

33. Table 7 shows the effect of adjusting ICM’s eve-of-poll survey successively for each of the three factors,
The la;t line of thé iable consequently shows what the result would have been if the changes revealed by
the recall could hiive been predicted in advance,

‘ “‘ ‘Tabl 1/7: ICM’s eve-of-poll survey as corrected in the light of recall survey data

Ave error Con
Con Lab (all parties) lead
Original data % 38 38 23 0
Adjustments for:
Turnout % 39 39 2.0 0
Switchers % 40 39 1.8 +1
Late deciders % 40 38 1.7 +2
Source: ICM

1 -

_ ICM recontacted 1,203 people out of the original sample of 2,186 interviewed the day before the election (55%). The recall
interviews were conducfed by telephone wherever possible on 12-15 April 1992 and by postal questionnaires to those who did not give
a telephone number, with all questionnaires returned by 23 April included in the figures.
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34. The second useful source of evidence is supplied by panel surveys (see glossary). Two national panel
surveys were conducted, one by MORI for the Sunday Times™ and one by NOP for the Independent on
Sunday®. The panel respondents were interviewed during the second half of the week in which the
election was called, and again during each of the three full weeks of the campaign; they were then
reinterviewed after the election to find out which way they had voted. These surveys can, of course, give
no direct evidence on last-minute swing as their last pre-election interviews were on 3 April, six days
before voting. However, they can measure the total swing in the last week, which is an important part of

the broader picture. They both found a last-week swing entirely consistent with the last-minute swing
recorded by ICM.

35. Over the period of the last week, the panels found a larger swing - 2%4% according to MORI, 4%
according to NOP. (See Table 8). Perhaps most significantly, MORI’s panel shows real evidence of quite

significant change among those who had expressed a voting intention in week four®.

36. The swing suggested by the panels was broadly consistent with the swing recorded by the cross-section
polls over the final week of the campaign. The apparent swing back to the Tories over the last week was
noted by almost all the commentators at the time, among them David McKie who warned in the Guardian

on election day of the possibility of further late swing:

12 The MORI/Sunday Times panel bascline consisted of a nationally representative sample of 1,544 adults aged 18+ in 65
constituency sampling points, and both initial interviews and re-interviews were carried out face to face; 1,257 (81%) were re-
interviewed in the second wave, 1,292 (84%) in the third wave and 1,265 (82%) in the fourth wave. Re-interview responses were
weighted by first wave voting intentions to ensure comparability. For the post-election recall, interviewing by telephone only on the
Friday (April 10) - the Sunday Times going to press on the Saturday - 934 interviews were achieved (60%).

B The NOP panel had 2,155 respondents in its initial wave, interviewed face-to-face; subsequent interviews, by telephonc,
contacted 1,004 (47%) in wave two, 1,000 (46%) in wave three and 1,006 (47%) in wave four. After the election, 620 were re-
contacted on April 10-12 (29%).

M A third panel, of a specially selected panel of potentially ‘floating’ voters, by MORI for the BBC TV programme On the
Record, is of less value for quantifying overall change as it was not intended to be representative of the whole electorate, although

in fact its findings were fully in line with those of the other two. For details of the findings of all three panels, see Table 62 and
appendix 5A and 5B.

1 Of course, there is always some suspicion of the accuracy of post-election recalls. The number on the panel admitting to having
not voted is very low - 6% of those who responded to waves I and V, 5% of those who responded to waves IV and V, which is in stark
contrast to the official turnout figures that state that 22.1% of the electorate did not vote, However, this is consistent with other
MORI/S_unday Times studies in earlier general elections, suggesting that the most significant ‘panel effect’ is to heighten interest in
ic election among panel participants. Of course, real percentage turnout of the electorate is somewhat higher than the official figure
in any case, since not all names on the register represent potential votes: there is a significant (unknown) number of electors
legitimately registered twice but only permitted 1o vote once, and the number of ‘dead names’ (both actual deaths since the register
Wwas compiled and names that were mistakenly included in the first place) is also substantial. However, this may be offset by anything
upto 9% of?hc ql}altﬁed adult population being apparently not registered (see S. Smith, Electoral Registration in 1991, HMSO/OPCS,
1993, for this estimate), although the unregistered population may also be less likely ,lo be polled.
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‘ICM puts the swing over the last week at 2%. Should this swing have continued after the
polisters had put away their clipboards, the Conservatives, written off for most of the

campaign, could yet finish up ahead of Labour.’

The same swing back to the Conservatives over the last week was also recorded by MORI and Harris in
their cross section surveys (3% and 2% respectively) though not by Gallup (%%) or NOP (%:% swing to
Labour); almost all the newspapers reflected the apparent swing in their election day headlines.

37. The findings of one of the two surveys undertaken by the British Election Survey, a panel study which
re-interviewed respondents who had first been interviewed in 1987%, agrees in general with the other
evidence on changes of opinion, although its design is not well-suited to investigating late'swing because

it interviewed its respondents over several weeks during the campaign.

How big was the late swing?

38. Table 8 compares the findings of each poll series or panel over the last week and, where possible, the
reported vote of participants when re-interviewed after the election. The swing over this period breaks
down into two sections, shown in the first two columns of the right hand half of the table. The first
column shows swing between the start of the final week and the end of eve-of-poll interviewing, comparing
the findings of the penultimate and final surveys in each of the five main poll series. The second column
shows swing between the end of interviewing and the vote itself. Only ICM, who re-interviewed their eve-
of-poll sample, directly gives a measure of the swing over this period. The table for completeness also
includes the swing implied by comparing Gallup’s final poll with their post-election poll (which used a
fresh sample) and comparing the eve-of-poll cross-section surveys by MORI and NOP with each company’s
post-election recail of its panel, but it should be borne in mind that here we are not comparing like with
like and there are theoretical objections to measuring swing by comparing cross-sections with panels, SO

the figures should be treated with caution. The final column measures swing over the whole period.

16 Telephone interviews were conducted during the course of the whole campaign among original respondents on the survey who
were available by telephone, who were willing to be re-interviewed and who could be found. In all 1,050 interviews were conducted
during the campaign out of an original sample of 3,826 (27%). Respondents were contacted again after the election to check on wl‘lal
they had actually done. Because of the high level of attrition the achieved samples were weighted on the basis of declared voting
behaymur at the 1987 election (as given by the whole BES sample). The panel was unrepresentative of the 1992 electorate, since it
con.msted only of survivors of a panel originally recruited in 1987. This means, of course, that it excluded entirely all those not
registered to vote in 1987 (including all those who were too young, amounting to about 10% of the adult population); thanks to five
years® attrition it consnst.ed of only those members of the original panel who were stable enough in their lifestyle and housing to be
re-contacted after that time, very possibly an atypical group. A full explanation of the findings of the BES survey are to be found in
A. Heath, R. Jowell and J. Curtice with B. Taylor, Labour’s Last Chance? (Aldershot: Dartmouth, 1994).

ICM/Guardian
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Table 8: Evidence of late swing in the polls
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39. ICM found all three of the component factors of late swing - switching, late decisions and differential
turnout - were present in 1992, and together accounted for about a quarter of the total difference between
the final poll and the outcome of the election, or a late swing of about 1%.

Who claimed to have decided at the last minute?

40. If the Conservatives won as the result of a late swing, it might be argued, this ought to be detectable
in the votes of those who claimed that they decided late. Gallup found an advantage to the Conservatives,
but not of such proportions as to explain the error in the eve-of-poll surveys: 12% of Conservative voters
said they decided ‘in the last few days’ compared with 9% of Labour, equivalent td a swing of about 1%
(and part of this presumably took place before the eve-of-poll surveys). 11% of each group said they had
decided ‘two or three weeks ago’. The MORI Sunday Times panel recall found a similar number of late
deciders, but the party effect was different, being fractionally to Labour.

41. However, it appears that those who wavered in the last week had predominantly intended to vote
Labour before they wavered; consequently an even split of their votes between the parties amounts to 2
swing to the Conservatives - although the late deciders voting for each party at close of play were
approximately equal, a greater proportion of the late deciders who voted Conservative represented real
gains. The MORUI/Sunday Times panel gives evidence of this: of those who said they intended to vote
Labour at the last pre-election interview (a week before voting), 8% subsequently said they made up their
mind ‘in the last 24 hours’ and a further 12% ‘during the last week’ (most of which was after interviewing

ended); this compared to 3% and 8% respectively among Conservatives.
Further evidence on differential turnout

42. The constituency election results offer further evidence to suggest that Labour supporters were in fact
less likely to turn out. Across the country as a whole, turnout was, at 77.9%, 2.4% higher than in 198:7-
But it rose more in the South of England and the Midlands, where the Conservatives were strongest 111
1987, than elsewhere. Equally it rose more in (Conservative) rural seats than in (Labour) urban ones
Indeed, the stronger the Conservatives were in a constituency, the more that turnout rose, while it fell in
many safe inner city Labour seats. Overall, in those seats won by the Conservatives in 1987 turnout rosé
in 1992 on average by 3.5%, while in Labour seats it barely changed (+0.1%)".

: P : (5
43. This pattern strongly suggests that compared with the position in 1987 Conservative supporters wer

more likely to turn out and voting than were Labour supporters. This may not have been because more
Labour supporters stayed at home than did in 1987, but because more Conservative supporters who

173, Curtice and M. Steed in D. Butler and D, Kavanagh, The British General Election of 1992 (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1992)-

-19-

abstained in 1987 turned out in 1992. The results of both the 1992 BES cross-section®® and panel studies
suggest that this was the case. Whereas both reveal similar proportions of those who voted Labour in 1987
saying they did not vote in 1992%, they both show a clear Conservative advantage in 1992 amongst those
who abstained in 1987. In the cross-section study 26% of 1987 abstainers said that they voted Conservative,
while only 19% voted Labour. In the panel study the respective figures are 30% and 24%.

44. It must remain a moot point how far this greater propensity among Conservative supporters to turn
out and vote was actually reflected in the answers respondents gave to the polls before polling day. There
has long been evidence to suggest that some electors are not able to predict accurately whether they will
in fact turn out and vote®. Insofar as this was the case in 1992, the possibility that the polls were partly
Wrong because of differential turnout must be taken seriously.

Evidence from the Post-Election Polls

45. Further evidence that ‘late swing’ was part, but only part, of the explanation for the difference between
the final polls and the eventual outcome also comes from four face-to-face polls undertaken soon after
Polling day which asked voters how they had voted. Their findings are set out in Table 9. While these were
closer to the act"V'l outcome than were the final pre-election polls, on average they still underestimated

the Conservatives! lead.

1

18
A random sample of 3,534 adults on the electoral register, including a boosted sample of 957 in Scotland, representing a

response rate of 73%, were igterviewed between 10 April and July 1992. For full details see A. Heath, R. Jowell and J. Curtice with
B. Taylor, Labour’s Last Chance? (Aldershot: Dartmouth, 1994), pp 302-4.

B the cross-section study 8% of those who said they had voted Labour in 1987 abstained in 1992, compared with 7% of 1987
Conservative voters. In the panel study the figures are 6% and 8% respectively.
2 The percentages are based on 332 in the cross-section study who abstained in 1987, and on 223 in the panel.

Ac, Marsh, ‘Predictions of Voting Behaviour from a Pre-Election Survey’, Political Studies, 1985.
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Table 9: Reported vote in surveys after the 1992 election
Con Lab LDem Oth C lead

Post-election cross-section
polls with fresh samples
Gallup post-election

(10-11 April) % 39 38 19 4 +1
ICM Rowntree Reform

Trust poll (10-11 April) % 40 38 19 4 +2
MORI post-election

(25-28 April) % 39 37 18 6 +2
ICM post-election

(8-9 May) % 4 37 15 4 +7
Average % 40.5 375 17.8 4.5 +4.0
RESULT % 4238 35.2 183 3.7 +7.6
Error % -2.3 +2.3 -0.5 +0.8 -3.6
Surveys re-interviewing
respondents to
pre-election polls t
ICM recall survey % 40 38 18 4 +2
MORI Panel recall % 40 37 21 2 +3
NOP Panel recall % 42 38 17 3 +5
Average % 407 377 187 3.0 +3.6
RESULT % 42.8 352 183 3.7 +7.6
Error % -21 +25 +0.4 -0.7 -4.0
Exit Polls
NOP Exit poll % 40.0 36.3 183 5.4 +3.7
Harris Exit poll % 41.1 36.3 18.0 4.6 +4.8
Average % 40.6 36.3 18.2 5.0 +4.3
RESULT % 42.8 35.2 183 37 +7.6
Emror -2.2 +1.1 -0.1 +1.3 -3.3

46. If the polls’ problem had been only late swing, we would expect these surveys taken after the election
to be very close to the true result, but they were not. Either their samples were imperfect or the answers
they received were misleading. Furthermore, as Table 9 shows, the reported vote in the final wave of the
Panels and in ICM’s recall Survey also understates the Conservative lead. This may suggest that the
problems they suffered were similar, and that the errors in 1992 did not arise from unique problems
Peculiar to that election campaign. Together the two sources of evidence suggest the existence of a pro-
Labour imbalance in the 1992 final polls which accounts for at least half of the difference between the

results of the final pre-election Polls and the eventual outcome. Nevertheless, they also confirm that part
of the problem was, indeed, late swing.
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4.2. Volatilig; of the electorate

47. Some commentators have argued since the election that late swing should be discounted as an
explanation since they saw no evidence that the electorate was any more volatile than in past elections,
When late swing has been very limited. Why should we believe in a sudden late swing if the electorate was,
UP 1o that point, as stable in its views as normal? In any case, there is in fact concrete evidence that the
electorate was more volatile in 1992 than in the three previous elections: the campaign panels, the only

direct evidence of mind-changing during the campaign, show this clearly.

Evidence of gross change

43. Panels offer the best means of examining the volatility of the electorate during the campaign?. The
Snapshot cross-section i)olls are at best able to measure net movement, when a much larger movement is
Certainly going on under the surface with respondents moving in opposite directions cancelling each other
Out. Panel surveys can go further, and directly measure gross change. By re-interviewing the same
Tespondents they are able to detect all the movement of opinion occurring within the sample.

. .

49. Of course, panels can have their own disadvantages. A sampling error in the initial wave of a panel
Will persist in a way- that it would not in a series of snapshot polls. There are also two specific ‘panel
effects’ . attrition ("t‘ at is, distorting effects caused by inevitable drop-outs from the original samp.le' - see
glossary) and panel conditioning (the simple fact of participating in the panel making the participants
entative of the population). These potential problems must lead to some caution in
ults but do not outweigh the major advantages of our ability to look at gross change.

atypical and unrepﬁ

interpreting' pane)

50. we are able to examine two groups separately, the ‘switchers’ (those who transfer their loyalties
directly from one major party to another - see glossary) and the ‘churners’ (those who switch from don’t
know to g major party or vice-versa)®. We can see the history of the size of these groups from the
findings of MORT’s Sunday Times panel at each of the last four elections. Table 10 shows the percentage
of the panel in each case whose responses at the start of the campaign were different from those they gave
at the final wave of interviewing before polling day; these are broken down into those who switched

—

2 For an extensive review of panel studies, see I. Fallon and R. Worcester in 1. Crewe and B. Gosschalk, Political

Communications: the British General Election of 1992, Cambridge University Press. (In Press).

B Unfonunately, Panel studies are not an ideal tool for getting a good overall pr:ture of ‘d(_)n't knows' or of thosF who ultimately
failed to vote, By their nature, panels are subject to a ‘selection effect’ (lhf)se least mtem.sted in politics are most likely to drop out
Or to refuse in the first Place) and a ‘conditioning effect’ (the effect of being repeatedly interviewed may ma'ke tfne panel, members
atypical, in particular by stirring up their interest in the election); oonsequen}ly panels tend to haw{e fewer ‘don’t knmvs than the
Population as a whole, and they may well be unrepresentative of all ‘don’t knows’. In fact the numbers in thse categories in the panels
were far 0o small to draw any statistically significant conclusions about them, although they can contribute to the overall figures.
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support between the three main parties and the ‘churners’. (For fuller details of the figures see Appendix
5A.)

Table 10: Changes of mind during election campaigns 1979-92

‘Switchers’ ‘Churners’ Total
% of electorate % of electorate % of electorate
switching switching changing answers
between main parties to or from during
during campaign others/don’t knows campaign
1979 5.6 6.9 12.5
1983 7.8 7.1 149
1987 84 10.1 18.5
1992 94 116 21.0
Source: MORI/Sunday Times panels

51. In 1992, MORI’s figures (Table 11) are closely confirmed by NOP’s panel study for the Independent
on Sunday (Table 12), though there are no data from earlier years from that study.

Percentages of the electorate switching during the campaign 1992
(not including final week)

Table 11: Switching in the 1992 MORY/Sunday Times panel

Week 1
(After election announced)

Lab LD

0.8 14
1.2

0.2

—

28
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Table 12: Switching in the 1992 NOP/Independent on Sunday Panel

Week 1

One week (After election announced)
before

election % Lab LD

Admitted changes of mind

52. Although there was more behavioural volatility in 1992 than previously, there is no evidence that the
Social Psychology of the electorate was any different - the voters did not ‘feel’ more volatile. But this
merely emphisises that the potential for substantial sudden swing has been present in the past - what was
different in 1992 was that the electorate were more likely to act upon it.

_ |

53. For examplel uestions asking respondents how likely they thought they were to change their minds,
elicited broadly similar responses to previous years But these still revealed very considerable potential for
volatility, even ifithe potential has not been realised at previous elections. 42% of respondents to the first
wave of interviews in the MORI/Sunday Times panel (11-12 March) said either that they were undecided
Which way they would vote (14%) or might consider switching from the party they then supported (28%

Of the entire panel and 32% of those naming a party).

54. In MORYs post-election omnibus survey (25-28 April 1992), respondents were asked to choose

between the three options:

"Q. Which of these descriptions applied to you during the election campaign?”

"I never seriously considered switching my vote to another party" ) ] 68%
"I did seriously consider switching my vote to another party, but decided not to 18%
"I did switch my vote from another party” 11%
Don’t know 3%
Source: MORI

Base: All who said they voted (1,623)

In other words three voters in ten were prepared to admit, even after the event, that they had at least

wavered.
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55. The ‘when did you decide?’ questions tell a similar tale. Both Gallup and MORI in their recall surveys
produced figures comparable to those in previous elections, which were nevertheless high. When Gallup
asked ‘How long ago did you decide which way you would finally vote?’, 73% said ‘a long time ago’, 13%
‘two or three weeks ago’ (i.e. during the campaign) and 14% in the ‘last few days’. The number admitting
having decided late was no higher than in previous elections®. The MORI recall of the Sunday Times
panel found a similar number of late deciders to Gallup. But the figures indicate that, far from being
Stable, the electorate has always had the potential for substantial volatility. (The Harris exit poll, in fact,
did find unusually high numbers admitting late decisions: 21% claimed to have decided in the last week

and a further 9% on polling day itself.)

56. The 1992 BES cross-section study, too, found comparable figures in 1992 to those in the past, as
Table 13 illustrates, but once again it is equally clear that the number of potential switchers has always

been high and the possibility of a late swing has always been present.

Table 13: Time of decision 1974-92

% of voters who said
they thought of voting
for another party

% of voters who
said they decided
during campaign

Feb 1974 23 25
Oct 1974 22 -

1979 28 31
1983 22 28
1987 21 28
1992 24 26

Source: BI@

e o : 2 ; t this
57. The volatility of the electorate in 1992 suggests a substantial potential for late swing. The fact tha
: " ; ; aken
potential may have been equally present in previous elections, yet remained unrealised, does not wé

- " . - ions.
this argument but, rather, emphasises the possibility that late swing may occur again at future electio

volatile they
98. A feature of the 1992 campaign seems to have been that the electorate were unaware how volatile t
; o a decision
were. Considerably more of the MORI panel admitted after the election that they had come t Cll
i l
at the last moment than had earlier indicated that they were in any doubt. A week before the election only

. : aid
10% of the total said that they might change their vote; when it came to the point, 15% of those who s

24 Compared to the 73% who claimed to have decided ‘a long time ago’ and 13% ‘two or three weeks ago’ in 1992, Gallup foull;:
73% and 15% respectively in 1979, 78% and 14% in 1983, and in 1987 when the question was asked regularly throughout e
campaign the figures were 73% and 14% at eve of poll; hence only in 1983 does there seem to have been significantly less last-mint
decision making.
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they actually voted had changed parties. This in its turn is well short of the 21% who later said that they
decided within the last week®. This evidence is what we would expect if there was a late swing: voters
Who had earlier been convinced that their minds were made up changed their opinions right at the end
of the Campaign, and only in retrospect was it possible to detect the degree of uncertainty which ultimately

€xisted.

43 Late swing: conclusion

59. We estimate that late swing, in all its forms, probably accounted for between a fifth and a third of the
total error in 1992. The net effect of this late swing is relatively small in statistical terms but the increase
in the Tory lead could have made the difference between the polls suggesting that Labour would be the

largest single party in a hung parliament and suggesting that the Conservatives would be the larger of the

W0, a fraction short of an overall majority.

60. Although the electorate was unusually volatile in behavioural terms - more of them actually changed
their minds than in the past - they do not seem to have felt more volatile than at previous elccfions. The
Potential for a Jate swing has always existed. The possibility of its happening again cannot be cflsco'u.nted,
and polisters need to be prepared for its consequences as far as possible. We discuss electors’ inability to

Predict their own behaviour, especially in the context of a close election, in chapter 9.

61. Meanwhile, we have seen that late swing explains only part of the poll error; we have still to explain
l .
most of the problem. Were the samples unrepresentative? Were the answers the pollsters were given

Misleading? Was the data misinterpreted? These are the questions we must €xamine next.

L U

25 Taking into account the whole election campaign, 27% of the MORI panel faid they might change party at' the first survey,
and a further 4% of those who claimed to be committed did in fact change by POI[‘"S_ day. This 31% compares'mth fhe 37%_“’"?
said that they finally made up their minds after the campaign started. Of those who said at wave ! that they had ‘definitely decided
Which way they were voting and that there was not ‘a chance that [they] might change [their] mmd, 15% sal.d on the r.ecall wave that
they finally decided during the campaign. There was a distinct party effect, with only 8% of initial ‘committed’ Tories but 17% of
‘committed” Labour and 23% of ‘committed’ Liberal Democrats subsequently wavering.




-26 -

5. WOULD IT HAVE BEEN BETTER WITH BIGGER SAMPLES?

S.1_What is Sampling Error?

62. One of the most basic tasks in survey research is to ensure that the sample interviewed is
representative of the population being observed. If the polls were wrong in 1992, the possibility that they
interviewed the wrong people is perhaps the simplest and most obvious explanation. This could arise in
a number of ways.

63. Even the most efficient polls are subject to the risk of sampling variation. Since only a sample rather
than the whole population is interviewed, they are dependent on the law of averages tQ give them a

. 26
representative sample. The extent of likely error is limited, and can be mathematically calculated™.

64. However, if flaws enter the sampling procedure, other errors are possible. Any procedure which allows
a biased sample - one which makes it more likely that one section of the population will be interviewed
than another - is obviously dangerous. Of course, it is not enough to eliminate bias in deciding who t0
approach for interviews - the most perfect sample survey cannot expect to achieve 100% response, and bias
may enter by the refusal of some groups to participate. Some means of compensating for this possibility
is necessary. One means of attempting to achieve this is ‘quota sampling’, which targets types rather than
individuals for interviews, attempting to make samples representative of the population by ensuring that
they conform to the appropriate proportion of various demographic sub-categories; quota sampling is used
by most modern opinion polls in Britain, and was the methodology used by all the election polls in 199.2-
Weighting is also used to add further accuracy. We have to see how far these methods were successful i

eliminating the possibility of bias in the sample.

. . . : for
65. Another problem for polisters is to ensure that they are sampling the right population. The polls
. - c a
the most part focus on the adult population of Great Britain; if those with the right to vote ar ;
o . : i a
significantly different group, or if the polisters fail successfully to isolate the subsection who will actually

vote, error could creep in.

with
66. The polls in 1992 might have gone wrong in any of these respects, and consequently ended

unsatisfactory samples.

ndom
% Although, as we discuss below, strictly speaking these mathematical calculations of probable error apply only to pure a
samples.
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67. One of the criticisms that is sometimes levelled at surveys is that they rely on samples that are too
small; with a sample size of between 1,000 and 2,000, it is suggested, you cannot hope to get a
Tepresentative picture of the nation’s opinions except by a fluke. This criticism is misconceived, and
Statistical error arising from small sample sizes - sampling variability - cannot have contributed significantly

to explaining the error of the polls in 1992.

[

68. Sampling variability must be distinguisheﬁ from sampling bias, which we discuss in the next chapter.
Sampling variability is the inevitable mathematical consequence of probability: you cannot draw a perfect
Sample every time. In layman’s terms, sampling variability is that aspect of polling where the polisters are
forced to rely on the law of averages, and where the degree of accuracy could theoretically be improved
by using bigger samples. Sampling bias, by contrast, is a systematic error in the sampling process which
Makes some types of individual more likely to be selected than others, and which consequently skews the
Tesults; this is not related to sample size, since a large but biased sample will perform just as badly as a

Small ope,

69. The variation between individual polls during the 1992 campaign was comparatively small. (See
Paragraphs 4 to 7). A fraction at most of this variation is accounted for by systematic differences, between
the companies. The remaining variation between the polls taken at the same time was probably the effect
Of samplirig variability, as was most of the variation over time. Allowing for these factors, we find the polls

0 Substa ' L i the fin
In substantive agreet‘r‘ent, and still adrift from the actual vote. The difference between al polls and

the actual result is certainly not to be accounted for by sampling variation.

Ve

S:2_The Theory of Sampling Variability

70. When we use a sample to produce estimates of the characteristics of a whole population we have to
accept a degree of imprecision. We cannot expect any single sample to be a perfect representation of the

Population. Nor can we expect any two samples to be perfect replicas of each other. This is the concept
of sampling variability; it underlies the cautionary disclaimer almost always attached to reports of opinion

Poll results, the warning that the results are subject to sampling error of, say, plus or minus three percent

for a sample of 1,000 people.

33 _The Extent of Variability

71. How much variation should we expect in the polls? Unfortunately, this is a very complex and technical

question, which causes much confusion for the layman and is difficult to convey simply (above all in a
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popular newspaper). The usual assumption is that the margin of error can be calculated by a relatively
simple formula based on sample size, but strictly speaking this formula applies only to one-off pure
random (or probability) samples (see Appendix 4 and glossary); for normal two-stage, clustered, random
samples, and for quota samples, the position is more complicated.

72. The extent of variability - or the size of likely error - attached to any sample-based statistic can be
estimated from the results of a single survey. With complex sample designs, as must be used in the polls,
however, this can be a demanding and laborious process.

73. An alternative approach is to use variations between different polls as empirical estimates of sampling
variability. In this approach, a set of polls is regarded as a series of independent replications of the same
process: this is a valid assumption provided that the polls used essentially the same methodology and that
there was no movement in the variables being estimated (or, alternatively, that the pattern of movement
is known). We know that the methods used by different polisters vary little; if they produce systematically
different results the difference is too small to be readily detected?”. We also know that, over the four-
week campaign period in 1992, there was little underlying movement in aggregate reported voting
intentions, except for the rise in Liberal Democrat support. We can therefore proceed by assuming, fﬁe"
allowing for this minor trend, that we would expect all polls to produce the same estimates; variations
between them are taken to arise from sampling variability; this enables us to achieve a numerical estimate

of the vaxjiation.

74. Analysis of variations between 50 polis carried out during the campaign gives us an estimate of abf)ut
1.5% as the ‘Standard Error’ of an estimate of a single party’s share of vote. (This result is almost identical
to that calculated in the same way after the 1987 General Election®.) The standard error is a measure
of the extent of imprecision inherent in any given poll result. It is the kind of fluctuation from overall
trend that must be expected to arise. We should not be surprised at even greater fluctuations: for example,
one in twenty poll estimates can be expected to deviate from the overall trend by more than twice th‘f
standard error (plus or minus 3% in the case of a single party share). This is the ‘95% Confidence Interval
(the level of accuracy that 95% of polls can statistically be expected to achieve) and is the figure usually
quoted as an estimate of the sampling error of a poll’s results. On the other hand, most polls will be more
accurate than this - nineteen in twenty can be expected to be within the 3% band, but half can be expected

to have an error of no more than 1%.

dershot:
* Clifford and Heath's analysis in A. Heath, R. Jowell and J. Curtice with B. Taylor, Labour’s Last Chance? (Al

Dartmouth, 1994) found evidence of a company effect, but its impact was very small.

BMm. Collins, ‘Lessons from the Polls’ (1988 MRS Confereqce Papers).
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75. Our empirical analysis of variation between the polls confirms that the standard +3% margin of error
usually quoted is a realistic statement of the sampling error normally to be expected in opinion polis.

76. Any poll’s estimate of the gap between two parties (e.g. between Labour and Conservative) will be less
Precise, since it is calculated as the difference between two imprecise estimates. From the same 50 polis
We can estimate the standard error of the gap between the two largest parties at about 2.5%. The 95%
confidence interval is plus or minus 5%. (Again these are very similar to the estimates derivc.ad in 1?87.)
Thus, we should not be surprised if a single poll produces an estimate of the gap or lead which deviates
from the overall trend by 5%. In a series of 50 polls we expect two or three to deviate from trfmd by e\.ren
more. In 1992, two did so: a Harris poll for the Daily Express in the second week of the campaign showing
a5% Tory lead, and a MORI poll for The Times in the third week showing a 7% Labour lead. Ev.en these
deviations could be due to sampling variability, although the MORI 7% lead, which coincided with leads

. . t.
©f 6% (Harris) and 49 (ICM) in other polls, may be a reflection of a genuine movemen

54 The Effect of Averaging Polls .

77. These margins of error sound large, but they are not nearly large enough to explain the error in the
polls’ ‘éstimates of the final result. The results of a single poll, using a sample of around 1,500 or 2,000,
will be subject to some imprecision. As an exdinple, the last poll in the campaign - an ICM poll f°: th‘:
Guardian carried gut on 8 April - produced an estimate that Labour am'i Con.sewﬁtl"‘== were exactly fzve
In terms, of votin intentions. The 95% confidence interval around this mumatt? (on the assumpflons
outlined above) was of a 5% Labour lead through to a 5% Conservative leafd: .a wide range, but un.llkely
at the margins. Much more likely, a two-to-one bet, is that it would fall within a 2.5% Conservative to

2.5% Labour range,

iability i i lanation of the
78. Even for this one poll, however, sampling variability is an extremely unlikely :xplead on ot
discrepancy between the poll estimate and the result the following day of a (Eonserva ve .o
8%. And we are concerned in this report not with a discrepancy for a single poll but a systematic

dis"epancy for many different polls.

79. The main determinant of sampling variability is the size of the sample: the larger the sample, the lower
the sampling variability. When we look at the average results yielded by a number of. polis w.ve are
effectively considering a larger sample. Thus, we saw in Chapter 1 that the four polls mmed out in the
last two days of the campaign suggested, on average, a Labour lead of about 1%. With a combined sample
size close to 8,000, the 95% confidence interval around the average estimate of the £ap between the two
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largest parties was roughly from a Labour lead of 3% through to a Conservative lead of 1%: a much

narrower range, well distant from the actual result.

80. If we look at the campaign as a whole, the effect is even more dramatic. Then we have 50 polls, with
an aggregate sample size of around 75,000 interviews. In terms of sampling variability, the average
estimate, of a Labour lead of about 1.5%, had high precision. The 95% confidence interval - about one-
third of one percent either way - would encompass only a range in the Labour lead from just over 1% to
just under 2%. Plainly, this slight imprecision is not even a significant contributory explanation of the
difference between the polls® estimate of a Labour lead of 1.5% and the outcome of a Conservative lead
of 7.6%.

5.5 The ICM Press Association Poll

81. In confirmation, we can note the results of the very large poll carried out by ICM for the Press
Association about a week before the election. With over 10,000 interviews, this poll would be e1“1’°"“”d
to have high precision, with 95% confidence intervals of about plus or minus 0.5% on a party share and

about plus or minus 1% on the lead.

82. In the event, the poll suggested a Labour lead of 2.5%, slightly greater than the average estimate of
the lead in other polls at the time, but close in party vote shares to all of them. (See Appendix 1). In other
words, the bigger sample made no appreciable difference to the findings®. Sampling variability cz.m
probably explain why the poll deviated somewhat from others; it does almost nothing to explain why 1t5

results bore little resemblance to the actual election result.

. . g ith the
® The same was true of the 1991 Press Association poll, which, with a 10,000 sample, yielded findings closely in line with
other polls (based on smaller samples) conducted at the same time.,
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6. WERE THE SAMPLES CHOSEN WRONGLY?

83. In the previous chapter we examined one type of sampling error, sampling variability. A second, and
Potentially much more dangerous form of sampling error is sampling bias: this is what happens when there
is a'systematic flaw in the method of drawing samples which skews the whole process with the result that
the average sample - the ‘expected’ result - will be unrepresentative. We concluded that sampling variability
does nothing to explain the error in 1992; sampling bias, by contrast, we believe to have been a significant

contributory factor.

6.1 Quota sampling

84. The vast majority of polls published during the campaign used a very si@ﬂf quf s=fn.lpling
methodology. Quota sampling is a method by which interviewers instead of targeting specific .mdmduals
Pre-selected from a list (as in random sampling) target hpes of individuals to fit pre‘determmed. target
Numbers or “fluotas’. The population is divided up into a number of categories, and the npmber in eac.h
Category or ‘celr’ of the quota reflects that category’s size in the population as a wholc.? -.for eifamplet if
a ql‘iOta was set by age the interviewers might be instructed to carry out 13% of their interviews with

i i tire adult ulation.
Tespondents aggd 18-24, since that is the proportion of 18-24 year olds in the en pop

8s. The purposg of quota sampling is to ensure that the sample is representative of the po;iulat.ion when
Judged By the \uriabl&s used in the quotas (e.g- age), and it is hoped thereby to ensure that It will also be
Tepresentative of the other factor.s which the survey is attempting to measure (e.g. voting behaviour). The
quota methods used by most polling companies aim to mirror the structure of the adult population within

selected variables, Typically they ensure that the achieved sample is Tepresentative by sex, by age (up to

four age groups would be specified), by social class (up to four groups) and some polls include working

Status, '

86. These methods of necessity simplify the segmentation of the adult population fmd there is a possibility
that within each cell of the quota an unrepresentative sample is contacted. The fISk that any sample may
look representative by accepted classification methods but contain some other bias remains. This may be
Particularly likely if those within any cell who are most available to be interviewed, or who are most willing
to be interviewed, are unrepresentative. This is the next possibility that we must investigate: there are clear
signs that the samples achieved were, indeed, unrepresentative. If so, are there alternative or variant

methods available which will reduce the risk or enable the polisters to compensate for it?
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How the quota method was operated in 1992

What were the quota controls used?

87. All the companies used virtually the same basic sets of variables in their quota controls. Age, sex and
social grade (see glossary) featured in all quotas and most companies also used working status. The
National Readership Survey (NRS)* was generally used as the source for quotas, with additional use of
OPCS mid-1990 population projections and by NOP of their own random omnibus survey (which in turn
is weighted on the basis of NRS and OPCS figures). There were variations in the extent to which the quota

variables were interlocked with each other. Table 14 summarises the quotas set by each of the polling
organisations.

Table 14: Quota controls used by each polling organisation

Number
of cells

Gallup Telegraph 22 Five age (18-24, 25-34, 35-44, 45-54, 65+ ), within sex; four class (AB, Cl,
C2, DE) within sex; working/not working within sex. AB
Harris ITN 12 Four age groups within sex (18-29, 30-44, 45-64, 65+); four class (AB,
C1, C2, DE). _ -
Four age groups within sex (18-24, 25-44 ,45-pension age, over pens
age); four class (AB, C1, C2, DE). ) sion
Four age groups within sex (18-24, 25-44 ,45-pension age, over pen
age); four class (AB, Cl, C2, DE).
Sex, three class ((ABCI, C2, DE), four age (18-24, 25-44, 45-64, 65+) and
three working status (Full time, part time, not working). AB
Sex, four age (18-24, 25-39, 40-retirement age, pensioner), four class (AB,
Cl, C2, DE), working status (working, not working). DE)
Three age (18-34, 35-54, 55+) within three class (ABCI, C2, —
Working status within sex (Male full time, male other, female full or p
time, female not working).

Harris Observer 12
Harris Express 12
ICM  Guardian 12
MORI Times 12

NOP  Independent 13

B

i i : . . t each
83. With one exception, these quotas were operated through taking an equal number of interviews a
i ' i i - ion as 2
of a number of constituency sampling points, chosen collectively to be representative of the nation

. ion of
whole. (Each company had its own individual set or sets of sampling points; we discuss the selection
sampling points below, paragraph 230 et seq).

: 50
89. The Gallup sample design for their final poll was unlike the others. It was a mixture of 1

. : . . ) o N _ . oie
fepresentative sampling points with 10 Interviews in each and an additional 50 Conservative marginal se

~3% =

i i ighti i rrect the
With 20 interviews in each yielding about 2,500 interviews. Substantial weighting was applied to co

: : 31
Oversampling in Conservative marginals®.

% res of other
90. If the quota system were operating effectively, we would expect the polls’ measu

i all see, this was not the
demogl'aphic variables not included in the quota to be fairly accurate. As we sh 3 S
were unre !

Case. The estimates of at least two important variables were very poor - the samples P

This led naturally to error in the voting intention estimates.

How did the polisters weight their findings? S
°1. Hand-in-hand with quota techniques goes the weighting of the data. Most p

all failures in the field to meet
Weigming to their polls. Those who did apply weights made sure that any sm

: i i ighti hich were not part
quotas were corrected. MORI and NOP used additional variables in their weighting w.

Of the quota controls,

i nd correct for any:deviation.
% Weigmjng is a useful and normally necessary adjustment to check a R
indi use o
However, the investigation of classification variables indicates that the e Dz
. . 5
a weightiﬂg in 1992 probably made the voting intention estimates worse by infl

. improved the estimates.
the weightings been correct, the adjustments could have imp

g organisation in final polls

. Iin,
Table 15: Weighting strategies used by each po
[ —— 5

i i i correct T.he

oversampling of Conservative nggmals.

No weighting applied to ﬁnai poll

Harris - Obsery er No weighting applied to ﬁna1 pgn -
ars Express No weighting applied to final p e

ing status and regi _
ICM Guardian Weighted for age, S€x, c}ass, :]?;I:engwnership, housing tenure and region.
MOR] Times Weighted for age, sex, class,

. ing tenure and car ownership.
NOP  fng nd Weighted for age, sex, class, working status, housing
ependent eig , SE€X,
—~——_Tac

Harris ITN

where decisions
yation i t there are a few cases
93. One conclusion that has emerged from our investigation is tha

i t seem to have been a Scrious
0 i H 1S does no
f Weghling were not taken on a C()nsislelll basis. Although th

is preferable for weighting strategies
contributory factor to the 1992 error, it is potentially dangerous: lsip

— S

he only company 10 find a slight Conservative lead in their final
eon

i werct lls.
3 This unusual design may conceivably explain why Gallup n the average of the other pol

. H more TO['Y tha
Poll, although their polls throughout the campaign were a little




[iaris e miariabtad

-
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to be designed i
- gned in advance and adhered to throughout a poll series, rather than based on ad hoc decisions
taken for each particular poll.

ig:;dlzq::ziei:::l::;m:o:;:e quotas set and achieved, and of any corrective weighting, a few minor
for 18-24s; another used. somCWhmple, one company used the proportion of 15-24 year olds in their quota
another wed an altermative sout lat out-of-date NRS statistics as the basis of their quota controls while
minor inadequacies of indiv::a grade profile not based on NRS results (and found fewer ABCls). But

ual polls do not contribute to the explanation of the generally poor

performance of th .
L e polls collectively. We need to find some significant shortcoming that was common to

Variations i :
ns in poll findings on classification variables

95. We can tes
t ho .
w well the polls succeeded in achieving representative samples by examining theif

measures of classificati
tlo - - 5 .
n data - demographic information for which reliable objective data is now available

Some gathered
al] .
wsed in the ot of data on their respondents while others restricted themselves to just those variables
uota co . '
1 ntrols. However, there is some evidence that the general sampling methodology and

uota ¢

quota ‘controls employed failed to provide consistent and valid measures of certain key variables. In
jcations that the general quotd
1d have remained
rmally
of the

unweighted figures .
gures was considerably higher than should be expected; the average of the unweighted figures
and the application of weighting

arti

unchanged during the Ca;;n a:. have had some weaknesses. Each of these variables shou

distributed around the trup ign and we would expect the polls to produce a range of estimates no
e figure. In fact, there were three distinct danger signs: the variance

Was some way fr
om N
y the true proportion, indicating a bias in the samples;

to correct for bias
or
138 actually made the figures worse, not better.

Housing Tenure

96. Housi
' Ing tenure is qui
i .
s quite strongly correlated with voting behaviour. In particular, coungcil tenants have

a much higher a1e
in 22 campaj probability of voting Labour. Table 16 shows the proportion of counci
gn polls which collected this data. The polls are rank ordered on the unweighted percentag?

of council ¢,
enants. (N .
(Not all the polls in the table are weighted by housing tenure - in the €asé of those that

are not, the di 0
’ iffe
rence between the weighted and unweighted ﬁgures reflects the effect on the measure f

tenure of wei
¢ightin
g by other factors. It should be noted that even those polis whi

1 tenants measured

ch were weighted by

lenure do no
tall
perfectly reflect the target figure. This is an effect of rim-weighting: this technique allo%*
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polls t i i
o be simultaneously weighted by a number of control variables, but it is not always possible to

Precisely meet all the targets.)

Table 16: Proportion of council tenants measured in 22 campaign polls

Polister Poll Unweighted Weighted
% %

Census
IIfIRS 1939 ' ;ﬁ
Ng}‘: Mail on Sunday 2 175 - 200*
Gallu In_dependent 3 18.8 240 *
NOP P Final poll 19.0 20.0
Gallup Mail on Sunday 4 19.7 240 *
Gallup %cfond poll 200 21.0
NoP ird poll 200 20.0
NOPp Independent 1 20.0 24.0 *
NOP Mail on Sunday 3 20.4 240*
MOR] Independent 2 20.5 40"
NOP Times final poll 20.6 - 240*
MOR] Independent final 20.7 240°
1M Times fourth poll 21.6 29*
ICM PA 10,000 poll 22.0 230
MOR] - Final poll 22.0 220
Gallup Tt.mes second poll 224 225*
Gallup ~ First poll 230 240
Harrig - Fourth poll 23.0 23.0
MOR] ~ ITN second poll 23.0 170
MOR] * Times third poll 232 234°
Harris “ Ti’nes first po]l 23-2 23'2
Harris, /| TTN final poll 250 250

‘ ITN first poll 26.0 250

— * Polls weighted by tenuré

to 26% before any weighting was

97. Th .
+ 1he estim
imate of council tenarits in Table 16 ranged from 17.5%
ughout the campaign.

applieq
s & vVariati
ariation of 8.5% on a measure that should have been static thro

* Nose .
Rationg) ¢ Companies which weighted by housing tenure” seem to have adopted 24% 3as the correct
a . s 2 Ly
Tget for this variable. The publication of 1991 census data (which were ot available in April

1992)
Suggests 2
that the correct proportion of adults in council housing during
of council tenants and

©n weights
Slight) were applied they generally led to an overstatement
y the LabOur vote

1991 was just over 19%.
therefore inflated

\—

* ony N
OP 3 .
nd MORI weighted their final poll by tenure.
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99. This confusion seems to have arisen from two sources. One was the use of the percentage of
households in council houses as the target rather than the percentage of individuals: this was measured
at 24% by the General Household Survey and 25% by the National Readership Survey. Second, it appears
that even allowing for the confusion between households and individuals, the figures used were higher than
those eventually published in the Census, which found only 21.4% of households were council tenancies
and only 19.5% of adults lived in these households. The NRS over the relevant period in fact found 21.5%
of adults were council tenants; the results for June 1992 - May 1993 based on the Postcode Address File
sample and computer assisted personal interviews shows council tenants down to 20.0% (see paragraph
107 et seq below). This is much closer to the 1991 census resuls.

100. It is worth noting that although there was considerable variation in the unweighted findings on tenure,
with one exception the effect of weighting was to worsen (or leave unaltered) rather than to improve the
accuracy. In this respect the quota methodology appears to have performed better than the weighting. This
was the case even for those companies who were not weighting by tenure, which indicates that the cause

of the unrepresentativeness of the samples involved more than just the fact of using one incorrect weight.

101. The exception, the second poll which Harris conducted for ITN, clearly had some sample problems.
The weighting applied reduced the council tenants from 23% to just 17%. This survey still produced a 6%
Labour lead, one of the highest of the campaign. It would have been even higher without this corrective
weighting. This was probably a rogue poll (see glossary) and Harris used the housing tenure profile of
respondents from their exit poll at the previous General Election as the base for corrective weighting. This

Was an unusual weighting strategy.

Car ownership

102. Car availability is another variable related to voting intention which was measured by some of the
polisters. Adults living in households with two or more cars are more likely to vote Conservative. Table 17
shows the results from fifteen campaign poll estimates of the proportion of adults living in households
with two or more cars. The unweighted measures are in the range 24% to 27%, but after weighting the
Tange widens to 21% to 27%. The NOP weighting plan used the car ownership variable and the profile

is based on results from their regular random omnibus survey.
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Table 17: Proportion in two or more car households measured in 16 campaign polls

Pollster Poll Unweighted Weighted
' % %
NRS 1991 318
ﬁensus 1991 :;1):
Op Mail On Sunday 2 24.4 :
Nop Mail On Sunday 3 26.1 .21
NoPp Mail On Sunday 4 238 211
Nop Independent 1 n/a 220
Nop Independent 2 n/a 22-3
Nop Independent 3 n/a 22-0
Nop Independent Final n/a 22,
Nop Mail On Sunday 1 244 232
Gallup Second poll 250 24.0
Gallup First poll 240 25.0
Gallup Third poll 260 250
Gallup Final poll 250 222-3
Harris Observer 2 250 27' 0
Gallup Fourth poll 260 0
Harris ITN Final 270 27.
e ————

103. Again, it seems that the polls generally underestimate this characteristic. The 1991 NRS gives an

SStimate of 31.8% for adults aged 18 and over living in two-car households.
ownership, the Labour vote would

As we have observed with

housmg tenure, if the polls had achieved more accurate estimates of car
have been reduced.

104. On the evidence presented so far, it seems that well-controlled quota samples which produced

al grade did not usually produce reliable estimates of

re oy ;. .
Presentative samples based on age, sex and socl 4 the measurement

“ouncil tenure or car ownership. Both these variables are related to voting patterns,
€ error a minor one.

. was th
CITOT Was in the same direction - a tendency to overstate Labour sUpport: Nor

The difference between the worst estimates of the polls and the figures they would have achlev.ed b’;
: . uivalent to a swing o
Welghting to a correct estimate of either of the two variables would have been eq en g

ar _
ound 1%, a quarter of the total error.

Trade U
nion membership ) o ) .
105. By contrast, a third variable measured by some pollsters that also correlates with voting {n:nutm :1:1
i e variation in the
not demonstrate bias in any particular direction although there was once again som

i timated union
Polisters’ estimates. Table 18 shows the results from fifteen campaign polls which cs m.la u 1.
There is no definitive source of validation material

Membership, The esti 15% t0 21%.
P- The estimates range from 9% union membership. This was

o , . 1
for this €Stimate but based on past surveys the polisters expectation was
Indeeq Precisely the figure found by the- British Election Study.
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Table 18: Proportion of Trade Union members measured in 15 campaign polls
Polister Poll Unweighted Weighted
% %
BES 19.0
Harris ITN Final poll 150 15.0
Harris ITN First poll 16.0 16.0
Gallup Fourth poll 17.0 17.0
Harris ITN Second poll 17.0 18.0
MORI Times First poll 17.9 17.9
Gallup First poll 18.0 18.0
Gallup Final poll 18.0 18.0
Gallup Second poll 19.0 19.0
Gallup Third poll 19.0 19.0
MORI Times Final poll 19.4 19.5
MORI S.Times Baseline 19.6 19.2
MORI Times Second poll 19.7 19.5
MORI Times Fourth poll 19.8 19.4
MORI First Tuesday poll 212 208
MORI Times Third poll 21.2 21.1 —

106. In this respect our findings are more encouraging: most of the polls’ estimates are close t0 the
expected figure. Trade union ‘membership is, presumably, better correlated with the variables used for
quotas (not least working status) than are housing tenure, number of cars or, most importantly, voting
behaviour. This illustrates the importance of having effective variables as the basis for quotas (or

weighting) if quota sampling is to be successful.

Data sources for weighting and quotas

107. Of course, the success of the quota methodology also depends crucially on the availability of accurat®
information on the distribution of the social characteristics on which quotas are set. All of the 0Pini°'n
polls relied in whole or in part upon the results of the National Readership Survey as their source for this
information®, although measuring the social profile of the country is not one of the explicit Objccme's
of the survey. This survey uses random rather than quota sampling and is undertaken on a continuous basis
by Research Services Ltd™. At the time of the election, the most recent information available from the

1 . . Or-
survey was for 1990; in two years social change is unlikely to have been a substantial source of err

3 : . .
_* Some used the mid-year population estimates for 1990 published by OPCS as their source for the distribution of age and 5%
while NOP also used their own random omnibus survey. The NRS was itself weighted to the OPCS mid-year estimates.

34 For further details see National Readership Survey: Tables relating to January-December 1992 (London: NRS, 1993)..
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Contrary to some press reports after the election, none of the polisters relied upon the results of the 1981
Census which was of course substantially out of date by the time of the 1992 election™.

108. The recent publication of results from the 1991 Census provides an opportunity to assess the social
Profile of the National Readership Survey. We have been able to make a number of comparisons between
the results for all of the 1991 NRS surveys together and the results of the 1991 Census, although there
are a number of differences between the methodology of the Census and the NRS, which make comparison
difficult. Most importantly, the Census does not use the Social Grade classification scheme, so we are
unable to check accuracy in that respect. The NRS does however also classify its respondents by the
Standard occupational classification used in the Census, SO we can compare the distribution of occupations

In the two sources using that criterion.

109. Table 19 shows a number of comparisons between the results of the NRS and the Censu.s: In ma-ny
Tespects the results of the NRS are similar to those of the Census. Its gender and age distribution (which
Is weighted to the OPCS mid-year estimates) is very close t0 that of the Census. But in other respects

t . .
here are some important differences™. i

\

s, . ' . ®
ints for
Telied ;h S true, however, that the stratification procedure used to select samplng P2
™ Part on figures from the 1981 Census.

¢ National Readership Survey still

36
Ho“si:“ :he table, note the following: .
T—ng lenure: this js the percentage of persons aged 18+ living in househo ch tenure type.
Car duoted but less relevant figure of the percentage of households It & 1ds without a car,
==—%netship: Qunership, this is the percentage of persons aged 17+ living in househol .
Feo householdg without a car, excluded from the count of part-time workers
Nomic Activj : Based on persons aged 16+. those working less than 8 hours aré ditionally recorded 0.8% of respondents as
:l ll;; NRS and those working less than 10 hours in the Census. The NRS 2
Maio, or] Ing less than 8 hours a week.
Rep] rr‘;’cﬂl alional Groups: Based on employees and self-employed aged 16+ 1 classified were respo
I-General’s Social Class: Based on economically active persons. Those ne : i
Soci could not be ascertained or who were members of the armed forces. respondents for whom socio-economic group
9-Economic Group: Based on economically active persons. Those not clssifid were P2
could not be ascertained.

1ds of each tenure type, and not the more commonly

rather than the percentage of

ndents for whom social class
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Table 19: Comparing the National Readership Survey and the Census

NRS 1991 Census 1991
% %
ﬁ:tlxger 48.1 47.7
Female 519 52.3
e

age 13.4 132
2544 379 38.%
45-64 280 s
b 20.6 20.1
Housing Tenure 19.5
Council houses 21.5 69.9
Owner occupied houses 69.2 '
Car Ownership
T 243 o
One car 44.8 22.7
Two cars 23.7 6-6
Three or more cars 7.6 .
Economic Activity 45.2
Work full-time 44.5 9.8
Work part-time 10.3 5.7
Unemployed 50 19.0
Students 4.7 16.2
Other 20.0 )
Major Occupational Groups 15.9
Managers & Proprietors 11.8 8.7
Professionals 9.0 3°7
Associate Professionals 81 16.1
Clerical and Secretarial 17.1 14.5
Skilled trades 17.5 9.1
Protective & Personal Service 9.8 72
Sales 70 103
Machine Operators 10.3 8.6
Agriculture & Other Elementary 9.3 )
Registrar General’s Social Class 4.7
I Professional etc 3.1 3
II Managerial and technical 21.6 27'8

INM Skilled non-manual 224 22
IIIM Skilled Manual 24.5 213
IV Partly skilled 16.4 159
V Unskilled 6.5 6.0
Unclassified 47 20
Socio-Economic Grou
Employers and Managers 124 147
Professionals 3.0 4.5
Junior non-manuaj 32.1 326
Skilled manual 250 212
Semi-skilled manya] 16.1 158
Unskilled manual 6'0 3.3
Unclassified 4:7 34

For notes to the table see footnote 36
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110. The most important is in respect of occupation. On all three measures in the table - major
occupational groups, Registrar General’s Social Class, and Socio-Economic Group.- the NRS has fetwer
persons than the Census in professional and/or managerial occupations and mort.: in manual (&s?ecxally
skilled manual) ones. Given that persons in professional and managerial occupations are more likely u:o
vote Conservative and those in manual occupations to vote Labour this suggests that quotas based on the

ing i i rvative voters.
NRs may result in too many Labour voters being interviewed and t00 few Conse

111. In addition, the NRS also seems to have found slightly more council tenants™, but thlsdw:ea;:;
€Xpense of those who were privately renting rather than owner occupiers. On the omir l;anr;s e
does not systematically contain more persons in social groups likely to vote Labour, for it repo .
Tumber of persons living in households without cars than does the Census.
112. The NRS also seems to contain fewer retired and unemployed persons. These dnffer::;:s:n: lz::;ulz
May well arise because of differences in the way in which the Census and thk‘:nm::da;m working (where
any event, all of the polls simply set quotas for the proportion who were.worf t:ose oy
the two Sources are largely in agreement) and not the different categories O .

‘ ini uld continue to
113. Thege findings suggest that there is a need to examine whether tpe OPm;‘IzePodiu;;t‘;ces sy reflct
5 the NRS as the basis for setting quotas. Although some o even.aP :vident that the NRS may not
Uferences in methodology rather than any sampling bias in the NRS, 1t 1s

; ince July
) . ology. In parncular, since
114, g important changes to its methodology file has
Ince 1991 the NRS has made some impo the postcode address

oral register”. And indeed as Table 20

the NRS has become more similar to
1993 and 1991 will reflect real social
Skilled Trades than were

1992 imerviewing has used the CAPI technique®, while since January 1992
been used a5 g sampling frame (see glossary) rather than the elect
*hows, there s some evidence to suggest that the social profile of
that of the 1991 Census®. However, some of the differences between d more in
Fhange While the NRS still has fewer persons classified as Managers an

. was just 19.8%.
N 1on of council tenants in the NRS was j
Though note that in January-June 1992 the proportion O oapce vith rsponses
: » administered by 8 portable
* cap questionnaire 8
| per-based technique.

Chtereq g, COPuter assisted personal interviewing - “"‘els a
directyy by the interviewer rather than the traditional p . e from Jamuary 1993,
1sus in its stratification proced

® ; 1991 Ce
The Survey was also able to incorporate information from the

')
Socia) Note, however, that the impact of any change may have
Profile of the sample between one month and the next.
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able 20: Recent trends in the National Readership Survey

1991 1992
Housing Tenure % 7 %
Council houses ’ "
Owner occupied houses ‘62;; 200 18.8
. 70.5
g‘"%ershig !
0 car
234 226 24.0
Economic Activity
Work full-time
Work part-time 43.9 41.7 40.6
g:;;negloycd a0.9 11.3 11.2
9 6.3 ;
. . 6.2
Others (inc. Students) ;g’s 14.1 17.3
. 8 26.7 24.6
i\{'fa or Occupational Groups .
P anage.zrs & Proprietors
rofessionals 11.9 12.3 13.5
g ate Professionals 2.0 9.4 9~.5
¢ 1?1?:(?1 and Secretarial 1%1 8.3 9.2
trades -1 16.5 '
. . 159
;’;;:‘ecnve & Personal Service %:)7.85 17.9 16.6
' - 10.0 10.0
g{aglnne Operators 7.0 6.7 6.7
griculture & Other Elementary 19034 10.2 10.4
. 9.0 8.4
Source: Research Services Ltd |
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116. This change does not, however, have any relevance to an assessment of the utility of the NRS as a
source for targets for quotas and weighting. The change of methodology changes how those who are
interviewed are classified, not who is interviewed. But it clear that if opinion polls continue to use the
NRS as a source of information they should now also classify their respondents by the Social Grade of the

Chief Income Earner.
Table 21: Recent trends in the National Readership Survey

—
1991 1992 1993
Jan-Jun Jul-Dec Jan-Jun Jul-Dec
% % % % " %
AB 179 18.0 18.1 193 204
C1 24.1 24.2 25.2 26.2 27.0
C2 27.1 27.6 269 25.0 239
DE 30.8 302 29.7 29.4 28.8
Source: Research Services Ltd

Do Quota samples suffer an availability bias?

117, While the quotas used may have been accurate this is not the same thing as saying that they were
ection surveys did not always achieve a

ad.
dequate. A we have already seen (paragraph 95 ef seq), the el i
“Presentative sample of the population in terms of a aumber of key social characteristics. A further
: logy in the 1992 election has been undertaken by

investigne: .
Cstigation into the adequacy of the quota methodo

Jowey et al*!, Tp ey suggest that even when opinion polls have an accurate social profile of the population
. rview Labour supporters. They

i . ]
" terms of he quotas which are used, they are still more likely to inte o
ATgue that this i because quota polls are normally undertaken over a short period of time with no attempt
"12de 10 recontact those who are initially unavailable for interview, and that Labour supporters aré more

reag; . , .
dily available for interview than Conservative SUpporters.

; itti ive samples within
18 If the quota rules allow interviewers discretion t0 pick unwittingly unrepresentative samp

€ac
h quota cell, which groups are most likely to be excluded?

as can work both ways. Certain groups are less likely

119, §
* " terms of politi i tial bi
political leanings, the poten . ' o
. s - terviewing. The
thap Others to be found by interviewers filling a quota; this is especially true of in-street in g
Y nd), and members of the armed

Slder] i housebou
Y (especia ino in institutions or are nO
pectally those who are [Ivng ery rich, living in large houses at the end

forces
are possi n claimed that the v
Possible examples. It has also bee s with restritive €n o uid

Of ] i I3 e 2.
Ong drives, ang people in high rise tower blocks in inner city 8
\ )
Election: The Failure of the Polls’, Public Opinion

L)}
R Jowey)
» B.Hedges, P. Farrant,
Yarter) LvIL -63.8‘5, P.Lynn, G.Farran

and A. Heath, ‘The 1992 British
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Table 18: Proportion of Trade Union members measured in 15 campaign polls
Polister Poll Unweighted Weighted
% To

BES 19.0
Harris ITN Final poll 150 - 15.0
Harris ITN First poll 16.0 16.0
Gallup Fourth poll 17.0 17.0
Harris ITN Second poll 17.0 18.0
MORI Times First poll 17.9 17.9
Gallup First poll 18.0 18.0
Gallup Final poll 18.0 18.0
Gallup Second poll 19.0 19.0
Gallup Third poll 19.0 19.0
MORI Times Final poll 19.4 19.5

MORI S.Times Baseline 19.6 192
MORI Times Second poll 19.7 19.5

MORI Times Fourth poll 19.8 194

MORI First Tuesday poll 21.2 20.8

MORI Times Third poll 212 21.1

106. In this respect our findings are more encouraging: most of the polls’ estimates are close to the
Sxpected figure. Trade union membership is, presumably, better correlated with the variables used for
quotas (not least working status) than are housing lenure, number of cars or, most importantly, voting

behaviour. This illustrates the importance of having effective variables as the basis for quotas (or
weighting) if quota sampling is to be successful.

Data sources for weighting and quotas

107. Of course, the success of the quota methodology also depends crucially on the availability of accurate

information on the distribution of the social characteristics on which quotas are set. All of the opinion
polls relied in whole or in part upon the results of the National Readership Survey as their source for this
information®, although measuring the social profile of the country is not one of the explicit objectives
of the survey. This survey uses random rather than quota sampling and is undertaken on a continuous basis
by Research Services Ltd*. At the time of the election, the most recent information available from the

Survey was for 1990; in two years social change is unlikely to have been a substantial source of error.

3 Some used the mid-year population estimates for 1990 published by OPCS as their source for the distribution of age and sex,
while NOP also used their own random omnibus survey. The NRS was itself weighted to the OPCS mid-year estimates.

3 For further details see National Readership Survey: Tables relating to January-December 1992 (London: NRS, 1993)._

-39

Contrary to some press reports after the election, none of the pollsters relied upon the results of the 1981

- - 35
Census which was of course substantially out of date by the time of the 1992 election™.

108. The recent publication of results from the 1991 Census provides an opportunity to assess the social

i betw
profile of the National Readership Survey. We have been able to make a number of comparisons between

1th there
the results for all of the 1991 NRS surveys together and the results of the 1991 Census, although

i ake comparison
are a number of differences between the methodology of the Census and the NRS, which m p

un racy in that respect. The g ;
@ble to check accuracy o we can compare the distribution of occupations

. . : s
Standard occupational classification used in the Census,

in the two sources using that criterion.

RS and the Census. In many
109. Tab hows a number of comparisons between the results of the N o )
| eble 19 shows ose of the Census. Its gender and age distribution (whic

imilar to th
Tespects the results of the NRS are similar ose to that of the Census. But in other respects

’ . ) . .
IS weighted to the OPCS mid-year estimates) is very €

: 3
there are some important differences™.

—

points for the National Readership Survey still

35 . sam ]]ng
]l rOCed to SelcCt p
1st [ra['ﬁca[ion ure Used
rue, howevcr, that the s 1 P

felied in part on figures from the 1981 Census.
f each tenure type, and not the more commonly
O

HG ing: d 18+ 'vjng i hOUSChOI
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Table 19: Comparing the National Readership Survey and the Census

NRS 1991
%
Gender
Male 48.1
Female 51.9
Age
18-24 13.4
25-44 37.9
45-64 28.0
65+ 20.6
Housing Tenure
. Council houses 21.5
Owner occupied houses 69.2
Car Ownership
No car 24.3
One car 44.8
Two cars 23.7
Three or more cars 16
Economic Activity
Work full-time 44.5
Work part-time 10.3
Unemployzsd 5.0
Retired 14.7
Students 4.7
Other 20.0
Major Occupational Groups
Managers & Proprietors 11.8
Professionals 9.0
Associate Professionals 8.1
Clerical and Secretarial 17.1
Skilled trades 17.5
Protective & Personal Service 9.8
Sales 7.0
Machine Operators 10.3
Agriculture & Other Elementary 9.3
Registrar General’s Social Class
I Professional etc 3.1
IT Managerial and technical 21.6
ITINM Skilled non-manual 22.4
ITIM Skilled Manual 24.5
IV Partly skilled 16.4
V Unskilled 6.5
Unclassified 4.7
Socio-Economic Grou
Employers and Managers 12.4
Professionals 3.0
Junior non-manual 321
Skilled manual 25.0
Semi-skilled manual 16.1
Unskilled manual 6.0
Unclassified 4.7

For notes to the table see footnote 36

Census 1991

%

47.7
52.3

132
38.1
28.7
20.1

19.5
69.9

25.9
43.8
22.7

6.6

15.9
8.7
8.7

16.1

14.5

1.2
10.3
8.6

4.7
273
22.8
213
15.9

2.0

14.7
32.6
21.2
15.8

34
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110. The most important is in respect of occupation. On all three measures in the table - major
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occupational groups, Registrar General’s Social Class, and Socio-Economic Group - the NRS
’ i i i all
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i i i ikely to
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vote Conservative and those in manual 0 .
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NRS may result in too many Labour vote

nd slightly more council tenants™, but this was at the
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recorded by the Census. Our conclusion that the NRS may not be the best source of information for
establishing targets for quotas and weighting would still seem to be valid.

Table 20: Recent trends in the National Readership Survey

1991 1992 1993
% % %
Housing Tenure
Council houses 21.4 20.0 18.8
Owner occupied houses 69.5 70.5 70.7
Car Ownership
No car 234 22.6 24.0
Economic Activity
Work full-time 439 41.7 40.6
Work part-time 10.9 11.3 11.2
Unemployed 4.9 6.3 6.2
Retired 14.5 14.1 17.3
Others (inc. Students) 25.8 26.7 24.6
Major Occupational Groups
Managers & Proprietors 11.9 12.3 13:5
Professionals 9.0 9.4 9.5
Associate Professionals 8.1 8.3 9.2
Clerical and Secretarial 17.1 16.5 15.9
Skilled trades 17.5 17.9 16.6
Protective & Personal Service 9.8 10.0 10.0
Sales 7.0 6.7 6.7
Machine Operators 10.4 10.2 10.4
Agriculture & Other Elementary 93 9.0 8.4
Source: Research Services Ltd

115. The Social Grade profile of the NRS in particular has also been subject to a further methodological
Change since the general election. Until July 1992 each respondent was assigned a Social Grade on the
basis of the occupation of the Head of Household, but since July 1992 the assignment has been on the
basis of the Chief Income Earner. The Head of Household is the person who is responsible for the
Property in which a respondent lives (or, if that person is a married woman, her husband) whereas the
Chief Income Earner is simply the person in the household with the highest income. The reported
distribution of respondents by Social Grade in the NRS was not immediately affected by the change,
however, because a weighting procedure is used to smooth differences in the Social Grade profile of each
month’s sample. But the impact of this smoothing procedure had disappeared by July 1993, and as the
following table shows, even after allowing for possible real changes in the distribution of the Social Grade,

the change does seem to have increased somewhat the proportion who are classified as being in the AB
and C1 categories and reduced the number in the C2 and DE categories,

B

ili a
116. This change does not, however, have any relevance to an assessment of the utility of the NRS as
| se who are
source for targets for quotas and weighting. The change of methodology changes how tho
i if opini i to use the
interviewed are classified, not who is interviewed. But it clear that if opinion polls continue to
b

NRS as a source of information they should now also classify their respondents by the Social Grade of the

Chief Income Earner. -
Table 21: Recent trends in the National Readership Survey

—
1991 1992 1993 bl
Jan-Jun Jul-Dec Jan-Jun e
% % % % 2004
AB 1709 18.0 18.1 ;g.g 2
C1 24.1 24.2 25.2 2 =
C2 271 276 26.9 250 29
DE 30.8 30.2 29.7 i
Source: Research Services Ltd
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tend to be left out of in- i i
In-home interviews. Such deficiencies in the sample may be mitigated by the fact

some of thes i
e excluded groups are precisely those who are least likely to vote

120. A change to rando

If the difﬁcﬁlty is one I;lfnfli::::s :)um solve some of these problems but possibly would increase others.
,feciflstisidial noni gene’ri ) “::Y apply equally whether the interviewer is trying to approach a
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to a high rise tower block, whether or n:ts “Il.eas.e.. Equally, futerviewors will find ir diffientt to gatn acoess
clectoral register or postal address file. Y e individual has previously been identified by reference to the
’ - Toung people are also less likely to be at home and available to
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. * s gg at those who were successfully interviewed

on that survey the first time that they were conta rview d of people
y cted by an intervi imi
o i - y 1ewer are similar to the kin 1
who are interviewed in a typica measu o
typical quota poll. They therefore attempt to measure the political consequences

of ‘availability bias’ b i
. Y y comparing the reported vote of those who were successfully i i
contact with the reported vote of the whole sample. sfully interviewed on firs

122. Those who were succes g -

i i Jom] sfully mtemewed‘ on first contact were not of course a representative sample
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to compare the reported vote of first contacts (weighted to a typical social grade profile) with the actual

election result, the estimate of ‘availability bias’ falls to just 2%

125. Further, it is unclear how far first contact respondents to a random survey conducted in home for an

hour mirrors those who are interviewed in a quota survey. The majority of polls undertook some or all

of the polling in the street rather than at home, SO those who are easily available for interview in
faced with the prospect of

such

polls may well be different than was the case for the election study. Equally,
an hour-long interview, respondents may well have been more likely to ask an interviewer to return at a
rief five-to-ten-minute interview typical of an election
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measures of key variables, the fact that the deviation can be seen so clearly indicates that adequate

weighting would be at least a partial answer.

129. We recommend that the use of alternative quota controls or weighting, using variables more closely
related to voting behaviour, should be considered. If it proves impractical to adopt a completely new set
of quota controls for sampling, it should certainly be possible for the pollsters who do not already do so
to collect and weight for variables such as housing tenure and car ownership. Correct weighting on these

kinds of variables would probably improve the overall accuracy of the poll measurements. The first stage

is plainly experimental work to establish which variables are best correlated with voting behaviour, and

we would certainly recommend that this be explored. We discuss some alternative variables, the use of
which has already been canvassed, in the next section.
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6.2 Should they have weighted by different variables?
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(4) A scale question including several statements measuring right and left-winy values.
Respondents, for example, intending to vote Labour but scoring high on right-wing values could
then be downweighted.

134. Of these, past voting (2) is discussed in the next section. The other three are attitude variables which
would be expected to move over time with party support. The obvious difficulty for the pollsters would
be in deciding whether changes in both attitudes and party support were as a result of a real change in
opinion or a deficiency in the samples. Certainly MORT’s test (see Appendix 6B) seems to confirm that
party identification is a less fragile measure than voting intention. On the other hand, unless some
evidence can be adduced that it is more strongly related to present voting behaviour than is voting
intention, there does not appear to be any way in which it could be usefully employed to modify or weight

poll responses, there being no independent yardstick of party identification strengths with which it could
be compared.

135. §uch weighting could only be contemplated by reference to a large sample of the population,
Interviewed recently and by the highest sampling standards. At the moment no such data source exists.

Past VOting

136. One variable that is likely to be closely correlated with current voting intentions is the recall of past
voting behaviour®. Pollsters could simply ask respondents how they voted in the last election. The results
can then be weighted by matching the declared past voting of respondents back to the actual percentages
of votes cast for each party at the last election. This is a technique adopted by polling companies in

Germany and France with considerable success. This international evidence is discussed in the following
section.

137. It is obvious that if accurate measures of respondents’ past voting could be obtained, it would be
ridiculous not to use it in weighting. Past voting was used regularly by some British pollsters up to the mid
1960s. Its fall from favour coincided with a growth in support for the Liberal Party. In particular, it was
noted that the recall of voting Liberal generally fell to low levels compared with their actual past
performance. It seemed that people just forgot (or perhaps/preferred to forget) that they had voted
Liberal. Up to and including the election in 1992, weighting by past voting therefore made such a
prediction worse, not better. For example, when the final ICM poll before the 1992 election had an

average error of 2.5%; weighting by past voting would have resulted in an average error of 3%.

asg
ee, for example, D. Butler and D. Stokes, Political Change in Britain (2nd edition, London: Macmillan 1974)
. 1)

- Ttis Possible that the Liberal Democrats have réd
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138. Evidence that voters tend to have a selective memory about the way they voted in the past is strong.
The 1992 BES panel survey found that people were unlikely to remember either having voted for the
Alliance or having abstained. It was found that as many as 21% gave a different answer when asked in
1992 what they had done in 1987 compared to what they said shortly after the 1987 election. We have
examined this effect by looking at the relationship between reported vote and recalled vote according to
how people voted in 1992. Of a total of 341 voters whose vote was different from their recall, only 53%

aligned their recall vote with their current voting intention. (For further details, see Appendix 6C.) The

i i ing i i d to be particulark
tendency for declared past voting to move in sympathy with voting intentions was foun P y

strong amongst Conservative and Labour voters, less so among Liberal Democrats. One consequence 1s
therefore that weighting by declared past vote will tend to overestimate the level of third party support.

for people to lie or to wish they had voted
an effect widely known to exist in all forms of
reported their current party loyalties to
tly accurate. MORI's experiment in 1993
ntly the case - question order affected

139, This phenomenon may not reflect a tendency either
differently. It may be due to alternative question ordering,
Market research. People may be conditioned by having already.
Misremember the past and report voting behaviour that is not stric

.2 curl‘e

(see Appendi med to show, however, that this is not . .

Ppencl o5 see but had no effect on vote recall. This may reflect a genuiné change in the
u N

shows, since the 1992 election the proportion of people

been much closer to the true proportion than in the past.
tural supporters

Voting intention significantly,
accuracy of vote recall since 1992. As Table 22

S2ying th iberal Democrat in 1992 has '

o o ched a position at present where their na
ikely to remember doin

are likely to vote for them on more than oné occasion and are therefore more likely g

S0,
i i tember 1993
Table 22: V'o/te recall measures petween the 1992 election and Sep
[ : LDem Oth
Lsb 18 4
Con
35
% 43 16 + 2 4x1
1992 G.E. o 39 +2 41 £2 612 42
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ICM v aga2 40 £2 =
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Labour have historica : .
wctualy achioved Ovlly enjoyed higher declared past vote figures (up between 4% and 8¥:%) than they
. (Overclaimi .
atics 26 a fout r( frclaumng votes for left-wing parties and underclaiming past votes for right-wing
e .
of the polis in both Germany and France as the next section shows.) The tendency

for Liberal Democrats to forget seems to have declined recently.

Table 23: Average error in vote recall surveys

Con .

Post1983 % o Lib Oth
Post 1987 % +2 +‘i -7.5 1
Post 1992 % 3 16 -’11 +1
- -2

Source: Gallup

142. The effect of weighti .
by about half, the 1 :fghlf g by past voting in polls conducted since the last election would be to reduce
’ €a . . y

bour has enjoyed in the polls over the Conservatives, but without boosting the )

Liberal Democr.
at vote, so long as the Liberal Democratic vote recall is accurate.

143. What this
recall figures. O:(;u;((l)sc:i)bti(l)i;l;i:::r;iy Of' e POlfS dep (j,nds entirely upon why they are finding inaccuraté
too few right-wing party supporters (Ite'w{ewers Sfmply interview too many left-wing party supporters and
in polls conducted since the election.s l'kls interesting to note that the recall of voting at the 1992 election
too many Labour supporters and to ’ ; o C(?nduaed immediately before the election, have found
the answer. Alternatively, there Cgmzwbconservatlves.) In this case, weighting by past voting could be
Conservatives, SUbSequent;y wished th e some people in the sample, who having voted for the
In this case weighting simpi ey had .not done so and denied it when asked to recall their vote-
Ply assumes they will do the same again, profess support for other parties but

vote for the Conservati
rvatives when the next election comes. This is a potentially perilous assumption.
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N O .
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146. Past voting is used widely, if not universaily, by polling organisations in both France and Germany,

in some cases with startling results. Indeed, polisters in France insist that it would be wrong to publish

a poll without weighting by past voting (‘political weighting’). For example, there is a clear unweighted

left-wing bias in polls carried out during the French legislative assembly election in 1993 and regional
elections in March 1992. The poll for the legislative elections represents a 5% overestimation of the left

vote and there is a 13% overestimation in the regional poll.

Table 24: ‘Political Weighting’ of French Opinion Polls, 1992-3

French Assembly elections, 1993

Unweighted Weighted Difference Result
% % % %
Left-wing Parties 52 46.5 SS 448
Right-wing Parties (inc. FN) 48 525 +4.5 55.2
6 11 +5 125

National Front (FN)

regional elections, March 1992

French
Unweighted\‘\ Weighted Difference Result
% %o % %
Left-wing Parties 58 44.3 -13.7 41.2
Right-wing Parties (inc. FN) 39 514 +124 55.7
National Front (FN) 5 142 +9.2 137
Source: IPSOS

voting in France is to overcome this leftward

147. Part of the reason why polling companies have used past overeome
bias ang address the problem of undeclared support for minority and extremist parties. This is particularly
the case with the National Front vote, which is also seeft in the figures above. Nearly all the

ve

u . . islati
Nderestimation of the right-wing vote in the legislatl

su .
Pport for the National Front. However, while the Nati
nevertheless there is also an un

assembly elections is due to the undeclared

derestimation of other right-of-centre parties.

have pre’ jously refused to participate in polls or are
r, pollsters claim that this is only part of the

d. Howeve
the regional elections as proof that it is necessary

th .
Ne Tegional elections,
ationa] Front voters have tended t0 be pwple who

€O
People who interviewers have tended not to fin
and point t0

I
©4s0n for the use of past voting weighting,
he po]lS.

to . [
T®Move a more general left-wing bias in t
published polls showed that the result

perhaps 2% (or 4% in the lead). This
hic weighting. The closeness

he Maastricht Treaty,

by a margin of
f demograp.

148

- In the 1992 French referendum on t
«Oui’s’ would win
(as used in Britam) o

wo
. uld be very tight and that the
es icati
Ult was not obtained by the application

onal Front vote is also underestimated by 9% in
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of the prediction was largely a result of weightin i [
g by past voting. The example below shows the effect of : ;
& P and turnout tends to be much higher for local elections or European elections than in the UK. Therefore,

|

|

|

151. Of course, electors in both France and Germany go to the polls more often than we do in the UK, |

various weighting strategies on the prediction of a poll by CSA conducted a few days beforz the election. ;

recall of past actions tends to be based on a more recent event, memory has less time to play tricks and

voters have less time to think of what they now wish they had done rather than what they actually did.
Table 25: French Referendum on Maastricht, 1992

t be careful when applying any lessons learned from abroad. In

% ‘Yes’ lead 152. Obviously, pollsters in Britain mus
o i ic weighting is not found to be sufficient to guarantee the accuracy
Weiged iy i ey simple SnosP” - ighti in th t, been sufficiently effective
Weighted (demographics only) +14 of a voting intention survey; in Britain, demographic weighting has, in the past, '
Welghied by gt e 0 The political context in France, at least, is also very different - parties have tended to be more short-lived
We?ghted o the abo bt p o , i , fi-right axis is stronger than that with specific parties.
Weighted by both the above +4 and identification with a position on the left-rig g o
Actual resul e Nevertheless. as we have seen it is not perfect, and the effectiveness of political weighting abroad may
, i i ion i e reiterate that use of the technique as
Source: CSM Suggest it is worthy of serious consideration in the future. But w i
ain in :

it is employed abroad would not have helped the polls in Brit

149. In Germany political weighting has the same effect of increasing the percentage of votes for right-wing
parties, indicating that the same left-wing biases are at work lied by Forsa,
g work. Table 26 below has been supp Yy The Spiral of Silence

i | o IR el ; i -Neumann® and has been used by
over 64,000 interviews in 1993. It shows that on average, demographic weighting does not 153. The so.called T soscribed by Elisabeth Noelle ‘

alter the percentage support for each party. Political weighting has the effect of reducing the estimate of various people to explain the failure of the polls in the British elections in 1992.

SPD (left-of-centre) and increasing CDU/CSU (right of centre) votes. i r
voters sense that the climate 0

roup of
154. Simply described, the spiral of silence suggests that when a group

= ini through a tendency to silence. They
Table 26: Weighting by past vote in Germany, 1993 Opinion is hostile to their chosen party they react 1o opinion polisters £

interviewed, or they make no

’ o ing too few
Clther refuse to participate altogether, resulting in there bel 'g ey Tust e
i ; ‘i :r future intention, O ;
Unweighted  Demographic Demographic plus Statement as to their last voting decision Of their fu
weighting  political weighting / ! .‘
% % % e Is immediately following a general election have found J‘
g}?SJ/CSU 32 32 34 155, Historically, in Germany and in Britain, polls for the victorious party than actually voted for
45 44 40 that ; laim to have voted for
a eople clal :
FDP 5 5 7 1 larger proportion of peop s Noelle-Neumann found a peculiar result, that too few
Green 12 15 10 hem. However, in Germany after the 1965 ¢ - contrary to previous experience and was
- 7 7 s PEOple claimed to have voted CDU, the victorious party &
Source: Forsa | for Noelle-Neumann, a ‘signal for alarm’. |

nding emerging in the UK. Gallup figures

¢ peculiar fi A
1%6. During the late 1980s we can se€¢ the same P 087 and more especially in 1992, the

150. The evidence of declared past voting in Britain, France and Germany is therefore similar, that recall - s
“Uggest that the familiar pattern was evident

] - .

of voting for right-wing parties is too low and recall of voting for left-wing parties is too high, hence the

effect of political weighting. In all three countries polling companies find too many left-wing supporters D
B g ’ Cree

and too few right-wing supporters or, perhaps, there is a tendency for a group of people to espouse left- Ntage vote.

wing tendencies except when they actually vote. Whatever the reason, the fact that in both France and

Germany predictions of election results are only made accurate by the application of political weighting

R —— go: University of Chicago Press, 1984).

which reduces an inherent left-wing bias is evidence which the British polling companies may find . . B
E. Noelle-Neumann, __’I‘1_1§__1_Sﬂ!‘£|_9f_§ll-§9—-

persuasive.
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Table 27: Vote recall shortly after British General Elections 1983-92

Con Lab Lib-SDP/LD
% % %
1983 actual 435 283 26.0
Recall of vote, July 1983 46.5 26.0 25.7
1987 actual 43.3 31.5 23.1
Recall of vote, July 1987 414 35.1 214
1992 actual 42.8 35.2 18.3
Recall of vote, May 1992 38.5 39.6 179

Source: Galll.lf__

157. These figures are confirmed in 1992 by cross-section and panel recall surveys, most of which found
a lower proportion claiming to have voted for the Tories than actually did so. However, the BES cross-
section survey found the opposite - indeed, the exaggeration of the real Tory lead was worse than in the

past. It is also possible that the timing of the 1992 Gallup survey - following the local elections - may have
had some effect.

158. For Noelle-Neumann in Germany, confirmation came in the answers to a number Of questions
regarding willingness to espouse publicly one’s support for a political party. These showed that there has
been a climate of opinion working against the CDU, a (moderate) right-of-centre party, which may have

inclined its supporters towards silence. This finding has been replicated by Noelle-Neumann on a number
of occasions.

159. The spiral of silence theory, by attempting to explain why declared past voting figures differ from
reality, offers a theoretical justification for, and explanation of the effectiveness of, weighting by past
voting. In Germany Noelle-Neumann weighted the raw poll figures by declared past voting because, the
theory suggests, supporters of the CDU were inclined to silence. She did so with startling success. In 1972
a 15.9% lead for the SPD over the CDU was adjusted to a 3.4% lead. The actual margin of victory was

3.5%. In 1978 a 0.9% lead for the SPD was adjusted to a 5.7% lead for the CDU. The CDU actually won
by 5.2%.

160. Attempts to replicate the spiral of silence findings in Britain since 1992 have been less convincing
MORI asked respondents which of a number of things they would do for the party they most support. (S8
Appendix 6A for details). They found Tory supporters were slightly more likely to claim they would d0
nothing to actively show support for the Conservatives, thus giving some support to the spiral of silenc®

theory. However the results are not nearly as dramatic as those from Germany. Nor do they display what
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Noelle-Neumann considers the most characteristic effect, greater reluctance to perform the most public

or visible actions.

161. ICM found some evidence of voter shyness and fashionability in a poll conducted in December 1993

for the Guardian. Among those interviewed, Labour voters were the group who seemed least coy about
. . ¢
declaring their party allegiance. Both Conservative and Liberal Democrat voters were less likely to say tha

they might give a friend or colleague an accurate answer.

ICM/Guardian survey, December 1993

Table 28: ‘Voter shyness’:
B intend to vote, would you ...... ?
Q. If a friend or colleague asked you how you intend to vote, would you
Lab LDem
C;bn % Z;
76
Refor o 15 18
Refuse to say 21 > >
Say ‘don’t know’ 12 o :
Say a different party o P
Total misleading 3.; A p 1
Don’ .‘
e Source: ICM
——

supporter of the Labour Party (36%). Less than

bea
nominated the Liberal Democrats.

162. Peo t it was more fashionable tO
ple also felt tha  only 15%

tive
3 Quarter thought it fashionable to be a Conserva
AN

iral of silence theory, and if

some weight t0 the sp.
- ate in polls, the effect

therefore le .
163. The data from MORI and ICM there re also unlikely to particip

. o 3 ce a
those Conservative voters who are inclined to silen o
estima
Of the spiral may be greater than those polls have

ed. The techniques employed to correct

used b Noelle Neumann i Germany, would not have worked in
- i is i iral

' the mid-seventies. Simply this 1s because any spi
ckaties eclared past voting figures jmmediately before

. e d
parent in t: of SDP Liberal Alliance voters to forget how
tenden

to be learnt
164, In any case, there are no straightforward Jessons

for the spiral of silence, so successfully
Britain in 1992 or in any election going ba
Of silence effect which might have been ap
the 199 election was completely swamped by the
they voted in 1987 (as shown above, paragraph 137 et seq)-




- 56 -

6.3 The Measurement of Social Class

165. One obvious area i : :
effectiveness of the socialt(r):I:::re-ln lrying to improve the performance of the quota system is the
of the standard quota Variab]els Ca:()n employ‘?d; social classification is simultaneously the least reliable
correlated with voting behavio 2 the most important in the sense that is likely to be most strongly
AR iy ur. As we have already seen (paragraph 87), social class was universally used

» 48 gender were the only other characteristics similarly used as a quota control

166. All opinio
by the Insf:itutci1 cl:: ?Fl'sr:jt{iat::z:las-s schem _kl_lown as ‘social grade’. This class schema has been developed
schema the coding of respond ° m_ Advertising and is used in nearly all market research®. Under this
in determining the socialp : dems Is undertaken by interviewers in the field. The primary criterion used
(though some market reseagr:h ;Of ) r(-’«SPOndem is occupation, normally that of the head of household
i ntemation. on cons atimpa‘mes now usej the Chief Income Earner in the household)*. However
environmental factors such ap On 1s not obtainable, ‘the assessment of social grade is based on
help and so on™®, Pe;sons w:;h: type-Of dwelling, the amenities in the home, the presence of domestic
A5 bt 5 ot dhove o Ire reliant on state benefits (including unemployed and retired persons
T E— aimai beneﬁf level) are assigned to a separate class. These practices are
kind of lifestyle that th ; 0 ,the social grade scheme, which is to categorise people according to the
¢y lead. Lifestyle of course plays a key role in influencing patterns of consumer

S g
pending which is what much market research is designed to analyse.

167. . ;
7. The categories of the social grade schema are as follows:-

g LH;gh grade professionals and managers
o Ot:er grac.ie professionals and managers
. er clerical and non-manual

c2 Sklllfad manual workers and foremen
IE) Seml- and unskilled manual workers
Pensioners and others on state benefit.

In practice, all of t ; :
he companies combined grade A and grade B in setting their quotas and grade E was

combined with .
grade D (to restrict the number of categories to a practicable number).

47
A summary of the syst i i
.y Sl );)s;r'n,lp]us :la detailed list of occupations and their associated social grade codes, is contained in
gs: 0b Diclionary’, published by the Market Research Society |

* The Head of Household is the rso
SO teat, Elowies. wite e gcemon .Who owns the accommodation occupied by the household or is responsible for the
e el A et a nisa married woman whose husband is a member of the household, the husband is the
come Earner is the person with the largest income in the household ,

49 :
Nat i A i
ional Readership Survey: tables relating to January to December 1992 (London: NRS, 1993)
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168. But the value of using this schema in opinion polls has been questioned on two grounds. The first

ess reliable than coding undertaken by experienced coders in

Is that coding by interviewers in the field is 1
interviewers could be used by them

the office. Indeed, the discretion that this procedure inevitably gives

10 assign respondents to the quota category that they need to fill rather than the on
e second objection is that the social grade schema is

research because it discriminates less

e to which a

Tespondents probably ought to be assigned. Th
Telatively poor measure of social class for use in public opinion

effectively between respondents in terms of such characteristics as voting behaviour.

169. The potential unreliability of interview coding using the social grade schema has been demonstrated
BMRB they found that 37% 10 41% of respondents

to 12 months. Half of these changes were
rter were due to inadequate

by O’Brien and Ford™. In a panel undertaken by

appeared to change their social grade within a period of 10
found to be due to misclassification by interviewers, while another qua

e
ferviewer probing.

ay not the best measure

arket research, social grade m
ducted by

demonstrated in an experiment con
rvey in June 1987°". The respondents
1 manner. But in addition

1 . ; -
70. The possibility that, whatever its merits in m

Ofsocial class to use in public opinion research has been
n NOP random omnibus su
d social grade in the norma
Goldthorpe class schema®, wh
ehaviour in Britain in the last ten

most widely used in the

‘S

CPR and Nuffield College, Oxford, on a
t .

© this survey were classified by interviewer code

r -
“Spondents were also coded in the office according to the
ic study of electoral b

egories, but the version

ich has become

th

€ schema most widely used in the academ
53

Years®, The full version of the schema has eleven cat

Society, Vol. 30 No.

ass?’, Journal of the Market Research

S .
’ bye to social cl

3 (July s;'ggBﬁen and R. Ford, ‘Can we at last say good
! ).

i ! thods Centre Newsletter,
t coding of social class’y ESRC Survey Methods

51
Sum As reported in A. Heath and S. Witherspoon, ‘Responden
Mer 1988,
2 lely according to the characteristics of their
: g e social grade schema, the GoldthorFe casiEC e oS rspo:::::sli;:ir Iiast occupation). Rather than attempting
& czpalion iffe employicm e (o'r in the case of i unemplog:fugtions which are similar in the ‘their sources and levels
o in li roup togethes ' e time have similar levels of
of j ifferen the schema attempts t0 8 ; ¢ and at the sam - ;
| Cpee of sconomi ocs of ecORORS i h C. Llewellyn and C. Payne), Social Mobility
d the social grade

authgf_’ime, their degree of economic security and chat o thorpe (v .
ang C]a‘y over others and autonomy in performing work-tasks. Set:c t'h ree main differences between this schema an
a
Scheqy. > Structure in Britain (Oxford: Clarendon, 1980). There %
- i nefit;
fyithos= living 01 S5 tegory version at least)

t other skilled workers but (in the five-ca

ual workers; A et
i kers from employees undertaking
e ployed one 15 8 member

oes not scpargtc[y idcﬂti
parates foremen from mos

i) the Goldthorpe schema d
between skilled and unskilled man

ii) the Goldthorpe schema s€

. does not discriminate o s
W the ooy Sk R - Sdf.e:npl'oﬁﬁorelg inplhe petty bourgeoisie whereas an em
nter is
occupation. Thus a self-employed carpe
of the working class.
Britain Votes (Oxford: Pergamon, 1985); D. Robertson, Class and

4 Cunlccr _I_L'_w___-—-—‘-'_-_’

53
See for example, A. Heath, R. Jowell and J

the g,
“=8titish Flectorate (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1984)
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stud jour i
t y of electoral behaviour is a collapsed version with just five categories™, Because each respondent
was coded a i iti i
- ccording to both schema it is possible to compare the discriminatory power of the two schema
ir
y. The Goldthorpe schema proved to have the greater discriminatory power>.

171. There i maj W
I¢ is one major drawback to use of an office-coded Goldthorpe schema - time*. No opinion poll
can realisticall ini ;
y hope to administer such a procedure given the very severe time constraints under which

it operates duri i i
P during a general election. In any case, if the information could only be coded in the office, it
would be useless for setting quotas. |

172. However, a number of experiments have been conducted with a quicker version of the Goldthorpe
f: :::::;; l;ass;':e:s ‘:;: selfassignment questions, which an interviewer could use fa the field. (See

o urse of no use if it is bought at the expense of unreliability. However a number
of expe.nments undertaken using SCPR’s Social Attitudes survey and other surveys have suggested that
self-a?mgned Goldthorpe class data has a reasonable level of reliability”’. The 80% reliability found in this
experiment is only modestly lower than the average level of reliability of 87% found by OPCS in the

assignme: i ’ .
gnment of Registrar General’s Social Class (which is a six-fold schema) in a number of experiments

34 The five categories are:-

;::Z?at (;;r service class): Professionals, managers and administrators

Peuy":) on-!n.anNual: Clerks,. secretaries and sales workers without supervisory responsibility
o urgeois: o.n-profmsxonal small employers and self-employed

“;)r:gen a::d technicians: Supervisors of manual workers

orking class: Skilled, semi-skilled and unskilled m
_ anual work i i i
s < oy rapo ers, personal service and agricultural workers without

The proporti -

24%;!)1)50[;&1‘1’ :')gf ;zp;;ge;ts to the 1992 British Elc?ction Study in each category was Salariat, 28%; Junior Non-manual,

occupation, Figtcs s 1%0; oi'lcmen. 5%; and Working Class, 36%. These figures are based on respondents’ own (last)

R Jowell snd 5 & r‘based_ on the head of household or chief income earner would be a little different. See also A. Heath,
- Curtice, How Britain Votes (Oxford: Pergamon, 1985), Chapter 3.

s5
An Index of Dissimilari
voting varied betw egl ‘sg‘c':':l‘;s‘!s' was calculated for the two schema which measured how much the level of Conservative and Labour
and the percentage voting I.ab(;u(;l?le index is simply trfe.sum of the absolute difference between the percentage voting Conservative
dissimilarity was 29; but in the cas‘:n :a ch category, divided by two.) For the interviewer-coded social grade schema the index of
Studies shows that the discriminats of the oft:ci-coded Goldthorpe schema the index was 35. Evidence from the British Election
Class and Socio-Economic Group. ry power of the Goldthorpe class schema is also greater than that of Registrar General’s Social

% 1t typically takes 4-5 mi jonnaire ti
questionn:;)i'fe © zodee;:; : :c:lu::it? of questionnaire time to administer the necessary questions in the field, and two minutes per
the Office of Popinfa ion Cens[;sans :jn the office. ('I'h? Goldthorpe class schema in fact uses exactly the same information used by
General’s Social Class and Soci Ec:n Surveys to derive the two social class schema used in government surveys, viz. Registraf
0-Economic Group. So the same difficulty also applies to any attempt to implement these schema.)

*7 In the 1987 British Social Atti

the questions needed ;;S:aiozlf;l c‘::;:d& study 1,200 respondents were asked both the Goldthorpe self-assigned class questions and
The errors were mostly found amo ing. As many as 80% of respondents were assigned to the same class by the two procedures-
(72%). Many of the ‘errors’ OCCU[TES%)S; the foremen and technicians (44% agreement) and amongst routine non-manual workers
amongst experienced coders, reliabil ecause of differences in thfa supervisory status assigned to the respondent, an area where, evert
on the discriminatory powcx’- of th tly Is at its k"”“‘-_ Further, this marginal loss of reliability does not appear to have a serious effect
classified respondents by intervicw: i:ﬁ Zcheqxa. This can be ascertained from the June 1987 NOP random omnibus survey whicB
assigned class questions, The Index bty ,so.fla! grade and office-coded Goldthorpe class and also administered the Goldthorpe self-
Goldthorpe class, issimilarity for self-assigned class was at 37, actually slightly higher than that for office-cod
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they conducted into office-based coding and would seem to be higher than the reliability of interviewer-

coded social grade implied by the findings of O'Brien and Ford reported above.

evidence available so far to

173. We are not in a position on the basis of the limited experimental
class (or any

Tecommend that opinion poll companies should switch to using self-assigned Goldthorpe

Other self-assignment procedure). But the evidence which has been made available to us does suggest that
fied. The fact that there is a greater association

grade and vote suggests that the use
‘grade in ensuring the
to establish reliable

LY

further investigation into the merits of a change is justi
between self-assigned Goldthorpe class and vote than between social

of Goldthorpe class in setting quotas could be a more powerful tool than social

Political representativeness of opinion polis. (There would, of course, be a need

baseline data were such a change to be implemented.)

64_Refusal to take part

method could be improved by using different

174. Even assuming that the performance of the quota .
interviewed are likely to be systematically

vari o
ariables, the sample could still be uprepresentative if those

Unlike other (uninterviewed) members of their quota cell.

175. This can arise in two ways: N
a. Certain groups may be inherently less likely t0
already discussed above. (Paragraph 118 et seq)- ’

b. Of those who are appibached by interviewers, 3 pr0port1.on
’ ii,lierviewed. If this group of refusers are systematiwlly different fro

urse be unrepresentative as a result.

be approached by interviewers.

are, inevitably, unwilling to be
m those who co-operate,

the sample will of co

Refusals in the campaign polls Some

17
6. Not everybody that an interviewer approach

Wi .
I refuse to co-operate altogether; others will agree

So e
e of the questions (‘item refusal’). Selection bias @
ers is obviously ©

I . ;
:) OPortion of those approached by interview
n 99
th 1992, 1t refusers are different, as a group, from those Who"; p:(’Pula
€ resuls ; :ews of the whoié
o t reflect the Vi€ -
f any survey will not r , ose who do participate
roblem, either by persuadin

es will be prepared 1o reveal their voting intention.f. |
to take part in the survey, but will refuse to answer
refusal to participate of a large
the error in the polls
n interview,

rising out of the
ne potential cause of
listers get t0 participate ina
tion. (The closely related problem
in the poll is also a cause
g respondents

of . :
fefusal to answer the voting intention question by th
0 . . i

ferror i the poll results. But the potential solutions to this P
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to answer or to co .
mpensate accurately for their silence, are rather different. Consequently, we discuss this

‘item refusal’ separately, in section 8.2 below.)

Overall levels of refusal

g;. 1'11"‘:: ;::Zl;i :sf:::;o l;:::tr:cipate in surveys certainly seems high enough to be a cause for concern.

o compam.esq " n:ur\:ys are I'lot usually recorded. Indeed, with in-street interviews as used

oo s e 4 g the elecu.on, reluctant members of the public can simply avoid the
nnot be meaningfully measured at all. However, both ICM and Harris have

researched the rate of refusal during in-home surveys.

178. ICM conduct .
ol Refoons ed two experiments*. On the first survey each interview was introduced as a political
als am
introduced ounted to 35% of all attempted contacts on quota. On the second survey the poll was
as a ma ; . .
rket research interview to avoid the possibility that people averse to giving party

preference wo . ]
uld refuse an interview altogether. Refusals were 37% of all attempted contacts.

179. Harris conducted
includi One test on a survey that was introduced as being ‘a survey on a number of issucs
uding current events’. They found 38% refusals

180. The overall r .
efus P
reflect the diff al rates hide a large variation in the reported refusal rates by interviewer. This may
erences ; .
of the initia] between interviewers on what they consider to be a refusal or the style and manner
approach by individual i . )
pproach by individual interviewers. Since each interviewer has his or her own different quot2

to fill, a variation i
1n refus ; .
sample al rates between interviewers offers further scope for unrepresentativeness in the

The profile of refusers

181. Havi .
ﬁi:i zi:;gl:‘;::vh::d;a;:;r:us :nrate is high enough to be a potential problem, what clues can W€
is their demographic profile. If the er ﬁ?l PompE? One clue as o whether they are the same OF differf’,nt
as a whole then we might guess chtoh - reflfsers were to be markedly different from the pop ulatiof
refusers shows that their socaf t f"y are .dlfferent in other ways also. In fact, investigation of the
: profile differs little from that of the whole population except in age-
182. Bo - . -
immcdi::;;:i::iiar:;;::j:;t:;wﬁe asked to estimate the age, sex and social class of each refuse’
ew. The tables below show the estimated demographic profiles of

g
. s

58 s s l
11} ln n n l (l‘ pu lished by ICM) f r i
l ts to []II rove V()tl tentio P()l S (S It ID O dctal S
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Table 29: Gender and class profile of refusers in quota polls

ICM ICM
‘Political ‘Research
polX survey’ Harris  All GB (NRS)
% % % %
Male 46 44 44 48
Female 53 55 55 52
AB/C1 38 39 40 43
C2/DE 62 61 59 56
——— Source: ICM, Hatns,' NRS
— Table 30: Age profile of refusers in quota polls
ICM ‘Research Survey’ ICM ‘Political poll’ Harris
Age All GB Age All GB Age All GB
range Survey (NRS) range Survey (NRS) range Survey (NRS)
% % ' % % % %
1824 11 1 1834 37 34 1834 25 34
25-44 35 38 o 4 3554 33 32
45-64 28 28 35 2 55+ 40 M4
65+ 26 20 65+ 27 e 1M, Hari, RS

\

ed that refusers were more likely to be older

183'V All three studies, including the ‘political poll’ show " be ol
People. They were also a little more likely to be female rather than male. There was a slight tendency in
ate rather than those classed AB/C1.

the JCMp , efuse to particip
surve; cople classed C2or DEtoT ) ]
ys for peop, eflect worries about letting strangers into their

s females T
true that the reason for refusal among older fem
i . Indeed the NOP
homes, then it is unlikely that the profile of refusals will be the same for street surveys In
rather than women were more likely to refuse.

exi ) )
),nl Poll, conducted outside polling stations, found meq

1 that t00 much should not be made of them. The

introduced as a market research survey is
cy among those over 65 is accounted for by 48 people

ews. The similarity of the demographic profiles lends
research surveys or political polls

84, Bven 50 the absolute numbers involved areé SO smal
qiftergmial response by gender, for example, on the interview
“Counted for by a total of 31 people. The discrepan
.Out ©f a total of 2,268 attempted Of productive intervi
"Ome weight 10 the theory that people who refuse 0 ta

are j ) o,
¢ indeeq fairly normally distributed in the population

ke part in either

phic profile of refusers looks normal,

dicator of voting inte:
especially on variables

even though the demogra

re a relatively poor in
ers is understandably limited,

1
5. However, it is perfectly possible that, ations and the

thei . .
®ir Political affiliation is not. Demographics 4
possibility of collecting other information from refus
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likely to be more closely linked to voting behaviour. For example, ICM asked those who refused to
participate in the ‘research’ survey one quick question on economic competence. Refusal to answer this
question was also relatively high, at 58% of those who refused to take part initially, which might well be
expected. The results from those answering the question show a roughly even split between those saying
the Conservatives had the best policies on the economy and those nominating Labour, results which are

broadly in line with those obtained from the successful interviews conducted at the same time.

186. If some potential respondents become aware that the survey is about voting intentions before agreeing
to participate, there may be a problem if those intending to vote for one particular party are more
reluctant to take part. In the last election, some Conservative voters may have decided not to participate
in the interview at all. (This is, of course, one of the basic phenomena that gives rise to a spiral of silence,

as discussed above; see paragraph 153 et seq)®™.

187. One clue to the political affiliation of refusers may be found in examining fhosc who do agree to take
part. It seems likely that those who refuse to participate because they are reluctant to disclose their voting
intention will be similar to those who agree to participate but refuse to answer the voting questiont
(although there are probably in addition groups who refuse to participate for other reasons, who may bo
very different). Here there is certainly a differential refusal effect operating to depress Conservative
support. Gallup, ICM and NOP have all found a substantial proportion of those who agree to an intervieWw
but then refuse to answer the voting intention questions are from those who say they previously voted
Conservative,

188. The ICM election recall survey also suggested that differential refusal by party allegiance was Pa_rtly
responsible for the failure of the polls in 1992. This found that refusals to answer in the eve-of-poll survey
were predominantly by Conservatives; the demographic profiles of refusers to the other companies’ polls
and analysis of their answers to other politically relevant questions suggest a similar conclusion. (We

examine the question of refusal to answer in more detail below, paragraph 299 et seq.)

189. Differential refusal to participate, then, is probably a significant problem in achieving representative

samples. To counter this, the polling companies need to make strenuous efforts to include all adults in

59 There i i . . .
silence’ et‘fectls(:::::::;:::;le::fea:lha.tt differentially low Conservative participation may arise not only from a conventional ‘spiral of
sociological research in general -ml support for l!‘ € ‘unfashionable’ party), but from a greater scepticism about surveys - aﬂe
voters are considerabl et T Conse“.'a.t Ive-supporting groups in the population. Of those who do respond, Conservati¥

y more sceptical about opinion polls. This would naturally lead to a higher Conservative refusal rate.
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their samples, whether or not they intend to vote, and to encourage all people, regardless of their political

Persuasion, to participate in the interview. However, this is unlikely to be easy®.

Refusals in the exit polls

190. Further evidence of the problem of refusals can be
conducted by NOP for the BBC and Harris for ITN. As we have seen (Table 5), both these surveys
actual outcome than the eve of election polls, but

seen in the results of the two prediction exit polis

Produced results which were considerably closer to the
they still produced results which were biased towards Labour.

v

191. Exit polls can go wrong for two main reasons. One is that they interview in an unrepresentative
The other is that those who refuse to disclose how
that do. Thus differential refusal is likely to be

exit poll and the actual outcome®,

sample of polling locations (see paragraph 243 ef seq)-
they have voted differ in political persuasion from those
2 major factor in any discrepancy between the results of an

by both Harris and NOP. Both compaaies

192 The cco o vial refusal is clearly understood
D b, to overcome the reluctance of

3 d voted

asked peo i rather than say how they ha ’
ple to fill in ballot papers i tionnaires ve:

Some people to state openly their voting behaviour. Both also deliberately kept their ques Ty

Short,

in how they attempted to compensate for those who refused
refused to participate they recorded the fact

i i was of the same age and sex
3nd then looked for the next person emerging from the polling station who

3 the origjnal refuser. Overall they found that 26% refused.

193. The two companies differed, however,
. . o
'O participate, When Harris® interviewers found a person wh

. Weights were then applied to
194, NOP’s interviewers noted the sex and estimated ag¢ of each refuser, dl:f ghe et by age and
. : d (ﬁ) iffer
th N I by polling station a0 -
e Y aiftren®® l’efus:’lallyz:t‘:nnpted interviews) were more likely to be male (in
0
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. is above) &
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the fact that they were more likely to be in

. ma reflect .
pon ﬁndmgs). The higher refusal rate among men may ne time t S1OP and be interviewed.

i et
full-time work than women and hence were Jess likely to hav!
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dOing. Vogtemrr::;e rlsdm:iSt :-hat g::iglee :to : very early stage whether
uld therefore
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Table 31: Age and gender profile of exit poll refusers
% of % of
Male refusers participants Ratio
;g-jg 13.8 123 1.12
P 12.8 16.1 0.79
p 13.2 10.4 1.27
+ 142 85 1.67
Female . .
18-29 6.8
. 13.7 0.49
304 '
50-63 13.0 17.5 0.74
p~ 10.1 10.6 0.95
Total + 16.0 10.6 1.51
100% 100%
Source: NOP exit poil |

32;;::;;:;2:: s::lf::l:g iprocedure had ‘fery little impact on their estimate of the outcome.
Con/Lab and Con/LibDem maf %’n:lzr;aSed tfle estlma.te Conservative performance by just 0.1% in both
performance (because amOngstgihe ) oc: w{"l"' .‘he Wf-’lghting by age increased the estimated Conservative
Conservative) the weighting by sex I::d :::V.e interviews elderly people were more likely to have voted
women). Weighting for differences i hu it (because men were less likely to vote Conservative than
useful, increasing the estimated cOm - lffvel of refusals between polling stations was only 3 little more

nservative performance in Con/Lab marginals by 0.4% (but reducing

it by 0.2% in Con/LibDem ones).

:vii;:::sgegq;tzn:hza;ﬁfl:r::: Z?:?BC exit poll b.y Curtice and Payne® has highlighted other evidence
the error in the exit poll. They d al by Conservative voters may have been responsible for at least half
refuse to participate than. thosZ I.e.m O{IStrate that voters living in Conservative areas were more likely t0

i iving in Labour ones. Alternative weighting procedures that reflected this
pattern might have been more successful. Thus the weight of the evidence from the BBC exit poll confirm$

our suspicions as to the likely effect of refusals on quota polls.

197. Unfort
unately the §ex and age profiles of the refusers were not recorded in the ITN/Harris exit poll’
n the

rris’
may

making it harder to assess . .

weak correlation b how far differential refusal might have been responsible for its error. Give
on betwee . L

brocedures fo . n age or sex and voting behaviour, however, it seems equally unlikely that Ha
I e : .

placement will correct for differential refusal by Conservative voters. Interviewers

simply replace, for
place, example, an older male Conservative voter with an older male Labour voter.

62
In I. Crewe and B. Gossch -
in Press - alk, Political Communications: the Briti
in Press). k, Political Communications: the British General Election of 1992 (Cambridge University Pres®
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198. Further, it is also worth noting that the record of the Harris/ITN analysis exit polls reveals a long-
term increase in its under-estimation of the Conservative vote. This lends weight to suggestions that
differential refusal may be a growing problem which the polling industry needs to address.

Table 32: Error in Harris/ITN Exit polls 1979-92

Election Average
Error
1979 0.3%
1983 0.7%
1987 0.7%
1992 1.2% - -
Source: Harris/ITN exit polls

__

panel studies, ICM’s post-election recall and the

199. As we have already seen (Table 9), the exit polls,
fairly similar measures of past vote, showing a

Cross-section polls conducted after the election all found
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Uis tempting to assume that all thes
results.

are alternative explanations which could also account for these
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The impact of survey methodology B
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been suggested.
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b .
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o . .
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I -

2n Street and in-home interviewing

I: 1. Some polls were criticised during the campa
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€nq,

. : [ 0 64
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{o sample size- However,
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Q
In the tables that follow resul
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202. The evidence of the polls conducted during the 1992 election campaign shows that the place of
interview did not significantly affect the poll predictions. Table 33 shows that, on average, polls conducted
exclusively in street (and all on one day) produced exactly the same results as those conducted partly in

home and partly in street (over two days). Polls conducted only in home produced results that were only
1% different.

Table 33: Comparison of in-street and in-home polls: average party share

Con Lab LDem Oth C lead
In street % 38 40 18 5 -2
In street and in home % 38 40 18 4 -2
In home % 39 40 17 > -1

203. The average results for those polls conducted exclusively in home hide much higher volatility in the
results they produced. For example the Harris poll conducted on 21-23 March produced a 5% lead for the
Conservatives but the same company produced a 4% lead for Labour in another in-home poll conducted
in the same sampling points on 22-23 March. Thus, while a few in-home polls produced results during the
campaign that were closer than any others to the final outcome, nevertheless others produced by the same
company using an identical sample design, the same sampling points, some of the same interviewers and

overlapping or consecutive fieldwork dates, produced quite different figures.

i i - v 5 . Vice_
204. There is no evidence to support the view that street polling is preferable to in-home polling, or
versa.

Telephone polls

ighties
205. Telephone polls now seem to produce results very similar to face-to-face polls. In the early eigh
: the
when telephone polling was first introduced, there were clear biases in the samples achieved and
. e %
technique was not widely adopted. However, as telephone penetration has increased (it is now over 90 2)

b ] v
and weighting strategies for coping with potential biases have improved, the future for the use of telephO
polls looks better.

: . . o
206. The evidence from 1992 Suggests that those telephone polls conducted during the campaign produ

I
results broadly in line with face to face polls, but with slightly lower measurements of Labour suppOft

65 . ¥ 4
For a more detailed discussion of telephone methodology,

; study i
see J. Clemens, ‘The telephone poll bogeyman: a case-stu Y
election paranoia’ in I. Crewe and M. Harrop,

Political Communications: the General Election Campaign of 1983.

Table 34: Comparison of phone polls and face-to-face polls: average pa

6T~

rty shares

Con Lab LDem Oth C (l)e;ld
Phone polls (7) % 388 319)'3 33 :.:; 37
Face-to-face polls (47) % 382 i

One-day polls

i i t interviewing
207. There is no difference in results ascertained over differen

ded.
Or not telephone polls and panel recalls are exclu

two-day and longer polls

periods; this holds whether

Table 35: Comparison of one-day,
Con Lab LDem Oth C lead
-2
a0, 18 TN 4
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o 38 2
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.
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Table 36: Weekend and weekday polls: average party shares
Con Lab LDem Oth Clead

All polis (54) % 38 40 18 4 -2
With some Saturday or Sunday fieldwork (17) % 38 40 18 4 -2
With no Saturday or Sunday fieldwork (37) % 38 40 18 4 -2
With some Saturday fieldwork (14) % 39 39 18 5 0
With some Sunday fieldwork (10) % 39 39 18 4 0

Comparing cross sections with panels

209. Another technique, much more widely used in some foreign countries than in Britain, is the panel
study. We consider both panels and cross-sections to be useful techniques which complement each other,
providing different and valuable perspectives on the campaign. There was some suspicion in 1987 that
‘panel conditioning’ effects made the panels slightly less reliable than the cross-section polls®. The

evidence of 1992, however, does not suggest that either technique is systematically superior or inferior t0
the other.

210. Panels are a more reliable way of tracking trends than cross sections, but have pitfalls of their own-
There is the risk that a sampling error might occur in the recruitment of the initial panel; this error would
then be built into the design of the panel. In contrast to a series of snapshot polls in which a rogue sample
is likely to be detected by comparison with other surveys taken at the same time, and discounted, if panel
study baseline samples are out of line, it will also be detected, but cannot be discounted; instead, this bias
must be corrected by weighting the baseline data to cross-section poll findings or, alternatively, be Jived
with’. Even so, the risk of unrepresentativeness of this sort in the panel does not detract from its prinCiPal
contribution, which is that we can identify what kind of individuals are changing their views or voting
intentions. The sampling error associated with the estimate of swing is also lower than in the case of two
Separate cross-section polls. The demands of recruiting a panel did not seem to produce 3 less
fepresentative sample than the cross-section polls (although with only two representative panels being
conducted, no panel effect on voting intention would be likely to be detectable by comparison with the

Cross-section polls, even if such an effect existed: the degree of statistical significance could not be high
enough unless the discrepancy were huge).

211. ¢ s : ) N
Panel effects’ are a Separate matter. The inevitable attrition in the membership of the initial P‘”“’l

provides one potential complication, but this can be largely dealt with by judicious weighting. The pr oblem
of ‘panel conditioning’, by which panel members behave distinctively precisely because they are panel

3 T
See M. Collins, ‘Lessons from the Polls’ (1988 MRS Conference Papers).
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members, is more intractable, but can be controlled by weighting to cross-section poll results; however this

has not been necessary in the past.

212. In fact, the two nationally representative panels in 1992 showed consistent results which matched

those of the cross-section surveys being taken at the same time so far as two of the parties are concerned

(see Appendix 5B). Nor is there any evidence that the effect of attrition on the panels was to leave them

. . e 367
behaViourally unrepresentative once weighting had been applied”’.

e two panels to draw any concrete conclusions, but as

213. Plainly there is insufficient evidence from thes : ut
erience of 1992 to suggest the systematic superiority

far as the evi is nothing in the exp

evidence goes there is nothing e s
. : i jon is much in line with the
In sampling terms of cross-section polls over panels or vice-versa. This conclusio:

i ing standard quota
evidence at previous British elections. Both panels’ base samples were recruited using q

nel recruited at the start of the campaign (when speed is

Sampling methodologies. It is possible that a pa e campin (vien spst
N0t of much concern) using a closely controlled random sample migh :‘ i selectmthmeir
i ed using quo
i available, panels conduct
Measurements. However, on the evidence g quoa s 0 e

i e an conve
baselines do not seem to offer a more reliable measurement th

Alternative sampling procedures

Impro"ed quota sampling - random location
214, 1f the pollisters are asking the wrong people,
Methods that might deliver a more reliably represen

natural solution is t0 consider alternative sampling
a

1ative sample.

ling points - constituencies - t0 construct their samples.
. the constituency in order to fill their quota. Using
in

215. Opinion polls normally use large primary samp
rt of the sample design, the type of area in which

ike with

Interviewers can interview wherever they like
i a
this design makes it impossible t0 control, as P

"Merviews are conducted.

ed by all the polling agencies on occasion for other typm
e tion about small areas to select the areas .m
- lists of addresses, typically a census

e, There are alternative techniques available ( o

1C
of Survey). These use census and geodcmogfal’h- ' are given
Which interviews are to be carried out. Interviewe

— ; i~h was not used in the quotas or the

e— 1 is newspaper readership, wt.nch e i:::u-ition ~cewed the panel),
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:;:;w:::ns::sm-“ averaging around 150 addresses, and have to fill their quotas from those streets. The
characteristics. ::::: i:frf:n:l: COITU'OIS . for such factors as social grade, tenure and other area
286, working status and whe :; - 0for interviewer quotas to control these. Information on factors such as

T not women have children at home must be obtained for quota controls

as these ’
are related to respondents’ probability of being at home to be interviewed.

217. This :
control Off::lc::; s;:ll:: ;:lf: e:l: some of the a‘dvt'«mtages of random sampling, particularly the detailed
random sampling. Is bencfis are ": conduct t.helr interviews, without all the time and cost penalties Of
applied to the EDs before samoin ’ :nwe"ef, hlghl.y de].)endent on the quality of the prior stratification
results due to very tght goo grg h?- 1 y Weafmess lfl this respect is likely to yield high variability in survey
elections in individual constim: “.’a clustering of interviews. Polisters use this method for sampling by-
curvey and commercial work. I l::l&s, and ha\.re done for some years, as they and others have for social
the area characteristics of the also allows quite accurate matching of successive surveys by ensuring that
sample are kept constant.

218. N . ,
Howevzlrl,el:::aer‘g‘uzi:lin?:: ‘::Lopiniorf polis during the campaign used random location sampling:
omnibus survey. They collected me;suuse this ".'eth."d throughout the campaign for their weekly CAPI
though never published, have been madres Of:VOUng intention on five surveys during the campaign whicts
in Table 37. On avera e available to this enquiry. The results of the five surveys are shoWr

ge they showed a 2% Conservative lead during the campaign. This still under-

represents the event
ual vote for the Conservatives, but to a lesser extent than the published polls.
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Table 37: Five unpublished RSL random location surveys

Fieldwork Sample size Con Lab LDem Oth Clead
6-9 March 2,097 % 40 37 16 7 +3
13-16 March 2,160 % 41 35 17 7 +6
20-23 March 2,087 % 39 39 17 5 0
27-30 March 2,133 % 39 36 20 5 +3
3-6 April 2,042 % 38 37 20 5 +1
Average % 39 37 18 6 +2
Result % 428 352 183 37 416
Source: Research Semps Lud

219, However, random location sampling was also used in some constituency polls during the 1992

election, These tended to produce results entirely consistent with those being produced by conventional

Quota sampling®.

random location sampling is necessarily superior to conventional

220. It is not clear on this evidence that
further.

quota sampling, but we recommend that this question be explored

Probability sampling

221. All the face-to-face polls during the 1992 election used 3 quota sampling method to select

ect people in each selected constituency at will within
ised by some for over-representing those who are more
ted that this bias may have led in 1992 to over-
1. These critics would favour the

Tespondents, allowing interviewers freedom to select
the quota controls. This approach has been critict
accessible and more willing to take part. It has been Sugges
TePresentation of Labour sympathizers, Vel given the sample contro

lication of formal
“doption of probability (or ‘random’) sampling, where respondents ar preselected by app

s .
Mpling procedures.

\ . point
68 are a case In ’
ICM's constituency polls in Southampton Test and Gravesham Cravesham
.4)
Southampton Test 20223 Result (%
27-29.3 Result (94) % »
Conservative 38 :; o 9
Labour 46 13 ' % .
Lib Dem 15 1 : 3
¢
ther 2 5.6

tion: The failure of the polls’, Public Opinion

Heath, ‘The 1992 British electio™

Swing since 1987 10.5

G.Farrant and A

6
Q%R:]Well, B.Hedges, P.Lynm
&1y, Summer 1993.
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222. The main argument against this change relates to timing. The use of probability sampling demands
that fieldwork should extend over at least a week in order to maximise the likelihood of contacting the
selecte.d respondents. Although we find little evidence of dramatic changes of opinion during the 1992
campaign, polisters are probably right to argue that their clients would not be interested in material that
was seen to be ‘out-of-date’ by a week or more in the course of a three-week election campaign. Interest
would be further deflated by the fact that the costs involved would be considerably greater than those
associated with a quota sample poll.

223. The timing problem would have been exacerbated in 1992 had probability sampling been used for the
final pre-election polls, since there does appear to have been a small shift of opinion during the last week
f)f the.campaign. Supporters of probability sampling have however suggested a solution to the problem,
involving re-interviewing people selected by probability sampling and first contacted earlier in the

campaign. :
) paign. In 1992, this would probably have worked and we would welcome experimentation along such
lines in future.

224. Evidence from the past suggests that polls based on probability samples have performed no better,
. mo.s.tly worse, than those based on quota samples. This evidence is not conclusive, however, in that
probability sampling - when used - has often been poorly applied. Commercial pressures have led tO
tolerance of non-contact rates that would not be accepted, for example, in public sector research - carried

out b i i
y some of the same polling agencies and others - where probability sampling is the norm™.

225. Our investigati ie
) vestigation has thrown up some problems with quota sampling as currently applied in pollings
in res i
lpect of the use of inadequate sample controls and of matching samples to incorrect estimates Of
opulati isti
population characteristics. In 1992, the consequent inaccuracies probably exceeded those that would have

arise; .. ]
n as a result of opinion shifts after the end of interviewing had probability sampling been used.

226. We do not dismiss ) ’
alt dismiss the arguments against quota sampling and in favour of the probability sampling
ernative .
o and would welcome experimental comparisons between the approaches. We believe, however
1t wo < gs
uld be unrealistic at present to recommend the change. Instead, we have recommended that

polisters sh .
S ould address as a matter of urgency the need for improvements to their quota sampling

70
The only major ili
the election. 'rlu‘hyis t‘c;lun: ;iztl,xarl:;l lg:a mplle conducted at the time of the 1992 efection was the BES cross-section study conducted aftef
result a8 i the quota recall polte, <t e rore (Conservative 46%, Labour 34%, Liberal Democtat 17%) &5 far from the re?
polls, although the error was in the opposite direction. This emphasises that, even if random sampl

were to solve the problem of ‘missi >
accurate. P of ‘missing Tories’ that seems to have afflicted the quota polls, they would not necessarily be any mor®
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Polls in groups of marginal constituencies

227. Most parliamentary constituencies do not switch from one party to another at a General Election.

The movement in the marginal seats is likely to determine the outcome of the election. It seems appealing

to concentrate opinion polling in groups of marginal seats in order to try t0 estimate the swing in that
category, and hence how many of them will change hands. This underlies the methodology adopted by

some of the exit polls.

re effective means of predicting the election outcome than
and if conducted effectively may be a worthwhile
.they are not an alternative that

228. Polls in marginal seats may offer a mo

estimates of national shares of the vote (see Appendix 7),
addition to the range of polling information being produced. However,

Could replace national polls.

Conclusion

229, None of the alternative sampling

Suited to solve the problems of the polis than are exis
equally well (or badly)- There

es we have investigated seem better

designs of interviewing techniqu
In 1992, in-street, in-home and

ting methods.
i d two-
telephone interviews performed was no difference ::twe:: :m a::) e
day polls, nor did it have any effect if weekend polling was included. Panels perform y.
although someé of these appear to have attractions, we

Sectj i . o methodologies,
ons. On alternative sampling gt o should replace the

no i y of
0 not feel that there is a sufficient case for recommending that an

"Onventio ological testing.
tional quota methods without further methodological t g
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!
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t
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:l ;{;r;srn:;e::;s by taking a systematic sample from this ordered list. Because constituencies vary in the
selection was d;eﬂ:zysf:;tam but the polls undertake the same number of interviews in each, this
proportional to the numb s the chance of any individual constituency being included was

er of electors within it. This ensures that the probability of any individual voter

being selected i S
for interview is the same, whichever constituency he or she lives in

232. Of't i :
for the ellztri)lell.ullxgl :;:fz;:;?y GaHUp. selected the constituencies in which they interviewed especially
turned in each poll they condu [::mpames had selected a set of constituencies to which they repeatedly
undertaken with probabili ’ be.tWeen 1987 and 1992. This meant that the sample selection Was
constituencies had gained elz:topropz-monal to electorate size in 1987. However, since 1987 some
to this. In those constituencies wr;-whlle T e l.o st them. Furthermore, there was a systematic pa(ter™
by 657 electors by 1992, wherea lf: the Conservatives won in 1987 the electorate had on average grown
pointed out that this n,mant thstm those won by Labour it had fallen by 1,088 electors". It has been
constituencies than was justiﬁed?) H: polls could have conducted more interviews in strong Labouf
claim made by Butler and Kavanay :1 ; number of electors in them at the time of the 1992 election. (The
in the size of constituencies is howg .that the companies had failed to take any account of differences

ever incorrect. All of the companies took account of the electorate sizé

of constituenci i
uencies at the time that they undertook their selection)

233. Just how repr .

ascertain this b presentative was the selection of sampling points made by each company? We can
1S by compari :

y paring the votes cast in the sample of constituencies in which each company polled

with the result in th
€ country as a whole. Thi )
- This however is not as straight i We have 10
bear two things in mind:- ghtforward as it seems.

a.
an:wz‘: Sho:ﬂd we measure the outcome in each sample of constituencies? The most obviov$
consmu‘::: :S seem to be simply to add up the votes won by each party in all of the selecwd
Rt N L ’ a.nd so calculate their overall share of the vote. But in this calculation bigger
company :;Zse::::)i’::::te more to the result than smaller constituencies. Yet each polling
explained, differences in them(; . _Of interviews in each constituency; as we have already
procedure. So the represent e.eCtorate size of each constituency were allowed for in the selectio?
el L R ativeness of each company’s selection is best measured by giving each
qual weight in our calculation. This can be done by calculating the average or med’

vot i
€ won by each party in each company’s sample

7
J. Curtice and M. Steed i
- Steed in D. Butle
rand D. Kavanagh, The British General Election of 1992 (Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1992)

7
D. Butler and D. Ka
5 van e
agh, The British General Election of 1992 (Basi
singstoke: Macmillan, 1992), p- 154.

.r!.i,
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b. Against what criterion should we judge each selection? Again one might imagine that this

should be the overall share of the vote won by each party, albeit this time across the country as

a whole. But our measure of the outcome in each company’s sample, the mean share, not only
constituencies in the numbers of electors they contain, but also

rs who turned out and voted. But the polls would expect to

gap between the mean share in each company’s

eliminates differences between

differences in the proportion of electo

uncover the latter kind of difference so if any
sample and the overall result were simply caused by differences in turnout this would not be
evidence that a company’s selection of sampling points was unrepresentative. To overcome this

our criterion against which to judge each company’s selection what the overall

we have used as
e turnout had been the same in

1d have been across the whole country if th
this the equalised turnout share. Because tu
ose won by Labour this equalised turno

share of the vote wou
rnout was higher in seats won

each constituency. We call
ut share produces a slightly

by the Conservatives than in th
higher Labour share of the vote than the actual overall share.

234, How well each company’s selection of constituencies measured up 10 this yardstick is indicated in

Table 38
Table 38: Test of Representativeness of Constituency Selection in 1992
r-.-_______ f
Con Lab LDem Oth
Gallup mean % 42.2 36.3 i;g 3?
Harris mean % 41.1 36.9 9 i
ICM mean o 425 35.7 o ¥
MORI mean % s 3?;'51; 168 40
NOP mean o 414 37. -
Average % 41.9 gg'g i;‘: ;g
ﬂf_"-‘_‘“_s- equalised tumoutW

o being spot on, but

{ the companies Were close t
four of the five

e concerned, three ©

235. 80 far as the Conservatives ar
per cent pelow th

t
WO, Harris and NOP, were around 1

“mpanies have a higher mean Labour vot

e target figure. As many as

¢ share than the target figure, while three are clos

e to 1 per cent

b
Clow the Liberal Democrat target figure.
ection would bé exactly the same as

ividual company’s sel
r one would anticipate that some

236, Now, we would not anticipaté that each ind :
dom sampling erro

e imply ran
L i sim

et flg, Bt 21 2 e i e some would be below. However, there are not any
ve target figure, none at all of

o : hil
Mpanies would be above each target figure W st Comervatl
oV

re being clearly 2
ocrat target. There

the Liberal Dem
f anti-Conservative pias in the conduc

would seem to be prima facie

t of the polls.

in
Stanceg of a oompany’s mean sha

b .

€Ing below the Labour figure, Of above
Bt

Vidence here of a possible small source O




gt LN

shows that th,
€I wWas no systematic difference of

that kind.

Table 39: Teg
: lest of Represe
Mtativeness of Constituency Sej
Gallup mean Toction in 1987
Con
ICM mean : v B Y
MORI me % a4 324 Foem Oth
NOP mean Za P e 2 22
. 5 424 325 gg-g 25
seats - 3.7 :
equalised turnout 2 20
2,
% a3 l 20
240. Inspectio s
n of the table 230
Teveals th, . 2.1
con a
‘ dcerned, the difference between cac, tat least 5o gy as the Co
ad in 1987 as i Com ns
3 In 1992. Again we find ¢, Pany’s mean share and the CIvative and Labour shares are
foct target share
was in most cases as
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greater attention to this issue, we doubt whether the apparent
source of error in the polls. One company, ICM, did have

a selection of constituencies which was very cl yet it had as much difficulty as all
of the other companies in getting the result correct. Most of the variation between constituency voting
reflects demographic differences, and therefore most of the effect of selecting unrepresentative sampling
points is cancelled out by the operation of the companies’ quotas. The actual effect of the selection of

a fraction of what the tables seem

242. Nevertheless, although we recommend

bias i - .
13s in the companies’ selection was a serious
ose to the national norm,

constituencies is almost certainly only to suggest.

Exit poll sampling points
2 .
43. The selection of a representative sample of

is is not easy to achieve however in Great Bri

polling Jocations is essential t0 the success of any exit poll.
tain because, unlike in most O
counted separately in each polling station. At best it is possible to know that 2 polling station is in a local *

but the political character of

Authority ward that voted in a particular way in a recent local election,
iderably within 2 ward.

ther countries, votes are not

indivj .
dividual polling stations may still vary cons
ayne™ suggests that the selection
that poll. In particular, there is

had a slight pro-Labour bias in

2 . . ;
44, Analysis of the results of the NOP/BBC exit poll by CUrtes and P
Of polling locations may have been partially responsible for the error in
s . . :

Ome evidence that, amongst Conservative/Labour marginals, the exit poll

t i . .
he ure of polling locations where interviews were conducted.
imilar analysis of the Harris/ITN exit poll.

2 .
45. Unfortunately, we have not been able to obtain any

Election of 1992 (Cambridge University Press,

\
B — ;tish General
In 1. Crewe and B. Gosschalk, Political Communications: The Britis

in pl'ess).
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7. WAS THE
ELECTORAL REGISTER TO BLAME?

7.1 Elec gi
toral Registration and the PoJj Tax

247. Durin
g the late 1980s
the numbe,
according t . T of elect
gto the Reglstrar Genera]’ . Ors on the elector 1 .
number of electors on the el $ estima al register stopped growing, e hough
e el . : , even tho
whereas the 1987 figure ha decmml register j inuing to increase. Th ugl
. been ; se. The tota
parliamentary e} as m Just 20,000 hi .
ect: . . » . :
1992 they constit Ors in England apg 000 higher than in 1983, In glher in 1992 than in 1987
uted only 95,79, ™ resented 97.49 of the adl.llt 987 the total number of
Population in 1987, but i
, but in

uch as 90

Wales rep

s
See J. Slnith and L Mclmn

Labo
ur’s Last Chance? (Aldershoy:

‘The Po]] T
ax
Dartmoutp, 1;9';‘; the Electory Regis
* ter in A
Heatn

|
|
|
|
|
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b. How would those who removed themselves from the register have voted if they had had the

opportunity to do so?
c. What measures were taken by the polling companies to avo

not on the electoral register?

id interviewing persons who were

The Level of Non-registration

250. The 1992 electoral register contained 42,554,664 nam
cient age to

es in Great Britain. The Registrar General’s

estimate of the total population who were of a suffi be registered however was 44,484,049".

This represents a shortfail of 1,929,385 persons”.

251. However as we have already indicated there was already a shortfall in the electoral register in 1987,
albeit a smaller one. 1,073,436 names were ‘missing’ from the register in which the 1987 general election

Wwas fought. Thus the additional shortfall which could at most be accounted for by the poll tax was 855,949

hames,
AN

esults of the 1991 Electoral Register Check™.

has been confirmed byther
electoral register

involved checking
revealed that 7.1%

r on the register were not

252. The rise in nonregistration
This piece of research, undertaken by OPCS,

against the results of the 1991 Census. This exercisé

the Census and who appeared to be eligible to apped
was 6.5%- However, OPCS also found that more

The equivalent figure at the time of the 1981 Censts
reviously. Thus somé people who fail to appear on the

People failed to compiete the 1991 Census than p
d to the Census. Taking those int0 account OPCS

e .
lectoral register but should do so also failed to respon
n-registration lies between 7.4% and 9.0%.

esti
timate that the total level of electoral n0 )

the accuracy of the 1991
of those who were identified by

in fact registered to vote.

pulation estimates and the electoral

argued that Electoral Registration
tration form has been

253. We cannot assume that all of the increasing £ap petween the pO
it has been

I
Oll has been caused by poll tax deregistration. For example, .
ons for whom no regis

o)
fficers have become less willing to allow the names Of pers

6 February the following
eighteenth birthday falls at ax61y tin: during Ehc
perso who are as young s 16 on the qualifying

0 above in the Registrar

~———
% .
Year aThe qualifying date for electoral registration regis
Curre nd remains operative until 15 February in the year after t
ate :,.? of the next register are entitled to appear O that register:
entitled to appear on the register. The figure QU i d 16.
Cheral’s population estimates for mid-1991 together wit qwo-thirds of thosé ged

MP, 26 October 1992

d to Harry Barnes,
" Parliamentary Written Answers from the Secretaries of State for Health and Scotlan
]
S. Smith, Electoral Registration in 1991 (OPCS/HMSO, 19
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the the 1991 :
number of redundant names op the el Electoral Register Check found a reduction in

ectoral regi
register compared with 1981, They estimated that

a . .
Ctually living there at the time of the 1991 Ce
ns

¢en one and two-and-a-half percen PACAVILN betmeen 7.1% and 104% in 1981 - a

tage points.

th I
ey had not received the form to register

compi i M indi
mpile the register - rose from 59 1o 13% n indicator of the efficiency of th,
5. € canvass undertaken to

for the polls The continuoys rise i

, but the evid
evidence su . N nonregistration i
ggests that Tegistration is clearly a challenge

Table 40: Level of el
ectoral registration in England ang Wales 198
Registered =
-~ Bty o et 2 oo
- resi

- ) of approp:i:::z l;oplllation
s 37,183 g )
1562 37,49 o
155 37,708 oy
155 37,949 o7
e 38080 97.7
i 38310 973
i | 38568 97.3
155 38,629 ot
e 38559 96.9
1991 3850, 0
i 38 305 96.0
> Fogaig 955

38600 ~--"957

95.4
wectoml Statistics, OPCS

® R, Jowell, B. Hed
. , B. Hedges, P, Lynn, G. F,
y U. Farrant a“dA-Hea
th,

Quarterly (Summer 1993). H 992
! . However, J. Smj , ‘Th .
Labour's Last Chance? (Aldershot: Dan::;:? tlt:nd L McLean disse; 1992 British election; T,
— , 1994), Strongly in A Heath. R ifaﬂ“re of the pollg’, p bli
y X, owe"andJ.Cu » U 'c02inion

rtice with B. T: 3}']0]‘,

Ny
e, B e . — -
DI R T P R

Y
’
[l
\
4
A
!

v of the major parties were substantially more li
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the impact of the influence of the poll tax has

255. The most sophisticated and comprehensive analysis of
the rate of decline in the

been undertaken by Smith and McLean®. Looking at the relationship between
reat Britain, they estimate that as many as 600,000

electoral register and the level of the poll tax across G
names might have been missing from the electoral register in Great Britain because of poll tax
deregistration, or only about two-thirds of the rise in non-Tegistration between 1987 and 1992.

Who Did Not Register?

256. Deregistration can only have been respo r the difficulties of the polls if the supporters of one

rters of the other.

not register would have mostly been Labour supporters (or

nsible fo
kely to have deregistered than the suppo

It has been widely assumed that those who did
perhaps Labour and SNP supporters in Scotland).

tudy of the likely voting behaviour of nonregistrees has been

uggest that the jmage of the typical

our voter may well be overdrawn. When they returned after the election
pre-election poll, ICM identified 30 persons

or did not have a poll card. Of these, seven

257. However, no substantial national s
undertaken. In fact there are some strands of evidence which s

' nonregistree as an archetypal Lab

to those respondents whom they had interviewed in their final

ed because they were not registered
eight Liberal Democrat and just seven Labour.

nonregistrees in Hampstead & Highgate, found

Who said they had not vot

had originally said they were going t0 vote Conservative,

ken by Granada Television among

Another survey, underta
that 21% would have voted Conservative and just 42% Labour. Even amongst those citing the poll tax as
| ending to vote Labour was only 51%°.

their reason for not registering the proportion int

Iso suggests that it is only partly true that the social

re similar to those which are commonly associated with

n-registration aré youth and geOgraphiml mobility. As
as many as 28% of those who

le are somewhat more likely

258. The 1991 Electoral Registration Check a
Characteristics of those who are not registered a
Labour voting. Major factors associated with 10
many as one in five of those in their early twenties are

r on the register. ‘Young peop
mobility suggests that those who

not registered while

have moved in the previous year do not appea
10 vote Labour than older people; however, what evidence there s Ol

Jowell and J. Curtice with B. Taylor, Labour’s

——

% 3, Smith and I. McLean, “The Poll Tax and the El
W(Aldemhon Darimouth, 1994).

‘A Nation of Liars? The Opinion Polls in the 1992

ectoral Register’ in A Heath,R.

Election’, Parliamentary Affairs, Vol 45, No 4 (October

81
Quoted in 1. Crewe,

1992),

—_——— e
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move house are more likely to be Conservative®

259. €T, ough €l of non-re % Inner Lo - an
9. Furth » alth the lev i i e
1 of non-r gistration is, at 20 0, considerably higher i
m er London

area of relative Labour s
lrength - than in
the country as a whole, it is also above average in Outer Lond
ndon

260.
There are, however, some Signs to back the

a .
PPear on the register. Most dramatically,
on the register. But in addition, while o
authority tenants are unregistered.®

Always liveq
a-ﬁ.um ithin about tep
miles of here Lt
n=585 ved
(48% of totay) Somewhere else
Con % % of s
Lab 31 % 3 1% of tota
Lib Dem / 34 = pa‘;i vore % of
Ot/DK 14 42 54 :?} 3-party vote
21 ;1 4 - 2% 46
2 - KX}
17
21
20
A simila i
fyumir luion b= S o Do D g 1 Ay o
port No 24: Mipration Into Outt :::a:lfacree» Source: MORI
nd Withj

of migration between constituencies,

Conservative seats, and conversely fh Which found gy both the p;

Regiona)

t the lowes highest s ot Regional Researc, 1 4

"2 found maintyin| ey mE2HON and out Tliencies in g boratory,
seats, -

& .
The highest level of nonregistration i k

This group is typica i "mongst thase re
group is typically less likely to vote Labour thap co::cﬂtt::‘ ting Privately wp,
nants though iere a
ore [

.83 -

a. As many as 850,000 electors (2% of the eligible population) failed to register to vote because

This effectively means that we assume that all of the widening of the gap between

of the poll tax.
the numbers on the electoral roll and the mid-year population estimates was caused by the poll

v tax.

b. If they had been on the register, 65% of these electors (i.e. 1.3% of the electorate, had they
been registered), would have turned out and voted. (This assumes that those who were prepared
to withdraw their names from the electoral register on account of the pop tax are a little more

d vote than the general population.)

reluctant to go out an

Labour, 15% Liberal or SNP and 10%

c. Of those who would have voted, 75% would have voted

Conservative.
Table 41: Maximum Likely Impact of Poll Tax Deregistration
X Adjusted for Possible
ﬁitsl:::: Deregistration
% %

423

Conservative 42.8 423

Otbers o 219

Others 220
N the Conservatives 55,250 and
i ive Labour 414,375 more votes,

263. These assumptions would be enough to gt : e vt oy 06% and

i i bour’s sh
other parties 82,875. As Table 41 indicates this would increase Lan T ation cowd bvo 8
i he very most poll tax
reduce the Conservatives’ share by 0.5 %. Thus at t . . used
i tice it seems more likely that
the polls to have underestimated the Conservatives’ lead by just 1%. In prac

i ost, and that the total effect of
it would have affected the polls’ estimate of the lead by half a point at m .

; than one point.
failure to register for any reason cannot have been more

nies .
the methodology adopted by the polling companies

f deregistration. In practice this was far from

The Measures taken by the Polling Compa

rvative estimate assumes that

264. Even this more conse
pact (o)

failed in any way to take into account the possible im

the case.
rveys, NOP) did in fact ask their respondents whether
terview. Of course this

. CM (and, on their early su . .
e on pefore proceeding with the in

or not they were on the electoral register
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Procedure is not infallibl

€ in that respond
register™ pondents may not always be aware that they are not on the
‘Certainly,

the polls that did
did adopt thi .
Conservative thap Oth:r hl;sprocedure did not produce results that were consistently
polls conducted
reason for caution aboy at the same time. This ;i
t assuming t - This of course gives further
g that poll tax deregistration had a substantial partisan i
impact.

more pro

€asures were j
T¢ inadequate, Ip Particular,
14

vot e was . Kellner
oters and that of the general Population. Typicayy a substantia] difference between th has argued
' y, 23 € social profile of

council tenants while in th, "24%
e B . . of Iés
f &5 BC exit poll just 1595 sy Pondents to pre-election exi
ew as 13%". Further only 53% of res Said they were coupcij exit polls were
grades while most ] pondents to the ITN sy tenants and in the ITN poll as
pre-election polis aim ed for 509 Ivey were Placed in one of h
0. of the C2DE social

84
No solid ﬁgum are *
g;gistered were in fact not, mu;:::' t::: t:r:ve is substantial anecq .
ection of 1992, p. 232. Whe ented from
. ther this fa voting, (. :
they were unregistered betw ctor would have h , for examp)

€en campai 2d any pa Ple, D. Butler ght that th
only when they tried to vote gn and post-election sy Tty effect must e and D, Kava €y were
¥ Iveys may ref) nagh, The British General
ect respo <3¢ British General

as )
P. Kellner in the Independent, 1 May 1992

|
{
(
{
{
{

— -
= w e o e -
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ft with a lower proportion of council tenants in the exit polls than in the Census,

ntage in the C2DE social grades as apparent evidence of the impact of poll tax

these differences are almost undoubtedly a methodological artefact. In the exit
a self-completion

268. But we are still le
and with the lower perce

deregistration. However,
polls information on social grade and housing tenure was ascertained through

in the polls they were ascertained by an interviewer. SO far as social grade is
nticipate that respondents will tend to place themselves in a higher social grade than
so far as council tenants are concerned, some of them appear to have
in the exit polls - 67% according
the 1991 Census of 70%". Once

questionnaire while
concerned, we can a
interviewers would. Meanwhile,
classified themselves as ‘other rental’; the proportion of owner occupiers
to the BBC and 70% according to ITN - is well in line with the figure in
substantial registration effect is wanting.

again the evidence of any

269. The claim that the polls were led astray by the poll tax initially seems a simple and attractive one. But

n it can clearly be seen that even if the whole effect of de:ggistration had been
n arithmetic grounds alone it could not
most the error it could account for would be %% swing. And in practice the procedures adopted by the

polisters did take into account, at least 10 some degree, the possible impact of electoral non-registration.
It may have had som ‘ erall error was only a minimal one.

on closer examinatio
reflected by the polis, o

be a major explanation for the error - at

e effect, but its contribution tothe oV

7.2 Postal Votes

i

in the opinion polls could lie in their failure to allow for

he discrepancy
thought to be more Conservative than other

270. Another possible cause of t

the behaviour of postal voters. Such voters aré commonly
voters. The circumstances which give people the right to a postal vote, such as being away from home for

may well also make it less likely that they will be interviewed in an opinion poll.

esidential homes for the elderly.

work or chronic illness,
not normally conducted in 1

For example, interviewing is

ostal votes were cast at the 1992 election®”. This figure is in fact more than
062 postal votes were cast. Further, there is some evidence to
postal votes than at previous elections. The postal

s target seats. Of the 38 respondents to the 1992

271. However, only 692,139 p

100,000 lower than in 1987, when 793,
more successful at securing

suggest that Labour were
50% in fifty-oné of Labour

vote rose on average by

which also used a self-completion

ilar discrepan
nd a similar . Only 17% of their respondents were classified as council

jon of the poil tax.
rgsd;bc.t?:eon. Wzrlloer, “The Harris/ITN Exit Poll’, Journal of the Market Research

cy in their 1987 exit poil

% Iy is also worth noting that Harris fou
qQuestionnaire but was undertaken before the int
tenants compared with a population estimate of

Society, XXIX, (1988), pp 417-28.

8 Biection Expenses, HMSO, April 1993




- % -
British Electi Wi VO
! - on Stgdy who were issued with a postal (or proxy)
Labour (43%) as ive (44% ‘ tne’
6) as Conservative ( %) whereas in the 1987 stud (
y

clear advantage over Labour (24%). Meanwhile
o asu
ginals undertaken as part of the BBC’s

almost as many said that they voted

v
 pot ey of 921 postal voters in 15 Conservative-Labour
exi in margi

arginal seats found that whereas 42% said that

i {
€Ct on the error in the polls, but

excluding those who admitted they were g - 1o aty
Ot registereq s €mpt to allow for this factor by

difference to the results. This althoy
- This is clearly a fact » although in faey
] or tha act it see,
and if the scale of non-registration should ri t the Companjeg should ms t0 have made little
rise or the €ep an eye on in th
e future,

measures t ‘Political
© compensate for the problem may be necesgy, litical impact peg,

sary, me more marked, further

275. Postal voting probabl
g P y had no effect on the erroy x
effect. ' the polls, anq o,
i €rseas Voters certai
rtainly had no

.87-

8. DO THE POLLS GET CLEAR AND ACCURATE ANSWERS?

swing (When answers that are accurate at the time they are given

276. Quite apart from the hazards of late
his or her mind) we need to investigate the

but prove misleading because the respondent later changes

possibility of answers that are misleading even at the time of interview.

8.1 Do respondents lie?

277. We have found no evidence to make us believe that deliberate lying was a significant problem in the

.

polls in 1992.

278. Tt is natural to wonder how far the answers given by respondents can be trusted. If a sample is
1 the voting figures it shows really reflect the actual voting behaviour of the
Some will simply refuse to answer. Others may
aiming to be don’t knows when in fact they
vote could be deliberately concealing a party
decision. Finally, there could be outright

perfectly representative, wil
re a number of possible pitfalls.

population? Plainly there a
re actively misleading, falsely cl

give an answer that is mo
support a party. Some of those who say they would not
loyalty, preferring not to give an outright refusal or admit to in
lying - naming a party for whom the respondent has 10 intention of voting.

279. In the aftermath of the 1992 election, here was considerable publicity for the suggestion that a

substantial error in the polls could be attributed to lying® - respondents wWho knew that they intended
ed other parties Of said that they would not vote. This, it was

suggested, was because a ‘shame factor” had come to be associated with voting COnsexvauve the Labour
party had succeeded in occupying the moral high ground. It was alleged that Conservatives were ashamed
of their voting intention and their motives, but believing they were in 2 minority, concealed it. This theory
ome journalists. (One said ‘1 always lie to po

was particularly popular with s : .
ewed and when, admitted he had never been interviewed at all.)

which polling agency he had been intervi

to vote Conservative but deliberately ndm

listers’, yet, when asked by

its nature, be conclusively disproved, all of the evidence

uced evidence of this occurring in the past, and since a
erns of the British public seems unlikely, this is not an explanation
explanation of the observed facts than alternative explanations.
degree the explanation for the poll results
facts, and overall it seems to0 add nothing

280. While the lying hypothesis cannot, by

available is against it. Since nobody has prod

wholesale change in the behaviour patt
better

g being to any significant

in 1992; in some respects it is directly contradicted by observed

to the degree of explanation offeted by other factors:

deserving credence unless it offers a
In fact, all the evidence is against lyin

I

% Notably R. Harris in the Sunday Times. 12 April 1992.




281. The most direct evi
evidence i .,
Voters’ own accour available on lying is that from the BES Cross-secti
ts of when they made up their mind which w. wsection. There are also the
ay to vote.

Tvative and
of honesty amongst did not wish
. . gst those voters whose electoral reg; 10 admit the fact, Table 42
issued with a postal vote, in both the 199 BiSter entry wag traced ¢ 42 shows the level
and 1987 eject: » €xCluding those voters wh
ection stugieg who were
T .
able 42: The Honesty of Reporteq
e Vo
%
Reponed Behaviour 1987 ones
oted 1992
Did Not V. - 9s.
ot Vote oy (@=3,139)
S (n=509 %59 (n=3337)
=333)
T Source: BES

Given that turning out 10 vote is widely regarded

respondents 3 an Gbl;
pondents would say that they voted whep in fact they didan obhgation, we
not do s,
- Indeed

u that they had vot

Would anticipate that some
» We find that in the last two
ed i

In fact had not done so.

elections between 4 and 5 per cent of thoge wh
0 sa
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verclaiming between the two

However, there is no evidence of any substantial change in the level of O

elections.

286. We also find that in 1987 just over 5 per cent of those said they had not voted did in fact do so. In

1992, the level of this form of dishonesty nearly doubled. The difference is statistically significant at the

5% level of probability”’. It would seem that here we do have some signs of a marginally increased

reticence amongst some respondents to say that they had voted.

Conservatives? There are only 33 reticent voters in total in

ive. And of course because they said that they had not voted,
how they felt about

287. But did these reticent voters favour the

the survey, so the evidence can only be indica

they were not asked for which party they had voted. But all respondents were asked
all of the main parties on a five-point scale that ranged from ‘strongly in favour’ to ‘strongly against’, and
nswered these questiops.

nearly all of the reticent voters a

ing indicator into a mark out of five for each party, with a response of

288. We can convert this party feel
mark of one. This reveals that, far from

‘strongly in favour’ receiving a mark of five and ‘strongly against' 8
being closet Conservatives, these reticent voters wege more likely to feel favourable to the Labour party.

0 :
The Conservatives were given an average mark of only 1.63 and the Liberal Democrats, 1.82; Labour on

the other hand scored 2.14.

289, The social profile.of these voters cOrToborates s evidence. 4% of them were in the (Goldthorpe)
only 18% were members of the salariat

working class compared with 34% of all respcz:\ndems in the survey,

(27%) and only 44% were owner-occupiers (72%)-

290. The BES does thus contain some evidencc‘that voters might have been more likely to lie to the
polisters than five years previously. But it does not corroboraté the claim that Conservative voters were
more ashamed of their choice than were Labour supporters.

proportion of reticent voters in 1987 show more sign of being closet

291. Indeed ironically the smaller .
Conservatives. They gave the Conservatives a1 average score of 200, and. the Liberal Democrats 1.92, but
Labour only 1.76. The social profile of these electors is also 16sS distinctive. Although they are somewhat

more likely to be working class, their housing tenure profile is almost a mirror image of the whole country.

Iso of interest. If these electors

that they voted put did not is a
then two points might follow. The first is

292, The partisanship of those Who said

were more likely to be Labour than those who really did vote,

 Chi-square = 582, de=1
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that it might provide a r
P eason why the post-election opinion polls still underestimated the scale of the

Conservatives’ success beca
use Labo .
Conservatives. The second is that ; S;l: porters were more likely to overclaim about having voted than
5 we might infer that when res .
polls whether or not they would £0 out and vote pondents were asked in the final campaign

the .
amongst Labour supporters, polls may have overestimated the level of turnout

was also consi .
m i nsist .
embers of the working class; only 22% were in the salari ent with this pro-Labour stance. 40% were
ria

t and only 63 .
T : y 63% were owne:
able 43: Reported Vote of Voters and Liars 1. I occupiers.

992
Co Report
Actual Behaviour n Lab Libeg:med Vote
Actually Voted 9% 45 Other  Refused etc.
Liars 32
% 38 3 17 ) ; 26
13 n=.z,

> 5 (n=96)

voted: ‘liars’ i
and the ‘liars’ is not statistimlly signifi
N . Cant at the 5%

Ta l .

Reporteq
Actual Behaviour Con Lab All:::ntze
ﬁc;trsuany Voted % 43 % Other  Refused etc.
% 43 23
33 2 o 3 @=300)
| (n=158)
: \ Source: BES
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Evidence from the campaign polls
295. Although it is obviously jmpossible to prove from the polls taken during the campaign whether

respondents were being honest with interviewers, the consistency of their other answers with their declared

voting intentions tells against this suggestion. If voters were lying, they must have been lying consistently,
which is never an easy thing to do (and one wonders, in any case, why they should bother). Very few of
the respondents who said they intended to vote Labour gave Conservative responses to the other questions

they were asked”; they certainly appeared to be genuine enough Labour (or anti-Conservative) supporters

at the time.
Evidence from the ‘When did you decide?’ questions B
296. If the lying hypothesis has substance, we would expect answers to polls taken after the election to be

more accurate and honest than those that came ’ .
party they would vote is against the lying hypothesis.

saying that he intended to vote Labour

before. In this context, the evidence of post-election

surveys asking when voters decided for which
ring the campaign,
of his declared voting intention with his actual

he would not have changed his mind and

Consider the case of a respondent who lied du
but who actually voted Conservative; then a comparison

his mind. In fact, however,
after the eléction (when admitting 10 having voted Conservative).

would presumably subse uently say SO .
e : . combixiéd and included in the poll figures, the result would

Consequently when all such respondents aré . .
. . f mind during the campaign (i.. the discrepancy between the

be greater than the admitted number of changes of mind in

vote would show that he had changed

be that the apparent number of changes O

ed by lying) would
poll and the result GAuS y lyine) is clear from both from actual changes detected

t the opposite i the case, aS :
change found in cross-section polls. More voters said after the
1

campaign started than admitted during the campaign
from their declared

post-election surveys. In fac

i panel studies and from willingness to

- . s the
election that they had made up their mind after .
e ' / ed out to have changed their vote

that they were undecided or subsequently turn

intention.

lied by saying that they had made up

ndicates that respondents
implausible suggestion. On this

297. It could be argued that this merely i .
o not, but this seems 2 fairly

their minds when they knew that they had
evidence, the lying hypothesis does not stand up-

intervi hich found a Labour lead of 7% (the
hich interviewed on 30 March, W o A

* responses to their poll for The Times i ose answers could be reasonably classified as pro-Tory
Ot durng thecam ' ttudinal QUes (0 e said they intended to vote Labour (n=412),

The 11mes

. t

high " the campaign). Fifteen Other 800t ation. Of those who our (n=4
angd :::1:"1‘ :::z E:,!e dumg_ch eckedpfzr consistency against votmgt‘;t::;::‘s (e.g- that John Major would make the best Prime Mxn:stc}-,
less than 1% agreed with as many as six of the ffteen pro-Toy & 8 5% rejected at least 11 of the 15. All the demographic

etc
that the Tories had the best policies o defence or on law and order, etc),
and other indicators were simila

rly consistent.
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Conclusion

' 298. We conclude th
at there is no evid
ence that should mak
(+

significant , i
| problem of the polls in 1992, us believe that deliberate lying was a

8.2. Won’t Says and Don’t Knows

> , nOt all res
group that have often been referred o as the

categories. These are:-

a. Thos
- e who say they definitely will ngp vote
- Those who say they are undecided or .
¢. Those "
who refuse to say who they wil] vote

‘don’t knows’ i
WS’ but which actually form three separate

kn
OW who they will vote for.

for, refe
» Teterred to elsewhere as ‘item refusal’.

300. In 1992 all the polli
: i €s ‘squeezed’

Vi

ote for. Simply, they were asked a follo the: People who said they dia
some polling companies asked the f, W-UPp question® to try to ejj it not know who they would
€ follow a pa i

ICM only squeezed the ‘don’t knows’ Thi:p (8queeze) question of poy t:y preference. However, while
. m: €

item refusal rates shown in Table 45 bel ay account for the Small diffe;
_ o ow. rences between companies in

‘don’
n’t knows’ and ‘refusers’,

301. :
After squeezing, the remaining ‘refuge
1S’ and

calculations along wi ¢
g with declared no don’t knows

. n-vot, ows’ we;

share in any election. If ‘refusers’ anq ers. The resulting figures ar, e usually excluded from poll
. I > € usuall .

who decl : y taken as est

‘ are support for different parties they 11t end up not voting or vote i mates of pary

refusers’ and ‘don’t knows’ end ap voting d this process will not distort t: the same way as those

Propo e figures. However, if

accurate. rtionate]
y for
Table 45: Proport One party then the polls will not be
* on of res,
in 1992 papippe "t Ot declari
publisheg Cross-sectio ng a voting intention
Il pol
Gallup Polls
- Harris
o n=14,122 ICM
Refused e % 0=20,405 MORI NOP
Don’t Know n/a 32 % 1=7,138 n=9,978
'\I?‘ViH Not Vote n/a 12.9 gg . 2%6 %
otal 4.0 O e ’
7 i 2.0
Gallup recorded 152 1422 gf
refusals . .
40N KRS 1 il vy . 7 139
ry.

91 ’F .
or details of the wording, see Table 49,
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302. Although all the companies ‘squeezed’ their respondents, there was a remarkable variation in the

ts who failed to give a voting intention. The proportion varies from 7% to

proportion of their responden
g when we consider how similar were the vote shares reported by the

20.1%. This variation is startlin

companies.

Item refusal, don’t knows and overall refusal rate
tem refusal (people who refuse to answer the voting intention question)

303. The committee finds that i
that some people

was a significant problem for t
sclose their voting intention nominated the

he polls in 1992. Furthermore, it seems probable
*don’t know’ response. It follows

specifically wishing not to di
intentions at an early stage

that if some of these people became aware that they would be asked voting

they might have refused to participate in the polls at all.

304. There is considerable evidence t0 suggest that those who refused to answer the voting intention
s experiment to measure refusal rates (see

more likely to vote Conservative. In ICM’
hich party was best able to handle the

question were
were asked W

paragraph 178 et seq.) refusers to the voting intention
as Table 46 below shows they were more likely to nominate the Conservatives. (However it

should be noted that the base sizes are small"énd thus the findings are not statistically significant.) NOP
noted the same effect in their election polls. Meanwhile, the British Election Study found four times as
many of those who refused to say how they would vote before polling day reported afterwards that they

Labour.

economy;

voted Conservative than said they voted

te their party preference. It is very

ncg by a group of voters to sta
ly a proportion of those who refuse

for the polls. On

refuse simply select the *don’t know’ option

305. Item refusal is a specific relucta

likely that item refusal is the tip of a larger problem

actually say they are doing SO Another group of people who

as a more polite form of refusal.

306. The ‘don’t knows’ show some similarities to those who refuse to answer suggesting that some say
willing to say. ICM found that while they were less

likely to name the Conservatives as the best party
tion. This again is confirmed by NOP,

‘don’t know’ when they actually mean they are not
‘don’t knows’ were more

likely to do so than refusers,
re a voting inten

on economic competence than those who did decla

although again the sample sizes involved are small.

terview starts that they will be

poncients are told before an in
themselves from the interview

307. It obviously follows that if potemial res
ly refuse or otherwise excusé

asked how they will vote then they may simp
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Table 46: Best
. pa .
rty on economic competence: the view of the ‘don’t knows’
WS
Refusers to
the voﬁ:gsgues“on ll::::;; Productive sample
Conservatin, >3 ndo excludingh don’t knows
Labour 86 % n—;sz-’
(7]
Lib Dems 2 ;g 51
37
10
12
Source: ICM

respondents.

308-

mtro
.duce the poll as a market research sy;

310. It i i i
t is also Interesting to note that the |

they ‘don’t know’ or ‘can’t remember | evel of ‘item refusal’ is

10,000 people interviewed in the two

hi
gher when respondents cannot claim

-05 -

313. If this group of people were a random sample of all adults then only 33% of them should have

admitted being Conservative voters. However the figures above suggest that 57% were previous

Conservative voters. The process of excluding them from the figures assumes that they will either not vote

(even though they have stated their intention to do so) or vote in the same way as the rest of the sample.

Their heavy skew towards previous Conservative voters suggests that this would not be so.

314. Analysis of ICM’s recall survey suggests that 60% of the don’t knows and refusers to the initial voting
question turned out to vote for the party they previously said they supported. Of the remaining 40%, the

Liberal Democrats were the main beneficiaries of switching amongst previous Labour and Conservative

voters while the Conservatives were the main beneficiaries-amongst wavering Liberal Democrats. , .

rated by the British Election Study which had available to it the 1987 vote
1987 election. Of those who refused to say before
»t know, 58% of them eventually voted in line with

ur voters was as high as 70%.

315. ICM’s finding is corrobo
of its panel respondents as they reported it after the
polling day to say how they had voted or said they didn
their 1987 vote. The proportion amongst 1987 Conservative and Labo

316. The difficulty of overt and covert item refusal is difficult but not impossible for the pollsters to
‘swer the vote intention question wherever possible.

overcome. All respondents must be encouraged to answe
who do not answer the question will vote in the

polisters cannot assume that those

dence suggest
ted for at the last election. It may also be possible to ask

hat allow the polisters to guess at item refusers

But most importantly,

same way as those that do. Two sources of evi that a better assumption would be to reckon

that 60% of them will vote for the party they vo

other questions on general attitudes, issues ang leaders t

-

true intentions. P

should be differentiated from an additional problem for the polisters

317. Item refusal as outlined above
for, even up to the last moment. The

which are people who remain genuinely unsure of who they will vote

don’t know effect is discussed below.

Explaining the impact of the ‘don’t knows’

318. The extent to which the voting question elicits 3
f silence (paragraph 153 et seq.). People

called the fashionability of parties or be attributed to the spiral 0
ceived to be doing badly may not switch

porters of a particular party which is widely per
ly do on polling day. They therefore answer the

‘] would rather not say’. In the end some of
if it exists, rather neatly

«don’t know’ answer may reflect what some have

who are natural sup
to another but become unsure of what they will actual
‘don’t know’ or ‘won’t vote’ or
re. This fashionability factor,

the 1983 election was held after t

voting intention question with
them may return to the party they have voted for befo
fiits the pattern of bias found in past elections. For example,

he Falklands




January 1994 Guardian,
/ICM
The findin . poll, when the Conservatives were ve
g5 are consistent with all ICM polls cond * Tauch the least
U

fl’Oll.l MORI surveys. ICM found that 68 current
equivalent figure was only 21 for past Labour su

who previously voted Tory said they now didn’:)
Labour supporters and 4 Previous Liberal voters

‘fashionable’ party
cted i :
— lmn 1993 and the same overall picture emerges
n ?
o OWs' owned up to voting Tory last time. The
TS and 21 for Liberals. Aligned to this, 17 people

think they would v
Ote at all, against only 7
s nst i
Who said the same, : 7 provious

Table 47: Declared
Ppast vote by current voting intention, J; anuary 1994
Declared past (1992) vote:
é ' Did
Voting Intention: . . o o ’
Consgmﬁvgon ° . I:b Oth vote use:d E::m ,
o 20 : ' n n n now
Labour 41 409 22 g & ) :
Lb D 46 11 138 0 " 0 0
Will not vote d 7 . E 0 0
Re o ; : 29 5 0 0
Retwea 0 0 5 3 59 2 10
68 21 21 2 72 - =
19 27
Source: ICM

320. Thi .
hzo. This analysis confirms that the choice of the
esitancy of a random group of voters of all poli
the same vein as differential refusal At a time wh,
- - : w

of their previous supporter:s fail to resolve the d

aSlO i

an a i .V

ilemma of whether .

Ot i

booth, the L vote and to rev i
polls need to take this into account. €1t o their previous loyalty in the polling

percentage of pollin i
ge of people who say that they will not vote typically les ghcompames uncover a relatively small
’ S than 10% of the i
productive sample. Part
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to vote. It is possible to make some allowance for this factor. (See Appendix 6E). However, even after
ssibility is that there is

making allowance for turnout many polls simply contain t00 many voters. One po:
some correlation between a willingness to participate in elections and a willingness t0 give a market

research interview. Another is that more doubtful voters decide not to vote on the day. It is also possible

that some who feel they ‘ought’ to vote aré reluctant to admit that they do not intend to do so. Finally,
informants may become aware that the interview will be about VO

ting intentions and, because they have
10 intention of voting or have no interest in politics, decline to participate at an early stage.

effect is that each interviewer will

it not for the quota system. The
f the population. But the

are made representative O
ged 18+. Certain groups of the population
and ethnic minorities. For the
ters should be interviewed
lly similar

322. This would not be a problem were
find a quota of voters who, through the quota syster,
as the profile of all adults a
people in inner city areas,
rtion of these non-vo
me of the minority of demographica

profile of all voters is not the same

are unlikely to vote, especially young people,

polls to be accurate, it is necessary that the correct propo

and recorded as such - if they are simply replaced by SO

people who will vote, the sample will be skewed.

NN
VA

’t know who they would vote for in an immediate

party they say they voted
‘don’t knows’ in this way

Methodological implications
n

323. One option with those le who say they do
P peop some of them back to the

general election is to re-allocate either all of them Of -
ection. Throughout 1994 the effect of re-allocating

for in the previous general el
’ ervatives.

has been to reduce Labour’s lead over the Cons
t 60% of those who said they did not

d tha
324. ICM has re-analysed its post—1992 recall survey and foun! e pary iy y ot
know who th the eve of the election actually turn
~ would vote for oF the changes in their votes were

) re they did
in 1987. The remaining 40% either did not voté or, whe. d:Zcu o;, 1 same conclusion has been
compensated for by equal numbers MO ing in the opposite '

of re-allocating all don’t knows
reached through analysis of the BES survey: Table 48 compares the effects

i jdwork was on 20-21 May 1994
and re-allocating 60%:of them on ICM’s Guardian survey ToF which fie y
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Table 48: Recalibra
2 tion of don’t knows i
s in ICM’s May 1994
poll
Raw
“poll . ’All 60% of
figures don’t knows’ ‘don’t knows’
Conservati % % e
. re-allocated
Labour 2 Z‘Zo 7
Liberal Democrat b 41 p
Other 2; 22 %
23
Con lead 24 ’ ’
-19
-20
Source: ICM/Guardian poll, May 1994

325. This i
analysis suggests that the estimation of
actual

1

pollsters is to find a m
eans of estimatin
. atl 4 how he dor 1
sophisticated techniques are required tha t t ight
uir WS might vote, and the evi is that more
] s e evidence is
D are used at present. Itis dangerous to rely B
rely on the assumption

1 are no P
rmally distributed by party allegiance.

would
8 be to reduce the number of don’t knows -
Scussed b
elow (paragraph 334). The alternative for

that ‘don’
n’t knows don’t vote’, or that those h
who wil

8.3. Questionnaire details

covert), it is well establish Quite
ed i apart i
that different quest; from deliberate Iying or refusal (overt or

be

between the polls. It i fore voting
. It is, in ting intentj
rlamen” deed, a factor whicy & Intention are all potential so i
ent”. There were some particu attracted attentiop ) urces of difference
. ar| . i .
formation of the SLD. However, ex, 'y acute differences berw, uring the period of the 1987-92
. » €Xcept in een the i .
misunderstanding or confusion in the a:sw Such specia] circumstances companies at the time of the
questions (‘position bias’) which reming °rs, the most notapje effect when there is a real chance of
of limited relevance during an electj Tespondents of tpe existen has usually been caused by previous
10n campaj cnee of th . .
Paign when the Brofite o ¢, © centre parties. This is possibly
327. As Table 3 shows ’ © contre parties is relatively hi
, the variation i atively high.
In results be
there to be any detectable effect of variat tween polling companies
Ons in quest was far too small in 1992 f
or

ion wordi
in .
£, question order or other details of

[} . .
See in particular Robert M. Worcester
in

I 2 Y ( b
Aprl
Bnt]sh Plll)l IC () 1Nion NGWslettel 1 l988 Olllme :{1 IIU : )’ [
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methodology. If questionnaire design played any role in biassing poll results, the effect must have operated

equally regardless of the companies’ variations of detail. In fact there seems 1o reason to suspect that any

such effect occurred.
328. There were minor differences in question wording between the companies in 1992, but there seems

no reason to suppose they were significant.

Table 49: Question wording on final polls, 1992

o vote in the forthcoming General Election?”

Harris "For which party do you intend t

("Which party are you most inclined to support?”) ’oo
Gallup "How likely is it that you will go and vote in the General Election?”

"If you vote, which party would you support?”

("Which party would you be most inclined to vote for?)"
ICM "In the general election tomorTow, which party will you vote for?"

("Which party will you be most likely to vote for?")
MORI "How do you intend to vote at the General Election on April 97°
("Which party are you most inclined to support??)
for in the General Election?”

NOP "What party will you vote
("Which party would you be most inclined to support?”)
M

m each other most were Gallup and MORL The difference in question

The two whose results diverged fro
king the possibility of abstention more

wording could conceivably have made a difference, Gallup’s ma
explicit, but it seems unlikely.

on as their first question, Gallup asked three
intention. Since Neil Kinnock tended

be unexpected if the result were to tilt
this would still

panies, who asked voting intenti

329. Unlike the other com
re voting

‘best Prime Minister’ question befo
it would not

gh even if it were proved to do so,
‘warm start’ as opposed
iscrepancy between the

questions including a

1o score worse than Paddy Ashdown and John Major,
ithou

leave open the question of which method produced most realistic results). This
explanation if any significant d

t0 the standard ‘cold start’ scems the most likely
seems little doubt that the use of a

nnocuous in terms Of biasing subs
estion (see below).

the voting intention question against Labour (3

companies’ results can be detected. There ‘warm start’, even with

questions that ought to be comparatively i

significant effect on answers t0 the voting intention qu

les to test the effects of preceding the

nts in 1993 with matched samp.
6B), and discovered that there is

330, MORI conducted experime
Appendix

th other political questions (see
he voting intention question is immediately preceded by
fication or recall of vote at the 1992 election)
it seems fair to conclude that adopting either

1d probably not have solved the problems of

voting intention question wi
a significant and indeed dramatic effect. When t
either of two other poliﬁcal questions (general party identi
Labour’s share of the vote rose five points. At the very Jeast,
of the question orders with which MORI experimented wou

equent answers, can have a2
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the polls in the 1992 electi
on. O
necessarily constant: they ma f course, the party effects of such methodological variations are not
. va . .. .
y vary with the political climate. It is quite possible that the warm start

favours the leading i
party in general, ra ha
stages of the politi g neral, rather than Labour in particular. Further experiments i
political cycle will elucidate this point further At at different

331. More generall
y, however, the § .
€xperiment emphasises how vulnerable the standard voting intention

question can be to distortion, a
»and m i
might be (even if its apparent eff akf* It clear how potentially perilous any form of warm start technique
ect is to nudge the voting figures in the right, rather than th
) n the wrong,

direction). Nevertheless, this i

. , this is b

a . atit i ' Y IO means to conclude that the cold start m i

ecessarily that it is theoretically preferable. ethod is perfect or even

Th y
- . R t r

ncy. This, if i

fact, MORI and NOP had the hi
the highest La .
dis o t Labour ratings of the five co . )
counted as insignificant, mpanies. Clearly this difference can be

different companies (see T: s
able 3). It
effct, o for any other ef ) v.vould be hard to make out a case for a substanti i
ect depending on differences in comp. nial question wording
any methodology.

RPN
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8.4 Secret ballot technique

failuré of the polls in 1992 Was that Conservative supporters were

334. One possible explanation for the
¢ their voting intentions in the

more likely to decline to be interviewed, and more likely to refuse to giv
»don’t know’ option as 2 polite refusal. If so, the privacy offered by a secret
caused by the reluctance of some Tories

is well &stabliShed in other forms of

interview or nominate the

ballot method may be a way of reducing the possible distortions

to state their party preference openly. The use of similar techniqucs .

reduce the reluctance of some people to answer seasitive questions. The
Harris have used them for exit polls

use of secret ballots for exit polls is also well established. ITN and .
since 1974. More recently, tests by NOP showed that refusal rates were reduced by 6% as a resql.t'of, using

ting behaviour instead of 3 simple verbal question. The same reduction of 6%
obtained by ICM in 2 split sample test conducted in
higher in the secret ballot.

market and social research to

a secret ballot to record voO

in refusals to the voting intention questions Was
ows the Conservatives 7%

September 1992, Further, the table below also sh

pallot and conventional interviewing, September 1992

Table 50: ICM split-sample comparison of secret
Difference
Convei\l\t\ﬁvgtal poll Secre;b ballot e
% 35 +7
Conservative 28 38 :
Liers > 12 .
Liberal Democrat 12 : :
SNP 3 2 2
Others 1 3 :
Will not vote 12 1 1
Refused . W y 1 s
Don’t know - s

ced support for the secret ballot. But following their tests,
rodu ducted on behalf of the Guardian. The

335. Tests by NOP and MORI have 10t P {is con
onthly PO
gular m oduced the secret ballot)

ICM introduced a secret ballot for their T 1992 (when ICMntr
od® have been added

ber
analysis which follows covers the period betwech Septe:: conducted during the peri
. i ol
and April 1994. In Table 51 all 49 convenfuon:; 5013 parcs, In the S4T® period 18 secret ballot polls
of pa

together to produce an average estimate ath secret ballot polls produced results that were, on

have been published b the whole period ¢ ;

y ICM. Over stional polls. However, when the whole

average 3% more favourable t0 the Conservatives than 2% wnveh itis a::arent that the pro-Tory effect
18 ents of 9 months €36 '

month period is split into two jatter. In the most recent 9 month

equal segm ot in the

) r period but 1 )

Of the secret ballot was evident in the eafll::' ml’: identical o the conventional polls.
uced resuits =

) t are
Period the secret ballot has prod

n these two months ICM added

—
———

December 1
the secret pallot.

% .
oth Except that ali polls conducted in
er experiments 1o their polls in addition {0
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Table 51: Com
parison of secret ballot and conventional interviewing, 1992-3

Co
September 1992-April 1994 " lab LDem ClLead

;g:al (49 polls)
Secret ballot (18) , % 30 46 2 16
% )
ilept;:llber 1992-May 1993 N “ ? -
erbal (25)
ICM Secret ballot (9) % 33 4 16 13
% 35 )
4 16 -9

June 1993-April 1994

Verbal (24)
ICM Secret ballot (9) 4 27 - -
% 27 18
Based on all published N - -
polls,
September 1992 10 April 1994 except those December 1993-J.
-January 1994,
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9. AFTERWORD: MODELLING BEHAVIOUR FROM INTENTION

337. Polling is a complex operation. There are many points at which it is possﬁale to make mistakes in

their conduct or to misinterpret their findings. We have endeavoured to sift through these to see which
was most responsible for the errors of 1992. The conclusions which follow from our exploration are laid
out on the preceding pages. They do not offer a single headline answer. Several factors contributed
minimally to the polisters’ discomfiture but three - differential refusals, inadequately rigorous quotas and

late swing - seem to have been the main culprits.

earch arises when respondents do not behave"as they say they intend

their high requirement’s ‘of precision. The parallel
tructive. It is well known that an estimate of

338. A basic difficulty of all survey 1es

to, particularly when voting forecasts are at stake with

with market research into new product development is
ated intention to buy can be

ins

either very good (in the case of major purchases

om product t0 product depending on the amount
blem apply t0 voting polls?

purchase volume based on st
r very bad. It can also vary fr
retail outlets. Does this pro

such as durables or cars) O

of competitive clutter in the

edictor of behaviour. Perhaps things have changed

339, In Britain, intention has in the pastbeend good pr

or maybe the closeness Of the race in 1992 created exceptional
well known that stated intention will never be a good
for example, as we have seen (paragraph 146

elections and other adjustments to

so that this is no longer the case,
circumstances. In some other countries it is

predictor. Major adjustments have to be made. In France,

et seq) this involves weighting for claimed pehaviour at previous

overcome anticipated underclaiming of behavio

a problem has arisen in Britain, poll\s\ters will need 10 abandon simple reporting of voting intention totals,
/ g can be more accurately

. be predicted from the . Thi

and develop models by which actual vOtin P data. This, of

rch; unwise to introduce such techniques untried
9y

ur that might be deemed to be socially undesirable. If such

course, would involve considerable resea jt would bé most

or without full recognition of the pitfalls involved.

whacks for the simple reporting of poll research.

ave considerable dra
ns which do not lend themselves to succinct headlines and

unequivocal conclusions. Nevertheless, it could well be that the most respons.ible way to use the polls in
future will be to extrapolate from the raw data to more sophisticated calculat‘lons which .carry a degree of
extra risk and need to bear a ‘health warning’ a$ well as considerable explanation for the interested viewer

the pollin,
or reader. In the long term this may bead t that the po

340. Of course, such implications b
Media clients may balk at complex interpretatio

evelopmen g organisations - and their clients

- will have to consider.
e way in which their findings are used. The media and the public

o a degree of accuracy far more stringent than

341. Pollsters’ reputations depend Of th
ct election results t
gent than is realistic. Polisters must, of course,

seem to expect them to be able t0 predi .
nd indeed more strifk

that applied to other market research, @
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do all that they can to
ensure th : .

accurate than they were in 199; th:; findings are as accurate as possible, and certainly should b

i ; we believe that th ’ e more
achieving that. But e recommendations of thi

polisters must . . of this report are a step to
accepted. As our report has shown t:lso insist on the limitations of their craft being und p tovare®
» i Crs
and refinements which can yet be ere Is a lot yet to be learned and there may be many i rood axe
i
exploring this. Nevertheless, the fa made. The polisters and, indeed, all market resea yh mprovemen®
» (e fact rema 5aDD0] ’ rchers should b
be perfect. To be able to ensure that th ains that - disappointing as it may be to some - polls will e
itself. If the pollsters can do this { ey remain within the standard of margj polls will never
this in the future, they can be well pleased rgins of error is a success in
with themselves.
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POSTSCRIPT: THE 1994 EUROPEAN ELECTIONS

342. The European Parliament elections of 9 June 1994 took place after this report had been prepared.

However, they did provide a test of some of the techniques discussed in the previous pages. The crude

figures from many of the surveys suggested the existence of a pro-Labour bias similar to that in 1992. But
the application of the lessons about weighting, differential refusals and secret ballot techniques set out

above enabled some at least of the forecasts to come close to the outcome.

election. The turnout (36%) was less

ns were somewhat different from a general
listers with very different problems.

343. The European electio
than half that in a general election, and therefore presented the po
There were many fewer polls conducted during the campaign, and only one (by ICM) was conducted wholly

within four days before the election. A further difficulty may be that the result of the 1994 European
if the apparent closeness of the 1992 contest affected electors’

election was never. in any real doubt; thus,
is factor was largely absent in 1994.

behaviour or their responses to interviewers, th

344. There were four surveys carried\Qut within the last nine days of the campaign, although none could
properly be considered to be an ‘eve-&f—poll prediction’. Of the four, only oné - ICM’s survey on 6 June
for the Daily Express - used a broadly similar method 10 the polls conducted in the 1992 general election
campaign (although with the addition of a secret pallot and of moré extensive use of quota, demogra phic
ables). Both MORI (on 2-6 June for The Times), Gallup (on 1-7 June,
ducted in-home over several days, and the

urveys con
weekend of 4-5 June which was leaked to the media,

polisters during the 1992 campaign. Table 52

and consumption weighting vari
unpublished™) asked their questions on omnibus §

NOP poll, a private poll for the Labour party o the
used by the major

was by telephone, neither being methods
gs for each survey”™

shows the unadjusted voting intention findin

345. NOP’s telephone poll produced a result that was jdentical t0 the nearest percentage point with the
final percentages for both Conse rvatives and Labour, while ICM was 1% out in each case. Both MORI
an the final Labour vote and lower than

and Gallup reported vote shares that turned out to be higher i L
the final Conservative vote. All the polls correctly jdentified 1€, jonal variations 1n support for the parties.

However, none of the. polls indicated a strong showing by the minor parties Of the effect that this would

have on the Liberal Democrat share- (This may well be an effect of 1ate swing, of which part at least might
nce of rother” parties by the ballot papers).

consist of protest voters being reminded of the €xiSte

——
——

separate overlapping surveys over the period, since

% jons from three
The Gallup fi a tent
p figures are an aggreg e one - £ the S rveys.

G : i
allup did not publish the figures from any sing

tion of voting in
that NOP would have
o , : m‘wmﬂdha\(ebeenmeﬂgw
used Figures given for the NOP poll ar¢ pased on "oertain 10 vr‘eﬂ media, which Were
if they had published the poll; they differ o the figures

based on all respondents.
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Table 52: Polls duri
ng the 1994 European election campaign - unadjusted figur
es
Fieldwork

ICM/D Express Con 1la

ICM/Guardian ;;l) May % 27 46b LDem Oth C lead Sample
MORU/Times 19.2 May % 26 47 22 5 -19 1,019
Gallup/D Telegraph 25:30 May % 27 47 gg 5 21 1,420
MOR/Times BHMy % 23 535 4 20 1,99
NOP/Labour party une % 23 5 19 45 305 1,042
ICM/D Express ‘é‘f June % 28 41 . 20 6 28 2669
Gallup/unpublished une % 27 4 9.5 85 -16 c. 1,000
Result ;—} June % 245 492 22 6 .18 1050

: . -16.4

by including the reported past vote of th
e

; f adjusting raw survey figures from

u ‘o

o ]mowsl’ sted by weighting for reported past vote, MORI
» and ICM by using both techniques.

Table §3: Adj
: Adjusted :
figures in the final polls, 1994 European elect
. election
Fieldw
MORI/Times ork
Con
ICM/D Express ﬁu{::,ne % 27 ﬁ";b LDem Oth CLead Sample
Gallup/unpublished % 29 20 6 20
Result ;’7 June % 28 43 20 8 14 %829
Ju i} 050
e % 78 4 167 S5 6 299
. 2 -164

c. The unadjusted MO
RI figures sh
ow e
of refusers and ‘don’ a 11'6% Wel‘-estimate of th La
e Labour lead, but re-allocatio
s - n

%
ICM and MORP’s publi
published ‘headli
headline’ figures were in both cases th,
€ Unadjusteq fj
gures
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348. One clear lesson reiterated by the 1994 European election polls appears to be that electors are very
poor predictors of whether they will vote, at least in European elections. In ICMs poll 55% said they were
"certain to vote", in MORD’s the percentage was 45% ;n;d in_Gallup’s 54%; in fact the turnout was only
36%. In their post-election survey ICM also found considerable moverclaiming” - a much higher proportion

of respondents claimed to have voted than the actual turnout.

conducted and published before the votes were counted took advantage of

(which has a three-day hiatus between voting and
an objective standard - the actual result - by

349, Two post-election surveys
the unique opportunity offered by a European Election

test their methodology against

counting of the votes) to
announced.

asking how voters had voted before the result had been
t in the same way as

Being surveys of those who had voted,

the pre-election surveys; nor, with the

they were not vulnerable to differential turnou
result unknown, was there any danger of inaccuraté answers being caused either by a bandwagon effect or
by a new and different political atmosphere having developed following the results.
Table 54: Post election polls in the 1994 European election
Tie & ork Con Lab fDem Oth Sample
ICM/S Express 10-11 June o 19 ; 2,954
Unadjusted figures % 2
Published (adjusted
pl’edictiox(l justed) % 267 453 196 84
Result 9 June % 278 442 167 11.2
MORIERS Exit Poll
(London) v'g June % 29 51 13 7 3893
Result
T 18
350, These two surveys, one a quota survey of the general public and one an exit poll, offered encouraging
’ -street quota
findings. An ICM survey published in the sunday Express was based 01 &2 in ;u ‘l“: methodology
similar to that used by the polling companies in 1992, but also using a secret ot an more extensive
weighting by demographic and consumption data- The unadjusted figures show 2.‘ bias to Labour of -
iis in the 1992 general election. Adjusting the figures by re-

hat in the PO
ally - weighting by past VO

allocating ‘don’t knows’ and - more especi
tives and Labour. The
and offers considerable support to the

nths in reporting their regular

ting brought ICM’s figures to within
survey seems t0 confirm that quota

equivalent size and direction to t

f both the Conserva
accurate un

ey ﬁave experiment

1.1% of the vote shares O
polls are unlikely at present tO achieve
techniques used by ICM (with which th

surveys for the Guardian.)

adjusted figures,
ed for some MO
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351. A MORI (random) secr .
by weighting [0 age d) et ballot exit poll in London for the Electoral Reform Society, adjusted only
and genc ’
g gender to compensate for the known profile of refusers, was also very close to th
s se to the

true result. As with the ICM
su; sl aatios
B rvey, the implication is that the problem of di .
participate can be overcome. of differential refusal to

352. The experience of th
e 1994 E .
polls at the time of the 1992 ele‘:f)pean. Elections demonstrates that the problems manifested by the
lon still persist. But it also offers encouraging evidence that the

experiments along the lines outlined i
ined i
In this report may go a long way towards overcoming these problems

—— ——— e = e
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Appendix 1: PUBLISHED NATIONAL OPINION POLLS IN

Fieldwork
11 Mar
11-12 Mar
11-12 Mar
11-13 Mar
11-13 Mar
11-13 Mar
12-13 Mar
13 Mar
15-16 Mar
16 Mar
17 Mar
17-18 Mar
17-18 Mar
18-20 Mar
19-20 Mar
20 Mar
19.21 Mar
20-21 Mar
21-23 Mar
22-23 Mar
23 Mar
23.24 Mar
24 Mar
24 Mar
24-25 Mar
25-27 Mar
26-27 Mar
27 Mar
27-28 Mar
26-29 Mar
28-30 Mar
29-30 Mar
30 Mar
31 Mar

31 Mar-1 Apr
31 Mar-1 Apr
31 Mar-3 Apr

1-3 Apr
2-3 Apr
2-3 Apr
3 Apr

3-4 Apr
3-4 Apr
4-6 Apr
4.7 Apr
6-7 Apr
7-8 Apr
7-8 Apr
7-8 Apr
8 Apr

Company Source

NOP
MORI
MORI
Harris
Harris
Harris
NOP
ICM
Harris
MORI
ICM
Gallup
NOP
MORI
Harris
ICM
NOP
NOP
Harris
Harris
MORI
Gallup
ICM
NMR
NOP
MORI
Harris
ICM
NOP

- NOP

Harris
Harris
MORI
ICM
Gallup
NOP
ICM
MORI
Gallup
NOP
ICM
NOP
Harris
Harris
Harris
MORI
MORI
NOP
Gallup
ICM

Mail on S

Times

S.Times (P1)

Observer

D.Express
WT

L
Ind.on S. (P1)

S.Express
D.Express
Times
Guardian
D.Telegraph
Independent

S.Times (P2)

Observer
S.Express

Ind.on S. (P2T)

Mail on S
D.Express
ITN

Times )\
D.Telegraph
Guardian
European
Independent
S. Times (P3)
Observer

S.Express
Mailon S

Ind.on'S. (P3T)

D.Express
ITN

Times
Guardian
D.Telegraph
Independent
Press Assn
S.Times (P4)
S. Telegraph

Ind.on S. P4T)

S.Express
Mail on S

Observer
D.Express
ITN

YTV

Times
]ndependent
D.Telegraph
Guardian

THE 1992 ELECTION
Sample Con  Lab LDem C Lead
1050 41 40 15 1
1054 38 4 16 3
1544 40 39 18 1
1054 40 4 1 3
1086 39 40 16 1
218 371 4 17 4
2155 40 4 4l
109 39 40 16
1081 4 38 17 3
1009 38 4 16 -5
1100 38 4 16 5
og4 405 385 18 2
1,262 38 42 17 -4
1257 38 4 D 3
1% 40 39 17 1
115 31 42 16 5
to4 P 4 15 -2
085 38 40 16 2
1,000 43 38 15 5
2,158 38 42 16 -4
T 38 4 17 3
1092 40 405 165 05
1’096 39 40 17 -1
1105 38 3 19 -1
1326 39 4 14 3
Los7 40 38 17 2
e R T S
1.099 37 41 18 -4
0 ¥ O 16 -1
’108 40 39 17 1
a2 ¥4 9 -6
080 35 2 19 7
s woa ¥
Yoos 38 375 205 05
1,302 37 39 19 2
w0 ¥ ¥ 2
1’265 37 39 21 -2
1043 375 275 2 0
1,006 18 41 17 -3
o 3 ® 1B
yos 3 42 6
Joo0 38 40 17 2
1’093 37 38 21 -1
a210 38 40 18 2
1,065 37 40 20 3
w8 ¥ B 1
e » 27 iy
2478 385 % ol
2’186301;;03: Times Guide 10 the House of Commons, 1992
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Appendix 2: SCOTTISH POLLS

The problems of opinion pol

representative of th[; whol: Bll:ti:l ::ctl %2 General Election were not confined to the major surveys

in Scotland were carried out between th:rate. Ten polis specifically designed to measure public opinion

polling across Great Britain, they all meas: t:: of the campaign and polling day. Like their counterparts

eventually recorded in the ballot box andrun::::tl. Of support for Labour substantially higher than that

support for SNP and underestimated the Liberal Der:::rtz1 2 11" SUEpert They slo overstate?
share. In fact, each of the ten polls placed the

Conservative party in thi
third place behi
Bl L nd the SNP. The Conservatives event
I percentage points ahead of the SNp ntually polled 25.6% of the volcs,

Tabl : i
e 55: Scottish Polls in the 1992 election
Fieldwork Polls
ter £
12/3 MORI STmple size Con Lab L Con lead
19/3 MORI 1’054 % 23 4 Dem SNP Oth over Lab
193-243  System 3 009 9 24 0 -19
22233 ICM s | S 27 1 23
208 MORI SLZAN 22 ﬁ T2 1 22
g, MRS 2 2 o 2 1 19
and 1,079 % 21 42 10 27 " 3
Pre April 38 10 i
o MOR? average B213 o 417 - 31 0 17
2-3/4 i DL OO o 3270 07 203
5-6/4 ICM 1:387 % 21 :3 11 27 1 75
3 56 7 12 E
: ChAR 23 3 -19
April averape 41 11
/4 Result ; (a0 70 115 .2 ¥ : v
i . S.
Difference % 25.6 39 13 212 1'2 22
. 0. -13.4

e —— 15 435 402 81

during the campaign.

Table 56 com 3
pares the difference betwee
€tween poll findj
the election
result for each company. Market

ResearCh SCO[I i T | h d
a]l(l WEre a httle out Of l-lle wi en ]l gl
1 l[h lhe Othe lh i
. eir reSU]lS produoe i .
ree consist [ly .

support for the SNP and
lower support
pport for the Conservatives With thi
. Is exception, the poll results were
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remarkably consistent and, like their national counterparts, contain the same under-estimate of

Conservative support and overstatement of Labour share.

Table 56: Scottish Polls: Summary of difference from final result, by Pollster

Lab LDem SNP Oth Con lead

Con
ICM
Final Poll % -36 2.0 2.0 3.5 0.2 -5.6
Average of polls % -36 20 -30 4.5 DIZHE-5.6
MORI
Final Poll % 4.6 5.0 -1.0 125 -0.8 9.6
-3.0 4.5 -0.1 -1.9

Average of polls % -4.6 33

MR Scotland
Final Poll % -76 4.0 -2.0 5.5 02 -11.6
Average of polls % -61 11510 22, SMRR 8.5 0. -1.6

-1.0 3 1288516

System 3 5
-4.6 1.
- 07 71

Final Poll B
Average of polls % 46 30 35 ]

L e

tla
e national polls. The methodology used by all four polling companies
tional polls. All four pollsters used face to

nd produced similar results with the same

It is not surprising that the four companies polling in Sco

measurement problems scen in th
o that employed by the na
mograp
rking status in the quota controls.

was broadly the same and similar t
hic characteristics. Age, SeX and social

led by quotas on main de

face interviews with samples control
Juded WO

class were common to all four while three also 1nc

d from a number of parliamentary constituencies

1000 interviews selecte
66 (MR Scotland). No panel surveys were

M) and 53 (MORI) to
s been pres

Samples sizes were all just over

ranging from 41 (S3) through 52 (IC

d no evidence ha ented based on post election recalls on
n an

conducted during the campaig

n the pre—election polls.

Scottish electors interviewed i
cottish results t0 the national picture, it is not unreasonable to suspect that
so at work in Scotland.

Given the similarity of the S

the factors which affected th

¢ national polls were al
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d Average Max
| -112 - d f.f,zr errof error Method
, Con Lab Lib Oth Cleaderor
Appendix 3: THE HISTORICAL RECORD OF THE FINAL POLLS Sample 65 15 +10 14 10 1.; g
: 1970 455 y ] 21 4
Table 57: Final polls and election results 1945-87 ORC (13-17 Jun) l,ggi Zz ﬁg 480 50 } g :i'(l) 12 52 44 R
Harris (n/a) 2 s 441 482 64 70 o4 26 52 Q
NOP (12-16 Jun) 1562 % 0 490 15 s 10 31 32 64 R
Gallup (14-16 Jun) 2,190 as 502 70 13 M
_ Lead Average Max hod Marplan (11-14 Jun) 2,267 % S 438 16 24 +2
! . Sample  Con Lab Lib Oth Cleaderror error error Metho Result (18 Jun) % 46 2 o
19 . 3,
, 23 1.7
Gallup (24-27 Jun) % 410 470 105 15 60 +35 15 18 Q 30 35 -15 5 14 Qr
4 Result (5 Jul) % 393 488 92 27 .95 gf,';‘}';";;’é’{’;eb) 1,056 % 360 32.5, 12 24 +30 ﬁg i.s 28 Rr
ORC (n/a) 2,327 ?; 23'2 352 220 g-g Ii'g 432 15 25 g;
Daly Mai Harris (26-27 Feb) 3,193 . 395 355 220 s 420 +12 07 09 Q
Daily Mail (5-11 Feb) % 455 425 na  120* 430 +68 29 43 na NOP (23-27 Feb) 4038 % 5 315 205 23 20T 99 sz O
Daily Express (17-21 Feb) % 450 440 100 10 +10 +48 14 28 na Gallup (2627 Feb) ~ 1881 % 3. 245 250 49 +os
Gallup (17-20 Feb) % 435 450 105 10 .15 423 09 18 Q Ma };n (n/a) 1649 % 365 o 198 34 0
Result (23 Feb) % 430 468 93 09 .33 Res‘& ¢ (28 Feb) % 388 4 Q
10 07 L
* Mail poll combined Lj 45 45 57 R
poll combined Liberals and others October 1974 | % 355 400 ZO-g 40 -145 -110 iig >3 Qr.
RSt N2 0 f’g:lls o 310 455 134 44 14 3'3 16 28 Rr
RSL (/a) % 500 430 wa  70% 470 478 39 58 NOP (2-5 Oct) Lot % MANEE oL 84 20 08 13 O
Daily Express (19-23 Oct) % 00 460 35 05 440 148 15 28 n/a ORC (5-9 Oct) 2701 % 346\ ¢ s 190 33 -5-5 0 21 36 Qr
Gallup (22 Oct) % 495 470 35 05 425 433 11 18 Q Harris (5-9 Oct) 7% % 360 41.8 2 35 _10_5 g
Result (25 Oct) % 480 488 35 07 .08 Gallup (3-8 Oct) 024 % 383 43 158 43 -3
Marplan (8 Oct) L % 367 402
* RSL poll combined Liberals and others Result (10 Oct) ‘ 25 +20 52 1.6 ::‘I gl’
6 .
0 135 6 -16 O
1955 " o s 1979 238 % B0 A 5T a3 2 07 o0s 08 Q
Daily Express (n/a) o2 42 22 04 430 03 065 08 na Gallup (30 Apr-1 May) 2, % M4 3BT 5 30 465 5 13 Q
Gallup (21-24 May) % 30 41515 00 4135 102 12 13 Q - MORI (30 Apr-1May) 974 7 \icy 385 25 25 10 T o5 09 Q
Result (26 May) % 97 464 27 15 33 Marplan (1 May) . 1973 % 460 390 20 55 480 +0
NOP (12 May) + LT o 450 370 B0 33 412
19(5); (2-5 Ocy) % 48.0 MORI (2 May) 1.08 % 49 317 5 T
N - o 430 441 qp 79* 439 03 08 08 Q Result (3 May) 22
. . -0. . . +7
F Stat (14: gsct;/a) 3 :g-? ar 51 06 429 13 06 10 RM s 29 2 If; +6 15 35 g
Da;lly Exg.s Oc(:t ) % 41 D4 50 05 437 05 06 11 nha - 1983 L0 %46 B oo 2 T 43 0.8 ; 2
g:s‘:f ((8 Oct) % 438 ﬁ'z ::i 05 +20 22 10 19 Q ﬁSL @ ;u;} ) W 4;5 B % z B 1'3 2 Q
* 0.6 +4, arris (7-8 Jun 45. g .
. . 42 Gallup((7-8 Jun) 2,003 ZZ 46 26 ﬁ 2 +1g ‘% 00 0 Q
NOP poll combined Liberals and others Marplan (8 Jun) ;’gi(s) 9 46 222 26 2 :i 6 i
, NOP (6-7 Jun) ; o 44 26 2 :
RSL (0/a) e % 450 460 np g MORI (8 Jun) L0l 2 e 28 ;
) ; 20* .1, , . 4 !
NOP (9-13 Oct) LI % 443 414 99 -3, ;‘1’ +-(1)g ;(6)5 g.s ;/; Result (9 Jun) ;
Gallup (8-13 Oct) 3829 % 45 465 g5 o 20 01 16 29 Q+R |
Daily Express (n/a) Wa % 445 437 139 o3 +08 +27 08 16 nAa |
Result (15 Oct) %429 w48 w4 g9 g T ’ |
* RSL polt combineq Liberals and others |
|
oy na % 416 49 ‘
RSL (n/a) a o 4l 7 83 04 g4 08 08 12 nha |
NOP (27-29 Mar) 1693 % 374 541 95 |, 167 94 27 54 ;/r |
Daily Express (n/a) Wa % 4.6 506 74 g4 90 17 14 19 nha %
| Gallup (2428 Mar) 3,59 % 400 510 g9 1, 110 37 12 23 Q4R |
i Result (31 Mar) % 414 487 gg LT 3 ‘
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1987 pie Con Lab ‘ Lead Ave
Harris (10 Jun) 2123 % 43 34 21 2 9 ' : THE CONVENTIONAL SAMPLING ERROR FORMULAE
Gall » % 42 + K “
Gallup B9 Jur) 208 R R S 2 12T DO NOT APPLY
NP (o) law % B % ms 15 a4 152 9 |
ORI (9-10 J ’ o 42 35 +7 -4 o . :
Result (11 Ju:)n) 1,688 % 44 3 % g 7 4 ig g 8 As outlined in Section 5.2 above, the sampling errors discussed here are derived empirically from study
% 43 32 23 2 +12 +1 05 1 Q of variations between polls. This is a simple but adequate substitute for the statistical analysis needed to
Ii?ypto(il Igggg dsed +11 derive estimates from within a single survey.
y ined two sepa
M: Poll in margi parate samples
ginal seats onl
P: Panel nly
Q: Quota sample If should be noted that the sampling errors SO derived are slightly greater than would emerge from
L ;.Ii::;?“’iew of previously selected sampl simplistic application of classical sampling theory formulae. The latter are appropriate only when a Survey
i . om sa mple . R
:'; T: Telephone mple P sample is selected using ‘simple random sampling’ - an approach seldom used whether in academic socfal
i’, o R N surveys, market research or political polling. It should be emphasised that ‘random’ sampling is not
I 0 M W, .
Mm%m D. Butler and haphazard - a random sample is one that is systematically drawn to ensure that each member of the
ber 1974, and R. Rose/A. Ki . . . ot
L1974, /A. King/M. Pinto-Duschinsky/D. Kavanagh, The British G¢ nerdl population being sampled has an equal probability of selection.)
In surveys of the British public, even the most carefully drawn probability samples are not truly ‘random’.
They start by drawing a sample of constituencieS.‘lé@l authority districts O other area samples (the ‘first
stage’) and then, within those, a sample of l‘lOllSehOl\ds\ or individuals. If households are chosen (the ‘second
to be surveyed.

used to designate the individuals

dom sample; all are to a greater or lesser degree

public is 2 ‘pure’ ran

stage’), then a random process of selection must be

Consequently, no survey of the

‘clustered’.

procedures, in two important respects. First, they almost
where interviewers aré allowed to

called quota sampling,
phic and socio-economic targets. This will not necessarily
likely to be tO introduce sampling bias.

AT
Polls also deviate from sifnple random sampling

invariably use the non-random sampling process

mogra

select respondents who meet certain de
its potential effect is

have any impact on sampling variability; 1

more

ected in twO S13E ample of geographical areas
ithin these areas. The procedure (multi-stage

ed by the time and resources it saves, enabling polling at
ty than would be achieved with a simple

variabili
Design Effect - is outlined for example in

re advanced texts on survey sampling.

. t stage, a S
Second) poll Samples [end to be sel es. at the ﬁrs g y
ndents aré
justifi
r sampling

is selected; subsequently, respo

sampling) is perfectly sound and is well
speed. It does, however, usually result in greate
random sample of the same size. The effect -
h in detail in mo

Worcester and Downham?®” and dealt wit

book (3rd edition, London: McGraw Hill, 1986),

! K Hand
(eds) Consumer Market Research Hall

”
R. Worcester and J. Downham
Chapter 4.
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Appendix 5A: Evidence of MORI panels S
Table 58: Percentages of the electorate switching during the camlmgn

1979 MORI/SUNDAY TIMES PANEL
i Initial wave _ | .
bofore. (Start of campaign) | \
befo{e Lib Oth/DK TOTAL
election Con Tab

Initial wave

Final wave  weeks before ! ection anROUE ced)
before (Tw = — g
' "\ | spPALi
election Lab N |
i 1.5 17
. 1.5 11
Appendix S: .

e

9
(17.6) 1

Detailed evidence on the 1992 election

2.7

SDP/Lib All . . o

Final wave
before
election
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Table S9: Percentages of the electorate switching during the campaign, 1992
1992 MORY/SUNDAY TIMES PANEL '
%
Initial wave
(After election announced)
Con Lab ’ LD Oth/DK

0.8

' Recalled vote
_ after election
%

Table 60: Percentages of voters switchi
1992 MORVI/SUNDAY TI.

Wave [V
-3 April)

ng during final week, 1992
MES PANEL
(Base: Those reporting voting)

Lab

Oth/DK

' Con (34.1) 1.1
Lab 12 (34.5)
LD 0.9 2.0
Oth
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. 1992
Table 61: Percentages of supporters of each party switching,

" 4 th waves)
imes panel. Base: All answering bo
CHANGE WEEK 1 to WEEK 4 (MORU/Sunday Times P Wave I party

Would Un
not dec- I::g‘
Oth vote ided
Con  Lab LD:;I pe34 =4l n=112 =14
n=438 n=404 1= % % % %
% % % 2% 44
Wave 4 party 86 3 9 - W 36 19
ave 4 pa 8
Conservative 4 869 882 ig s 5 -
Labour 8 - 1 7
Liberal Democrat * 2 . 6_9 74 1 -
Other 1 ' . . 3 19 -
Would not vote 1 1 . ) . 3 30
Undecided * - " s)
Refused ) ] ase: All answering both wav
RECALL (MORUSunday Times panel.vlgave I party
CHANGE WEEK 1 to VOTE Would Un
not  dec- Refu
te ided sed
Lab LDem (_’_th v—.(:sz a=T1  n=7
»\ \ Cgl;6 n___w n=l7o n=31 n% % %
e % ﬁ S 3 %
Reported Vote 847 ;2 8 26 g gi' 3_2
Conservative 73 13 .
8 3
Labour 5 , 2 6l 62’2 s 31
Liberal Democrat ; 3 4 9 2 .
ther S 1 1 -
Did not vote
Refused
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CHANGE WEEK 4 to VO
TE RE ;
CALL (MORUV/Sunday Times panel. Base: All answering both waves)
Wave IV party
) Would Un
t dec- Refu
Con Lab LDem Oth rot
- vote ided
léoepomed Vote n=311 =275 n=183 =28 =21 n=11 :ﬁ
La‘;I(S)el'vanve _ % % % % % % %
(/4
Labour 23 9 4 18 8 S8
mocrat 8 3 32 9 24
Other 2 5 ,
Did not vote ot S A . A
Refused 2 4 4 & 2
- * ) 20 -
- - - 9 -
CHANGE WEEK 4 to V
both waves) OTE RECALL (NOP/Independent on
Sunday panel. Base: All voting and answering
- . Wave IV party
o Would Un

Con not dec- Ref
Lab LDem Oth vote ided s ed“

Reported Vote

=245 =
Reprtd o n 2 n_q231 n=101 n=17 n=2 n=18 n=6
Conser o 30 ‘1% % %o % %
loa'tl;eral Democrat ; n 33 IS i » ;
er . : x -
4
T -
- 34
CHANGEEVE OF PO
oo LL to VOTE RECALL (ICM/Guardi
uardian post-election recall. Base: All answering both
Wave IV party
Would Un-

not Don’t will-

Con

Reported Vote n=433
. n=389 n=197 _
IC:blj:zrrvatwe Z; % % ";:1 ";34 n—;/sz n=47
. o o %
Liberal Democra * ; 6 4 5
o t 9 p 5 26 33
. 2 2 - 24 16
Did not vote * 4 11 5 14 8
Unwilling to say/Don’t know 4 4 g ?g 88 8 .
1 1 18 -
2 1 2 10
43
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ix 5B: Panel trends and cross section trends compared

Append
Table 62: Panel studies 1992 - net changes in voting intentions
Base. Week Week Week Week Actual Reported
line 1 2 3 4 Result Vote
% % % % % % %
MORUY/Sunday Times *
Interviewing dates 123 18203 25213 134 94 104
154 1257 1292 1%5 934
Conservative 40 38 38 37 43 40
Labour 0 4 4 3 B I
Liberal Democrat - 18 19 20 21 18 21
Other 3 2 2 3 4 2
Con lead over Lab 41 3 2 2 +8 3
Swing in final week of campaign +2%
NOP/Independ .
InleWi/ew,n"‘;)g dau: né on Sundzy 12133 19213 26293 234 94 10-124
Base Tg155 1,004 1,000 1,006 620
Conservative 40 39 39 38 43 42
Labour 41 41 40 41 35 37
Libel'al Democrat 14 15 16 17 ]f IZ
Other 5 5 5 ‘; 5 &
Con lead over Lab AN 2 - - e
Swing in final week of campaign v
m?ml.lﬂl} BC On The Record (Panel of floating vostggs) 2143 1903 26213 234 10114
Base ewing dates 2,650 1,072 1 g;g 1 %3 1;26 1;);0
Co : 41 40
o B EE
Io‘ittl)leral Democrat ‘A 252 235 3 2 3 4
er )
P +4 +3 +2 +8
Con lead over Lab ~ ~ ' +9 8 +3%
Swing in final week of campaign
with panel studies, 1992

ted contemporaneously

Table 63: Cross-section polls condve
Week Week Week Week
1 2 3 4
% P ZZ z
39 38
f:nservative 4 40 39 323
bour 16 18
Liberal Democrat }; a1 -1
Con lead over Lab CM; 18-21.3 NOP, Harris/Qbserver IcM;
. rris/EXPIESS Harris/LWT, ICM; » Harmis/Obseries,
(Polls included were 11-13.3: NOP, MORL Hamis/Qbsesves H
25.20.3 NOP, Harris/Observer, ICM; 1-3:4 GalloP ICM)-
—_— adin bothtotherecallandtowavelv.
% . day Times panel in the table are for ‘hm:ym 1 v’ intentions, its voting intentions
H The figures given for the MOR%W recall wave %83 ‘ntention of the whole panel at wave IV was Conservative
owever, the recall is slightly suspect l, (Whereas the voting 1o was Conservative 485 Labour 38%.) It may
o0 wave IV did not tally with those &Y ot l’aélm'ose int on the recall w:; mind of those interviewed, weighted to the
tions O « of the actual .Chaﬂg" weck is reduced t0 slightly under 2%.

3’ % 18‘)0“!‘ 39% the wave IV vOlillS inten
» pe basis O
week on.t . ethod the SWing in the last

be preferable to measure swing in the last
compasition of the whole panel detected at wave IV;
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If we compare th
¢ mean results of the nati
ional face-to-face cross i
-section polls being carried out at th
e

same time as the nationally r :
and Liberal Democrats a,fh cpresentative two panels, we get very similar trends for both Conservatives
(although the downward trend for Labour is different)

Although one would
generally expect
Y the trends detected by panels to be more reliable than those shown

downward Labour tre
nd fou: PO
nd by cross sections is more accurate. In MORT's Su nday Times panel th
anel the rate

of attrition was signifi
mﬂy hi er a S %,
gher among initial Labour supporters than among initial Conservative

supporters; consequently the

> fin

members wh - al panels had to be weighted somewhat i

o had originally supported Labour at in favour of the remaining

A broadly similar pattern though.
voters’ panel. It is a reasonablega:st:ns I:ir: no:nced <.:an be observed in the MORI On the Record floating
were generally uninterested in pOlitic: a ndt e roporton of thase who dropped out of the pancl
to abandon the party. Consequently it x;lanh that these were the group of Labour supporters most liable
the campaign was concealed in the panel);) a: been the case that the real rate of Labour’s decline during
likely to be switchers; weighting to the o){ . © foc t.hat those who dropped out were disproportionately
indeed, make matters worse by overwei l.’lgmal voting strengths cannot compensate for thi

Y Overweighting the most solid Labour supporters Interestinglyl P

effect can be i i in ai
identified in either the 1987 or 1983 MORI/Sunday T; no similar
ay Times panel studies
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Appendix 5C: Anticipated result of the 1992 election

Gallup asked on four occasions during the campaign “Irrespective of how you yoursélf will vote, who do

you think will win the next General Election?’

11-17.3 18.23.3 25-30.3 1-64
% % % %
Conservative 48 39 35 24
Labour 31 37 37 47
Liberal Democrats 0 0 0 1
Nationalist 0 0 0 0
Hung Parliament 5 14 18 . 18 .
Don’t know 16 9 9 9
Source: Gallup
In MORTs first two surveys for The Times (11-12 March and 16 March) respondents were asked “‘What
rthcoming general election?’ and in the opening Sunday Times

do you think will be the outcome of the fo
panel survey (12-13 March) «What do you thin

k will be the outcome of the next general election?’.

Responses were: AN
\ Times Times Suﬂday Times
11-12.3 16.3 12-13.3

% % Z;
Conservative overall majority 30 %g 22
Con-Lib Dem power sharing Zg 20 21
Lab-Lib Dem power sharing 17 19 17
Labour overall majority 2 3 u
Other , a n 12 12
Don’t know .~

Source: MORI

{0 ‘What do yoU think will be the outcome of the next general

In MOR's Sunday Times panel in answet

ion?, responses broke do Al Con Lab LDem
o % T
48 11
Conservative overall majority ;2;; 30 8 42
Con-Lib Dem power sharing 21 9 33 27
Lab-Lib Dem power sharing 17 3 38 >
Labour overall majority 12 10 0 9

Don’
t know Source: MORI
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Appendix 6;
Experimental work since the election
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Appendix 6A: MORI spiral of silence experiment N

In MORP’s January 1993 omnibus, respondents were asked a qu&stibn on willingness to carry out various

political activities for the party they supported, a question which has been used in the past in testing the

spiral of silence hypothesis.

Q I'd like to ask you a question about what you think you might do for the party that you most support.
the letter or letters next to all those that you

From this list which, if any, would you do? Please read out

would do.
Putupaposterforthepartyinmywindow TP PP R teeeinnneeees 28%
Put a party sticker OR MY CAr « ..« eveoesse st " T O PPRP PP L. 21%
G o N aBting oo oemeeen e 19%
Wear a party g e 14%
Hf’lpdistributecampaignliteraturc R SRR 11%
Give money to the party’s CampRign oo neenee 9%
Take an active part in a discussion o party meeting «-++-eeteT 8%
Put up posters in public places o e parly oo ee e et 8%
Speak out for my party at another party’s RN . onereeene et 4%
Speale ot o T B o s 4%
Canvass by telephone for the party - - -~ ~° ez 2%
Stop strangers in the street and discuss the advamag?s\of the Party ««eecevetttTTTT T 2%
Nome c o oo 43%
Nome o these .-+ 10T T S 3%
are least reluctant to perform, the reluctance does not arise from

Judging by the activities that Britons

proclaim their loyalties with posters in their
that involve more commitment to the party
be weakness in commitment to the

political climate in January

re prepared 10 publicly
Jess keen on activities
that the problem may

jar views. Of courseé, the
be drawn tentatively, but we would

heighten rather than weaken the

classic spiral of silence motives - they a
homes, car stickers and badges; they aré
even if they are more anonymous. This suggests
party rather than inhibitions abo
1993 was different from that in April
expect that the fall of Conservative popularity in

inhibitions of the party’s Supporters:

1992 and con
{he interim ought to




Q I'd like to ask you a question abou
From this list which, if any,

would do.

Put up a poster for the party in my window
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t what you think you might do for the party that
you most support.
would you do? Please read out the letter or letters next to all those that you

Con Lab LibDem
% % %

Put a party sticker on my car 2 25 7
g; 10 a party meeting %g 5 ;;
€ money to the party’s campai
Wear a party badge Pk 10 21 i
Help distribute campaign literature 9 13 i
'};‘ut up posters in pu‘blic places for the party ; 2 s
Sake an active part in a discussion at a party meeting § 5 :
peak out for my party at another party’s meeting ‘ s ;
g.‘tanvass 1n person for the party 3 5 :
Op strangers in the street and discuss t 2 ; A
Canvass by telephone for the party > e advantages of the pary : 2 1
1 2 5
None of these -
Don’t know 5 3 2
3 2 2
In fact,

than a shame factor.
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Appendix 6B: MORD’s question order experiments .

‘- - 3 - L3 - before
In July 1993 MORI carried out a warm start experiment using a question on party identification

standard practice in the USA but not in Britain. Its purpose was two-fold,

: i identification ought
to explore the effect of this question order and to offer evidence as to whether party

: i d
] ; followed up in August with a secon
to be considered for weighting purposes in future polls. This was thel; uﬁﬁofl on how the respondent
experiment in which the voting intention questions were preceded by 24

the voting intention question,

voted in the 1992 general election.

Party Identification before Voting Intention

2,578 in three ‘matched versions) tested
efore the standard voting intention
with the VI questions asked

. -26 July, n=
The July 1993 regular MORI omibus (feldwork 22 2611)) : o
the effect of asking the Michigan party identification (

form
. e of the Standard y ]
(VI) questions. Versions 1 and 2 of the omnibus We ) at the end of the political section (at

% Lecall question (VR ]
992 voting,T¢ followed immediately by VI, with 1992 VR after
The effect of the

Jitical section (at Q5)-

first and the ID question and 2 1 o
Qq. 12 and 13); Version 3 asked the ID question first,

. ndard po
the economic optimism question from the Sta' intention) support by 5%.
experimental method was to increase Labour (voting

ere as follows:
The questions asked, detailed in the table below, W

/

: rrow?
1 Election tomo
Q.1 How would you vote if there was 8 Genera i party are 7O8 most inclined to support? .
i tQl headline VI figures
Q2 (To those undecided Of refusi ’ ’ des don’t knows - the standard
e
Q.1/2 Combined VI (In the table,

- while the second includes them)

ours!
ID Generally speaking, do you think of ¥ p—
VR Which party did you vote for at the 1as

first column exclu

nservative, Labour, Liberal Democrat or what?
0

elfas C
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First Experiment
22-26 July 1993 Smn(‘:/a[“:' mtt;thod Experimental method
irs
Base: 1,753 (Pa?m{]izg st
Q12 Q1 m VR Q.1/2 Q1 ID VR
Conservative %% % % 9 % % % % % %
Labour :; 22 18 28 32 27 23 20 28 32
Liberal Democrat 26;2 ?/ i; g 48 41 39 36 34
N S S S
E 3
o Lo
WNV/DNV
None of these s 7 9 13 3 5
Undeci
R:meszged/bx 7 19 s 1 6 14 g 1]8
Too young 3 372 2 4 3 2 J
2

for Conservatives, 95% as

s for Liberal Democrats).jThe idea that Britons, like
€en party ID and voting behaviour

% ‘It was Party Identification ap)
Yol 11, No 2 (June 1992). The M along: Question Order Effects

used a di € MORI experime irectts - Reports of p. ification in Britai i
ifferent form of the party idemiﬁcationn;,:::’i::t directly Comparable with ?l:;yrcl:::;]t:?:;gx‘:z(;nb? ;tam’, - esonl smdle:
. eath and Pierce, whic

|
|
|
!
l
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
l
|
|
|
|
I
|

!
i
|
\
|
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general (party ID) to the specific (VI) than in the opposite direction; if it t?;ists at all, it is swamped by
the effect of having the two sets of questions following on immediately from each other in the experiment.
(In the standard version nine questions intervened between VIand ID.) Methodologically, the conclusion
must be that MORTI’s traditional method - putting ID at the end of the political section when memory of
declared VI has had a chance to fade, at least six and as many as forty questions intervening - is far more
robust than the American question order. As far as getting a meaningful measure of party ID is concerned,
divorcing the two questions in this way is clearly preferable. However, this leaves aside the question of

which method is better for measuring VIs.

The most obvious effect of the experimental method was to reduce the number of don’t knows at VI - in
fact, it acted as an extra spur to producing a party allegiance, with three consecutive party questions being
asked instead of the normal two. The scale of the effect can be seen especially clearly by comparing
responses to Q1 of the standard VI test - ‘would not vote’ fell from 7% to 5% and ‘undecided’ from 19%
to 14%, with corresponding rises in both Conservative and Labour shares. However, the follow up Q2 still
succeeded in eliciting further responses. On the combined VI, ‘would not vote’ on the experimental
method was down to 5% - lower than it has been in any monthly MORI poll under the traditional method

since the election. (It has not fallen below 7% in 1993-4.)

This reduction of don’t knows had a direct party effect, the difference in party strengths resulting from the
experimental method being statistically significant. The components of the effect can be seen by comparing
the ID x VI matrix for each method. Twice as maﬁy Lib Dem identifiers said they would vote Labour
under the experimental method as under the traditional method - the gain coming mostly from don’t
knows, though the Lib Dem identifying Tory vote was also extinguished completely; Labour achieved a 7%
increase in VI among its own identifiers, again arising from the fall in combined don’t knows from 8% to

2%. Overall, the Labour share increases 5% as a share of total sample and 4% on the headline figure; Lib

Dem falls 2% on total share and 3% on headline figure. Interestingly, the Conservative share is unaffected.




Don’t knows excluded
Conservative

Labour

Liberal Democrat
Other

Base: All
Conservative
Labour

Liberal Democrat
Other

WNV
Undecided
Refused
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First Experiment: VI by party ID
Con identifiers Lab identifiers
Trad Expt Trad Expt
n=497 n=225 n=636 n=293
% % % %
81 86 1 -
5 5 9% 97
14 9 3 3
1 - * -
71 7 1 -
4 4 89 95
12 8 3 3
*
LY B 1 -
S 4 3
1
5 4 3 1
2 3 1 *

LD identifiers

Trad
n=291
%

Expt
=127

%

16
84

15
81

i
i
|
l
!
|
|
I
|
|
|
|
|
l
|
|
l
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
;
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to 12% of them declaring a Lib Dem VI). The first of these is the primary effect - the relationship between
total LibDem identification and vote was consistent across the two tests, the vote (as a proportion of total
responses) being 4% higher than the party ID in both cases. However, the detailed relationship between
ID and vote was different, and the LibDems lost a further two points on the headline VI figure as the

don’t knows fell.

The lower number of LibDem identifiers when asked the ID question was asked first does not seem to be
a simple sampling error. If we look at ID as measured against VR, LibDem identification is lower both

among those who say they voted LibDem in 1992 and those who say they voted Tory.

First Experiment: Party ID by recalled 1992 vote

Con vote ‘92 Lab vote ‘92 LibDem vote ‘92
Trad Expt Trad Expt Trad  Expt
n=555 n=262 n=591 n=274 n=261 n=121
% % % % % %
Conservative 76 74 1 1 6 7
Labour 4 5 . 88 86 8 10
Liberal Democrat 8 S 6 5 71 65
Other * 1 1 3 3
Don’t know 5 10 1 3 6 8
None 6 5 3 4 6 6
Refused 1 1 * - - 1

In short, there were as many potential Liberal Democrats in the sample. However, less of them chose that
party ID when the question was asked first, and the shortfall then carried through into VI. Why? One
possibility is that some reépondents are unwilling to admit being tactical voters, and consequently give
consistent answers to the VI and identification questions, answering truthfully whichever is asked first and
making the second answer conform (whether consciously or unconsciously). Thus a group of Labour
identifiers who will vote tactically for the LibDems say they are Labour if asked the ID question first but
that they are LibDems if asked the voting questions first. If this is the case, it is clearly preferable to
persist with the traditional method, since accuracy on VI is the more important consideration. Note,
however, that this explains less the half the rise in the Labour VI figure; the remainder comes from the
more efficient squeeze of the don’t knows, which may well be much more closely related to actual voting

behaviour.

Past Vote before Voting Intention

The second experiment used the August 1993 regular MORI omnibus (fieldwork 19-23 August, n= 2,742

in three matched versions), using the same questions but testing the effect of VR as a first question rather
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: ions asked
than ID. Versions 1 and 2 of the omnibus were again of the standard form, with the VI questions .
. . _ v
first and ID and VR at the end of the political section (at Qq. 22 and 23); Version 3 asked the
; P i he
question first, followed immediately by VI, with ID after the economic optimism question from t

i s to
standard political section (at Q.5). Again, the most notable result of the experimental method wa
increase the recorded Labour voting intention by 5%.

Second Experiment
19-23 August 1993 Standard method Experimental method
(VI first) (Vote Recall first)
Base: 1,827 Base: 915
Q2 Q1 D VR Q.1/2 Q1 ID VR
% % B g % % % % % Yo
Conservative 288823, 517 27 3 25 21 16 27 27
Labour e S Y Ll 47 40 37 36 31
Liberal Democrat 25 21 18 18 17 25 21 18 17 13
Nationalist G e e N 2 1 1 1 1 1
Green |l | 1 x 1 1 1 1 *
Other * o« * 1 * 1 1 1 1 ¥
WNV/DNV 9l g 15 8 7 17
None of these 11 9
Undecided/DK (g [T 1 4 16 6 1
Refused 2 2 2 2 4 3 2 9
Too young 2 2

The most startling result of the experiment is th
(MORI normally finds a refusa] rate of 2-39,

freak sample (which seems unlikely,

at it found a 99 refusal rate for VR when asked first.

for this question.) Assuming that this is not the result of a
as refusal 1o the V| questions that fol]
ble resistan
S0 than is ever normally found when V7 jg the

owed was only 4%) it appears
Ce to being asked vote recall from a cold start - far more
first question, Plainly,

nfor
rates appears to be small. (Refusal was up slight]

therefore, it is an inefficient question

mation available, even though its effect on VI response
y

order in that it dramatically redyces the VR

» but total don’t knows were slightly reduced. This fits
in with the conclusion from the first experiment

that having a warm start in general helps squeeze don’t
knows at VI, in this case the effect being Counteracted by increased inhibitions raised by an opening VR
question,

The most obvious result of the experiment in

party terms is
voting intention fi

gher than the Standar
Xperimental Version was g|

1l Caused by
difference between the samples it was ot nea

rly big enough to explain the effect on VI, The main contrast
With the result of the first experiment is that whep asking VR first it js the Conservative vote that drops

that again the warm start produces a Labour
d method. Judging by the ID question, it is

ightly more pro-Labour, but this may equally
following S0 soon after VI, At any

gure five points hj
possible that the sample for the ¢

be a distortion of the ID questio

rate, even if there was a
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O‘IghttOtEI‘]‘lD f 11 ] I l ‘YR . ].1 1 )
l S :Il( 1C 0CS not).

’
’

at the Conservatives’ expense.
Second Experiment: VI by party ID

Con identifiers Lab identifiers LD identifiers

el e ol
n=7i89 n—'—t-yi% o 7;' ‘?“;’ qi
Conservative 82 82 9‘1; 9; 8; 5138
}__,?l?f(:)r:: Democrat 19 14_' g 4 2 2
Other
WNV & 1 = 2 > 3
gndecided :; g * i 1 2
efused

: uttin
Why is this happening? It seems clear from the refusal rate that asking VR ﬁ:za;:::e:z:@:ftz offsegt
Tespondents more on the defensive than normal. It seems probable that this :;afor it again. This might have
their support' for an unpopular government by saying that they woul.d not vo sy TS iy g
been also the cause of the effect on the Liberal Democrat vote (LibDems a: ut) if the same pattern was
Split the vote, saying they would vote Labour next time to get the government o

Present in the table of VR against VI.
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Second Experiment: VI by recalled
4 1992 vote Appendix 6C: BES evidence on Accuracy of Recall of Voting
Con vote ‘92 Lk vo g
te 92 LibDem vote ‘92
Trad Expt Trad Exp[ Trad Expt | . 4 5 . i %
n=549 =242 e o P i It is possible using the 1987-1992 BES panel study to re-evaluate the claim made by Himmelweit et al'®
= ries s
E;)]l:servative 32 _‘?‘; % % % % | that voters’ memories of their previous voting behaviour is faulty, and that in particular voters are likely
our 1
Liberal Democrat 8 7 94 gé 13 3 to make their past behaviour consistent with their current preference. In the panel study voters were asked
Other li lg 4 3 84 88 after the 1987 election how they had voted in the 1987 election. They were asked the same question again
1 1 1 .
- in 1992.
3 *
4 1 ina i
1 1 Table 64: Reported and Recalled Voting in 1987
» as opposed Reported Vote Recalled Vote
t
y this is a tactical voting effect: asking VR first reminds ‘ e 7
will
Y will want to do so again, and voting intention is modified ‘ Conservative 3 -
Labour 26 32
and lower between ID and VI, l Alliance 20 13
the last election, remember to take ‘ Other 1 1
the effec Refused/DK 2 3
t1s similar in both tables, indicating 1 Abstained 14 7 |
‘ (n=1604) Source: BES

| As Table 64 shows, there was a clear difference between the answers respondents gave in 1987 and what
| they said five years later. In particular voters were unlikely to remember having voted either Alliance or
having abstained. Across the whole sample as many as 21% of all respondents gave a different answer in
1992 than in 1987, identical to the results of the 1966-70 Butler and Stokes panel study. Most seriously,
if the polls had reweighted their samples so that recall vote was the same as the actual vote in 1987 they
would probably have over-represented the number of former Alliance voters in their samples and thus the .
likely Liberal Democrat performance in 1992. (This was the problem faced by ASL in their telephone polls '

in the 1983 General Election, when they overestimated the Alliance vote by three percentage points.)

The particular inability of voters to remember having voted for a third party is shown in Table 65. The
table also confirms that there is nothing new about this. Liberal voters had been equally forgetful of their

previous behaviour in the 1960s as well.

100 11 Himmelweit, M. Biberian and J. Stockdale, ‘Memory for Past Vote: Implications of a Study of Bias in recall’, British
Journal of Political Science 8, pp 365-375 (1978).
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Table 65: Correct recall of vote 1970 and 1992

% Correct Recall

Beported vote ;(zf 119,;27 o qiftgf;??zom

in 1987/1966

S;xgcrvame 93 (558) 92 (290)

o ur 89 (385) 87 (369)
1ber§l/A1hancc 54 (292) 45 (71)

Abstained 26 (160) 45 (104)

Source: BES

We can exami i
mine how far these differences can be accounted for by voters aligning their past behaviour

Wit i A
b their current preference by looking at the relationship between reported vote and recalled vote

according t ;
g 10 how people voted in 1992. Of a total of 341 voters whose vote was different from their recall,

as many as 53% ali i . ;
y 6 aligned their recall vote with their current voting behaviour. This again is almost identical

with the results of the 1966-70 Butler and Stokes survey where 55%

A of misrem i i
their behaviour (n=137). This embering voters aligned

tendency towards consistency was however primarily a feature of
fth)m as many as 73% aligned their past behaviour with their current
the Liberal Democrats in the pas:)ffo]r_mcral [')emOCrat VUGSl so. Sonit only do those who voted for

i get having done so, but those who switch to the Liberal Democrats
are much less likely to forget not having done so in the past. Together the two processes account for the

lower leve i i
1 of third party Support in the recall vote figures than in the reported ones

recall question.
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Appendix 6D: Voting Recall surveys 1992-3

Q. Which party did you vote for at the last General Election, in April 1992?

S.Times 25-28 Nov-

GE Panel Apr Dec Feb Mar Apr May June July Aug Sep Oct

1992 Recall 1992 1992 1993 1993 1993 1993 1993 1993 1993 1993 1993
% % % % % % % i % % % % %
Conservative 33 37 33 33 33 33 33 34 31 32 30 32 33
Labour 27 34 31 35 33 34 33 33 34 33 31 31 33
Liberal Democrat 14 19 16 14 15 14 14 14 14 15 17 15 12
Nationalist 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 1
Grecn * » L * * * * * | 1 * * ]
Olhcr 1 1 L ] L] L] L * E * L * * =
Did not vote 22 6 15 13 12 13 13 13 13 13 15 14 15
Too Young n/a n/a nfa n/a 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 3
Can't remember n/a n/a n/a . 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Refused n/a 1 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1

Source: MORI
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| The evidence therefore suggests that polls do actually interview a sample which is representative in :ztr::s
N i o oo of likelihood of voting. The appearance of finding ‘too many’ voters is because people a:s:: . g
behaviour questions by saying who they support, not who they actually did or would go and v :

As noted above (paragraph 321 et seq),

not vote, typically less than 10%

the polls seem to find too few people who say they definitely will

of the sample. This low figure may be partly attributed to the practice
of what has become known as ‘squeezing the don’t knows’, Simply,
intention question with a

. i they are to go and
As a result, ICM has also introduced a ten point scale asking people to say how likely they 2

e i : i ive. Those least likely to
those who reply to an initial voting vote in a future election before asking voting intentions. The results are instructive

‘don’t know’ response are encouraged to say who they are most likely to support

II}DSC “]1 [ . ] . .
’ I ? y g ] I ’ 3
0 rema]n 1n hc IE ] 2 ] i 3 0 : IE I 1 er o0 lE in e DE SO ClBl C] ty.plcall I EbDl]l’ Uters

‘don’t know’ Category or who refuse to answer are then treated

| as non- voters along with those saying they definitely will not vote. Most polisters then use a certainty-to- Table 66: Likelihood of voting on a ten-point scale, 1994
Vote question to examine likely voting behaviour at different levels of turnout. In most elections adjusting

for turnout in this way has made very little difference to the final v

oting intention figures. (In 1992, MORI
| excluded from their final poll all those who said th

Least likely to vote (1,2 or 3
€y were not certain to vote; the result was to reduce

on 10 point scale
. n= 133
| the Labour lead by 1%; Gallup report that had they done so it would have increased the Conservative lead Male 8%
| by 12%.) Female 11%
18-24 12%
25-34 12%
Some evidence has emerged since the last election that people answer the voting intention question with 35-64 ;Z:
65+
a party support answer. [ICM asked a sample of 1,400 people, first of all, how likely they would be to vote AB 5%
: 1 an immediate general election. 139 said they definitely would not vote Immediately following this, all C1 ;Zf
‘ (7]
i Tespondents were asked who they would vote for in an Immediate general election. Only 6% said they [(;?3 15% Source: ICM
| urce:
would not vote. Thus, some 7% of the sample said they definitely would not vote in an immediate general ’
el

for turnout.
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APPENDIX 7: SEATS AND VOTES

Parliamentary Seats from Poll Results

National polls fats
Polls are a method for estimating the share of the national vote that would be won by each party

in an immediate pe i i 2
" g neral election, but the ‘winner of a general election is the party which wins an overall
majority of seats in the House of Commons, Most media clients of the

i olls i
if any, will win a majority, polls want to know which party,

and i : <
the likely size of the majority. In order to be able to estimate accurately

the number of seats that
would be won by each party under the ‘first-past-the-post’ electoral system, oné

needs to have detailed j i .
information on the geographical distribution of each party’s vote, constituency by

constituency. No single opinj
gle opinion poll of 1,000-2,000 people is large enough to be able to provide such

detailed information; it would take 651 s

eparate : ‘
Sorstittiensy P polls to accurately estimate the result in every

estimate the number of sea
B ts that would be won by each party. This is to assume that the change in each
Party’s share of the vote is the same in each constituen g

cancelling, ¥, Or at least that any variations are mutually

a party did well or badly at i
5w Y al a previous general election, the variation will have little net impact on the
Seats won by each party. So far as Conservatiy p

of seats won by each party has not devj ¢ and Labour are concerned at least, the number
e -
viated substantially from this rule at most post-war elections'®

- 1AL~

compared with 1987) of four seats from the Conservatives, rather than the net loss of two that uniform

swing would have implied; here again tactical voting played an important role',

The narrow Conservative lead in terms of seats compared with the position in terms of votes made the
discrepancy between the results of the final polls and the actual outcome a little less apparent. However,
it also revealed how fragile interpretation of the polls can be. Before the vote, it was universally assumed
by all commentators on the polls that, with a general election result giving a Labour lead of 0.8% (the
final polls’ average), Labour would win most seats but would be well short of an overall majority. In fact,
if the national result had been in line with the polls but the geographical distribution of each party’s vote
had been in line with what actually happened in 1992 (a distribution which proved to be highly favourable
to Labour) Labour would have won a narrow overall majority. In that case it might well have seemed to
the general public that the polls had got it wrong when in fact they had been entirely accurate in

estimating what they are designed to estimate, the national share of each party’s share of the vote.

It can, of course, be asked whether in the light of the experience of the 1992 election better methods might
be adopted to estimate the outcome in seats. One possible approach is to concentrate opinion polling in
marginal constituencies; the assumption of ‘uniform swing’ will only be undermined if the behaviour of
these constituencies is different from that of the country as a whole. As discussed above (paragraph 227
et seq), conducting polls in marginal seats is not easy because of the lack of reliable information on which
to base quota controls. (In any case, despite the rise in the amount of tactical voting in 1992, it is by no

means clear how far this indicates a long-term increase in propensity to vote tactically’™.)

The public should clearly be made aware of the uncertainty attached to any translation of a poll result
from votes into seats. Methods have been suggested to derive confidence bands for any such estimate,
based on similar principles to the confidence bands that are used to indicate the sampling error attached
to any poll. Essentially, instead of assuming that swing will be uniform, these methods assume that there

will in fact be a degree of variation which is normally distributed. From this a range of likely outcomes in

13 3. Curtice and M: Steed, ‘The Results Analysed’, in D. Butler and D. Kavanagh, The British General Election of 1992
(Basingstoke: Macmillan, 1992)

104 A, Heath et al, Understanding Political Change (Oxford: Pergamon, 1991); R. Niemi, G. Whitten and M. N. Franklin,
‘Constituency Characteristics, Individual Characteristics and Tactical Voting in the 1987 British General Election’, British Journal
of Political Science 22 (April 1992), pp 229-54; G. Evans and A. Heath, ‘A Tactical Error in the Analysis of Tactical Voting: A
Response to Niemi, Whitten and Franklin’, British Journal of Political Science 23 (1993), pp 131-7; R. Niemi, G. Whitten and
M. N. Franklin, ‘People who live in Glass Houses: A Response to Evans and Heath's Critique of our note on Tactical Voting’, British
Journal of Political Science 23 (October 1993), pp 549-53.
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terms of seats can be calculated'®. The polling companies may wish to consider encouraging their media
clients to report their polls in terms of such ranges in future.

Exit Poll Conversion to Seats

While it may be the case that the primary objective of an opinion poll is to estimate each party’s share

of the vote rather than the number of seats they will win, exit polls are commonly commissioned with the

explicit purpose of attempting to estimate the outcome in seats. Indeed, as described earlier, both BBC
and ITN commissioned specific exit polls focused on marginal seats in order to make an estimate of the
outcome in seats at the beginning of their election night programmes. (These polls were entirely separate

from the ‘analysis’ polls which both companies conducted, which were based on nationally representative
samples.)

This practice has however caused some confusion. It has not always been understood by viewers that the
seat projections produced by the television companies are based on a different poll from that which
produces an estimate of the national share of the vote, (It was partly for this reason that the BBC did not
broadcast the vote shares from their analysis poll in 1992)) That confusion was exacerbated in 1992
because, as some commentators pointed out, if the two companies had estimated the outcome in seats by
applying to every constituency their analysis Polls’ estimate of the change in each party’s share of the vote
since 1987, they would have produced a Conservative majority very close to the eventual outcome™®,

That was however entirely fortuitous, Both analysis exit polls in fact underestimated the Conservatives’
lead by 3-4 percentage points. But as we have seen, the swing to Labour was higher in marginal seats than
in the country as a whole. As it happened the error in the analysis’ polls estimate of the national swing
Was more or less the same as the difference between the national swing to Labour and the swing in

marginal seats. Thus, purely by chance, the estimated swing in the analysis polls happened to match the
actual swing in marginal seats, The errors cancelled each other out.

10 46

P. J. Brown and C. Payne, ‘Elect; i ing’
P. J. Brown and C. Payne, ‘anrem' ti:;t ',:Z %ﬁg‘::;shmtmg, Jloumal‘of the Royal Statistical Society (A), 138 (1975), pp 463-97;
‘Adjusting the Electoral Pendulum for Variance, Electo i 11 pom, The S

tistician, 33 (1984), pp 217-8; R. Hugh Morton,
Blectoral Studies 11 (1992), pp sg.61, - 0 PP ’

106
See, for example, R. Worcester, Letter to the Editor,

The Independent, 5 May 1992,
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seats which the SNP were challenging (or defending against'). the Conservatives or seats where the contest
was between Labour and the Liberal Democrats. This is because there are relatively few examples of ea:l;
of these types of marginal seats; a highly disproportionate amount of resources would have to be c;evoc;h X
to polling in these seats if a reliable exit poll based forecast of the outco.me were to be produ o o
sampling error for any poll is determined by its sample size; so it reqmr.es a po.ll of. the sam

predict the outcome with the same degree of confidence in three seats as it does In thirty.)

Both television companies attempt to get around this problem by forecasting the out@me 1‘nunl,l$.!lal klat;tls
of marginal seat by using expert judgements. These judgements are made on the basis of, inter th;
national and local opinion polls, local election results and historical precedents. In 1992 hov:sev:; o
expert judgements proved to be fallible. In the BBC’s case, the inaccuracies knocked;: e: ITN but
companies’ estimate of the Conservatives® total'”. An exact figure has not been produ b 1; seats
it would appear that their errors reduced their estimate of the Conservatives’ seats total by .

The validity or otherwise of the methodology used to make these expert judgements - O mde::t:::
wisdom of making them in the first place - lies outside our remit. But the outcome of the 1932 ¢ Tt
clearly indicates the need for a careful review of the procedures used. Of course, in.so far.as theo:?;:ir
judgements relied on campaign polis for some of their evidence, it meant that despite their use o
own exit polls, the television companies’ procedures were not wholly insulated ffom. the errors o

campaign polls. But it is clear that not all of the error in either company’s seat projections was w:ura y
the exit polls themselves, and thus the seat projections themselves are not a fair measure of the a cy

or otherwise of those polls.

There were some detailed differences in the way in which the two companies used the exit ;Tolls to l:na:el
a seat projection. But their impact was marginal. The BBC, for example, used a detailed reglonh

breakdown of the marginal seats in its sample and produced its seat outcome by applying these to t ©
marginal seats in each region. This had the fortunate impact of producing an estimate of the Conservative
number of seats which was two seats higher than would have been the case if no regional break.dOWll h‘ad
been applied. ITN, meanwhile, found a discrepancy in the result produced by those sampling po:nt:f» which
they had previously used in 1987 and those which were using for the first time. They decided to we-lght the
result of the poll in favour of the former on the grounds that they had greater confidence In those

: . nservative
sampling points, but with the unfortunate consequence that their estimate of the number of Co
seats was reduced by four.

. , Political
197 3. Curtice and C. Payne, ‘Forecasting the 1992 Election: the BBC Experience’, in 1. Crewe and B. Gosschalk (eds.), Political
Communications: The British General Election of 1992, Cambridge University Press. (In press).
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Appendix 8: Procedure for using the Self-assigned Goldthorpe Class Schema The respondents’ social class is then determined by the following grid:- !
- " I
i The pr li . Self Non-manual Manual \1
| procedure relies upon asking respondents themselves to state whether a occupation belongs to a employed supervisor supervisor Employee ]
| arti i vi . . i
| P .Clﬂaf category of occupation giving examples of the kinds of jobs that fall within each category. The Farmer Petty Petty Petty Petty
precise form of the question has varied from experiment to experiment, but the following is the form which bourgeois bourgeois bourgeois bourgeois |
has been most oft, i .
o an often used (the question has been designed as a self-completion question but could equally Farm worker Petty Working Working
well be admini i L -
ministered in a face-to-face interview):- bourgeois Class class
Q. What best describes . Skilled manual Petty - Foreman Working
your work? If you are not working now please think about the most recent job you held. bourgeois class
(a) Farmer or farm manager Semi- and Petty - Foreman Working
unskilled manual bourgeois class
(b) Farm worker
(c) Skilled manual work (e, .. Professional or Salariat Salariat Salariat Salariat
(d) Semi-skilled kll(l & plumber, electrician, fitter, train driver, cook, hairdresser) technical _
- or unskilled manual work (e :
-€. postman, machin i ,
cleaner, Iabourer) ¢ operator, assembler, waitress Manager boPetty ' Salariat Salariat Salariat
. urgeois
(€) Professional or technical work (€-g- doctor, school teacher, engin ial work tant ’
: computer programmer) > Fngincer, soclal worker, accountant, Clerical boPetty . Salariat - Routinlt:al
urgeois non-man
(f) Manager or administrator (e.g company director manager i local auth £
: ) , executive officer, local authority . .
officer ’ S - tine
! . ) ales boz:ttgo N Salariat . ;lllc_):l e
j‘ (8) Clerical (clerk, secretary, g

| telephone Operator)
| (h) Sales (e.g. shop assistant, commercial tr

| aveller
(i) Other (Please specify) )
() Never had a job

? In addition, details of the respondent’s

Q. Are you sel eTIployment status are ascertained as follows:-
lf-employed or do You work for someone else as an employee?

Self-employed
Employee

Q. As your position at work, are yoy (or were you)

A supervisor or foreman of manual workers

A supervisor of non-manual workers

l or Not a Supervisor or Foreman?
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ADDENDUM: HOW SHOULD FINDINGS BE PRESENTED?
By Robert M. Worcester,
adapted from British Public Opinion, (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1991)

Opinio i j i
pinion polls are an expensive form of journalism, yet nearly every national and Scottish newspaper
sponsors i ion ti
ﬂl:o IS 1ts own poll at election times (and many between elections as well). All newspapers report all
e others’ polls, sometimes at considerable length, as do the television news programmes.

George B i i
o : rfock, in charge of the election coverage for The Times during the 1987 election, said that the
up o iti
: pofa pf)hnml Poll was one of the most complicated exercises in the life of a newspaper, involving
as it usually did the editor, news editor,

. editorial page editor and sometimes op-ed editor, the subs,
graphics, systems,

the oliti . . .
" . p.ohuwl editor and the journalist responsible for writing up the story not to mention
¢ polisters involved in obtaining the data in the firs

end. Place and checking the copy and graphics in the

headlines, story placement, and length of coverage. Th,

. €y have less, much
Coverage in other papers or on radio and television ’ fess control over secondary

conducted and other details.

That polls make televisio i

determine programme foculsl ;e‘::sul; 82::2 by McKeews’ who_reported that ITN used poll data to

cover the campaign and how electio news - <.°,r, the?’ asked the public how they thought television should

they tried to improve poll data presentati cluding polling results - could be improved. The first way

it to the campaign, clearly sourcing it botl:‘::a: o pu.t it into as clear a framework as they could, relating

to blend in other informatiop beyond voting i:t::tlil:;g Org:nisation 0o Sponsoring nevspaper, 17
» Such as issyes, leadership ratings, and regional

polls. The second initiative the
y took
WaS 10 wrap up the weels polling coverage on Sunday night, t0

—

108
P. MCK&, ‘ITN’s Use of

Election of 1979, Opinion Polly,

inR. WOtoester
and M. s
M Harrop, Political Communication and the British General

~
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point out trends and implications. They also ran an extended feature.on how a polling organisation works

(as had the BBC earlier).

Some see the solution to the poll-newspaper conflict at the sponsor level in having the copy written by

the polling organisation and commented on by journalists and/or academics. Others employ journalists or

academics who specialise in the write-up of polls.

Polls are the captive of the professionalism of the editor who commissions them, the journalist who writes
them up, the graphics artist who designs the graphs to illustrate them, the sub-editor who subs the
journalist’s copy and writes the headline over them, and the polister himself who must argue with any or
all of the above to ensure that the pressures of the newsroom or the carelessness of the weakest link in

the chain isn’t allowed to misinform the reader.

Headlines

The ‘bottom line’ is most often the headline, and the headline is most often the weakest part of an opinion
poll story. So often the editor has fought for the space and found the budget, the polister has agonized
over the questions and sent scores of interviewers to a carefully selected sample of hundreds or even
thousands of good people who have taken the time and trouble to give their opinions, the computer has
been programmed and has faithfully produced the figures, the journalist has strained and produced the
copy, checked by the polister, only to have a sub-editor put the words into a headline that fit the space
rather than the story to catch the reader’s eye. And many more readers will see the headline than will
read the story, analyse the numbers or ponder on the graphics (if any). Sometimes headlines imply a
forecast when the story scrupulously reports the findings of the poll as reflecting when the fieldwork was
done. Sometimes headlines suggest change when no trends are available. And sometimes headlines have

been written which summarise poll findings into a meaningless average.

Text

Text is tricky when it comes to reporting polls. The average journalist is a wordsmith, not a number
cruncher, yet is asked to wrap words around statistical tolerances, percentage change over time, compare
sub-groups, possibly calculate swings and meet the deadline for copy in just two hours flat. It’s a

superhuman task; no wonder it so often goes wrong.

Some of the problems include these, and are sometimes compounded by a careless headline:

i
\
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Generalising beyond the sample: Too €asy to extrapolate a survey finding from a region, or a
sector of the public, to the nation.

‘Forgetting’ the limitation of the poll: Forgetting to mention the poll was done in April and now
it's September, or that it's a telephone poll in a country where only 75% of people are on the

or that there was a qualifying phrase to the question that was asked, or that it was released
by a pressure group,

phone,

or that it was done by a pressure group or political party with their axe to
grind, or that the question was filtered’, that is only asked of a sub sample, etc.

Spurious accuracy: Carrying the Tesponses to one decimal point, thus suggesting a degree of
accuracy beyond the reliability of the data,

Hyping the figures: By repercentaging, leaving out the

‘don’t knows’, a no-no except in
election/referendum comparisons.

Predicting the future: poll results are a snapshot at a point in time and that time is when the
fieldwork was taken, not three days, three weeks or three months into the future. Foreign
correspondents shouldn’t write that ‘Latest polls in France forecast such and such an outcome’;

they do not, they Teport the state of the parties on the day or days the interviews were taken, not
the outcome a month hence,

Telling half the story: Finding the figures that support the best/most interesting/most likely to
startle the reader Story and ignoring the follow-u

P responses which modify or contradict the sexy
bits. .

Giving the answers but not the questions:

questions aren’t simplistic, are complete

Polisters and some journalists work very hard to ensure

» balanced and capable of being answered by typical
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underestimated it. Watkins’ response when this was pointed out: ‘Thank you for your letter.
Wrong again’. The pundit did not take the opp()rtuniifr to run a correction in .a subsequen::
column. It is no wonder there is a substantial proportion of the public who believe tlfe .pol.
always get it wrong when journalists who get us wrong - although when cheerfully admitting it

privately - fail to correct the public record.

Tables .

Leaving out the questions: The tables are the best place to put the exact question wording of the

1 M 3 . 3t 3 ’t.
question and answers asked: too often the sub-editor sees this as an optional extra; it isn

Numbers or percentages?: Often it is confusing to the reader as to what is represented. If, as
usual, ‘all figures are percentages’, why not say so as a footnote? And make clear if the
percentages read down, or across, to add to 100% and if the figures do not add to 100%, say why

(e.g. multiple answers accepted).

Source: Sometimes the tables are extracted or reprinted apart from the text; it is good practice
to source the tables so that the reader can judge the reliability of the data and objectivity of the

questions according to the reputation of the organisation responsible for the survey; also to give
an indication of to whom the in\t\erested reader can go for further details of the methodology or

the findings.

Indicating the bases: When subgroups are reported, some caution needs to be taken of small

i indi indicate in the table the size of sub
sample bases; it is good practice, as indicated above, to indi

samples.

Left to Right: Most people read from left to right; it is amazing how many editors and even
polisters think tables should read from right to left.
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Calculating trends: It is useful to the reader to be spared the effort of calculations. If a table
includes a trend analysis, you might add a column that shows the change over time, eg:

Q. Do you approve or disapprove of the Government’s proposal to do away with British Summer Time?

April 1993  Sept 1993 Change
% %
Approve 47 5; -?6
Disapprove 50 45 5
Don’t know 3 2 )
Net Approve 3 +8 -I:il

Base: Adults in AB
C (n,nnn) Source: XYZ

Graphics

The ele; ; -
mients of the graphic are similar o the tables: headline, question wording, data, base and source.

There are three basic graphic techniques:

Pie ch - i

CRArts - showing share, when only one answer per respondent is permitted (i.e. when all the
ans

wers add to 100% and no trends are to be shown). Tip - start at 12 o’clock and move

cl i y ’ti
ockwise, leave the don’t knows ’til last, and be careful to get the proportions right.

Bar charts - showing distribution, especially when multi

ple responses are allowed and responses
add to more than 100%.

careful _ Tip - start with the largest response category and work downward - be
reful of leaving answer categories out and if you do so, say you have. Put the

el ‘don’t knows’ at
om. Can be used to show single trends, but gets messy.

Trend lines - best for showing trends over time, Ti

P - remember do not use equal spacing when
the polis have bee : . ) €q pacing
po ve n done at differently timed Intervals. Also - be faj don’t squ the distan
to over-emphasise small changes. - ’ queeze the distance

|
|
|
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Editorialising

Most polls have an editorial message for the enterprising leader writer. After all, it’s vox populi that the
poll represents, and your readers are interested in what you think about what they think. Ask the polister
to identify your paper’s readers as a subgroup in the analysis - see where they think the same as the public
generally and where they are different. Look at the poll’s details; it’s not only the main lead that lends

itself to editorialising.
Secondary Reporting

When picking up somebody else’s poll, remember you've still got an obligation to your readers to play it
straight. (Besides, it’s almost certain to be copyright.) Don’t report ‘voodoo polls’ as if they were gospel
truth, don’t misrepresent findings by glossing over suspect question wording, thin or skewed samples, or

‘forget’ to source them.

Use your Pollster

When you embark on publishing a series of commissioned opinion polls you are making a commitment
to inform, educate and possibly even entertain your readers or viewers. The best models of media use of

polls are those where a genuine collaboration of effort has been made between the polister and the client.

Discuss your ideas with your polister. Talk about your paper’s future plans. You can trust him; he’s out
of business double quick if he can’t keep a secret, and his obligations to his professional bodies, MRS,
ESOMAR and WAPOR, require him to maintain his clients’ confidences.

Above all, check with him: clear copy, check tables and graphics, read over editorials and use him as your

advisor on the uses, and abuses, the power, and the limitations, of polls.

Other pointers

In looking at numbers of responses to survey questions, a journalist should first determine the response
rate for the entire survey and then ask about survey questions where a noticeable number of persons did
not respond. Widely varying numbers of responses to different questions may indicate a sensitive topic,
unclear question wording, poor interviewer training and supervision, or sloppy key punching and

verification, to name just a few possibilities. Most likely however, is a low salience to the respondent.
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In looking at percentages of answers and interpreting what they mean, a journalist should know what the
base of these percentages is and should report this total number in any tables using percentages.
Percentages based on different totals should not be directly compared without letting the reader know what

these totals are. Differences in percentages should not be interpreted as real or meaningful unless these
differences exceed twice the sampling error for the survey.

When comparing different groups of people to each other in a survey or poll, remember to base the

percentages on the total number of people in each group, not on the total number of people in the

diff i
crent answer categories. And remember to present the total number of people in each group in the
table, so the readers can see the base for each percentage.

If several answer categori i
gories are collapsed into one category, try to indicate in parenthesis what the original

answer i i
categories were, so the readers will understand how the new categories were constructed.

In using ave i
g. Tages 10 summarise survey results - or the results of any other kind of research - don’t
automatically rely on the mean, the most commonly-

m used average measure. Remember that the mean is
sensitive to unusually low and high values,

unusually | . and therefore can be artificially inflated or depressed by a few
ually low or high cases. If the mean and the median differ substantially,

point) as your measure of the average, if the median and the mode differ consi
reporting both in your story.

use the median (middle

derably, think about

Swing

Use of the concept of swing (see glossary) can be very useful to the

journalist trying to summarise a
complex set of data in a single figure. J e

GENERAL ELECTION SHARE OF VOTE (GB)

1987 1992

% Difference
Conservative 43 Z‘,’. - %
Labour . 32 35 0
LibDem/Alliance 23 +3
Other 2 18 -5
4
+2
Coyservative lead +11 +8
Swing
+1%%
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A simple example would be in a referendum, comparing a poll taken after the 1974 general election, six
months before the EEC Referendum with the actual result, repercentaging the opinion poll results to
eliminate the ‘don’t knows,’ so putting the poll findings comparable to those of the referendum result.

Opinion Poll  Referendum Difference
% % %
In’ 45 67 +22
’Out’ 55 33 -22
'In’ lead -10 +33  (+22% swing) z

The journalistic description of these figures might have read as follows: ‘So a 10 point "out’ poll became
a 33 point ’in’ vote when the referendum came, which was the result of a 22% ’swing’ in the electorate,
among those who voted/expressed a voting intention.’ It is for this reason that the custom in Great Britain

is to reallocate the ’don’t knows’ (will not votes/undecideds/refused) when reporting voting intention

although it is good practice to report those who €xpress no opinion as a percentage of the total, e.g. “The

‘outs’ had a ten point lead over the ’ins’, after reallocating 15% who said they did not intend to vote, were

undecided or refused to express a view.’

Reallocation is done by repercentaging the share figures for each party on the base of those expressing

voting intention, e.g. dividing 32% by 83%, 30% by 83%, 20% by 83% and 1% by 83% as in the example

below:

, 2
Q. ‘How would you vote if there were a general election tomorrow?

Poll Reallocated

% %
Conservative 30 36
Labour 33 40
Liberal Democrat 18 22
Other 2 2
Voting Intentions 83 100
Would not vote 8 ®
Undecided 6 (6)
Refused 3 3)

This reallocation should always be done when comparing voting intention to actual voting results and

never be done at any other time.
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Technical Details

Every.] report of a public opinion poll, whether a British poll or foreign, political or social, should carry
2: ls:::fd t:lz ;an;:):,gt::d numbe.:r of sampling poi.nts, the universe sampled, the dates of fieldwork and

A practice also to report if the figures were weighted, and if voting intention is
?art (Tf the poll, the percentage of ‘don’t knows’ which have been reallocated in calculating voting
intention. One form of wording might read: ¢ The poll was carried out by XXX, exclusively for YYY
newspaper among a quota sample of 1,248 British adults 18 and over in 123 constituency sampling points

throughout Great Britain on 12-15 Novi W
-15 November 1993. The data were wei
o weighted to reflect the profile of the
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GLOSSARY

Attrition
In panel surveys (q.v.), the gradual loss of panel members over time, so that the number interviewed on

later waves of a panel study is lower than the original baseline sample. Since the factors which cause
attrition (unwillingness to continue to be interviewed or inability to be contacted by the pollsters) are not
random and may well be correlated with attitudes to some of the issues being studied, attrition may make

a panel steadily less representative and less reliable.

Baseline
The initial sample on which a panel survey is based.

CAPI
Computer Assisted Personal Interviewing - a polling technique where the traditional printed questionnaires

are replaced by programming the questions into a portable personal computer. This frees the interviewer

from responsibility for administering question order and routing, and since responses are entered directly

onto the computer obviates the need for an extra data entry phase after interviews are completed.

Churners

Electors who in the course of an election campgign ‘enter’ or ‘leave’ the major party battle, either by

switching to or from minor parties (i.e. all except Conservative, Labour and Liberal Democrat) or by

becoming or ceasing to be ‘don’t knows’. (For example, an elector who does not originally intend to vote

but subsequently decides he will vote Conservative is a churner; so is one who originally intends to vote -

Conservative but later has misgivings and is no longer sure which way he will vote, or decides to vote for

the Scottish National Party. However, if he switched his support from the Conservatives to the Liberal

Democrats, he would be a ‘switcher’, ¢.v., not a churner.)

Clustering
Selecting those to be interviewed in two or more stages, where the first stage selects a limited number of

geographical areas (e.g. constituencies or polling districts) and individuals are then selected from within

these areas.

Cross-section poll
A poll for which a new sample, representative of the population, is drawn. (See also tracking poll, panel

survey).

Don’t knows
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A term sometimes used ambiguously. Generally, the name applied to respondents to a survey who do not
give a positive answer. In voting intention suwéyé, these comprise three groups who fail to name a party
even after ‘squeezing’- those who say they are undecided which way they will vote, those who say they will
not vote and those who refuse to say how they will vote. These are all normally excluded from the

percfmtag&s in the published voting intention figures. The term is also, perhaps more frequently, used more
specifically to refer only to ‘undecided’ respondents.

Median

A f 4, ‘] 3 2 .
orm of ‘average’ which is not distorted by extreme high or low figures. The median of a series of

numbers is the mid i
middle of the series when all are arranged in order. For example, the mean (average) of
the numbers

2’ 3) 4) 5, 16

is 6 (the sum, 30, divided
( m, by the number 6f cases, 5), but the median is 4. For some purposes the median

Is a more suitable measure of the most typical member of a series than the mean

Panel survey

A series of polls i i
. po m v:vhxch ﬂ?e Same sample (as far as possible) is interviewed a number of times
changes in the opinions of individuals to be measured and if n ’

in the series is usually called a ‘wave’ of interviewing

allowing
ecessary followed up. Each individual poll

Probability sample

An alternative name for a random sample (q.v.)

Quota sample

interview within a given geographical area, such as a parj

interviews of which six should be with men and six witp o oniary Constiniency, and (0 carmy out felve

Women, 2 with ABs, 4 with Cls, 3 with C2s and

at can be readily contacted while remaining
Population.

3 with DEs. The intention is to ensure 2 sampl
e

representative of the most important subdivisions of th
e

Random sample
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Respondent
A person interviewed in, and contributing responses towards, a survey.

Rogue poll
A poll whose results are far out of line by a statistical freak. Since the accuracy of all sample surveys is
dependent on probabilities, it is inevitable that occasionally the law of averages throws up a freak sample

outside the normal margins of error. (For further discussion of this point see Chapter 35.)

Sampling error
Any failure of a sample to be representative of the population it is intended to represent. This may be

sampling variation - the operation of the law of averages - or sampling bias - a failure in the sample design

or methodology making some individuals systematically more likely to be selected than others, making the

sample unrepresentative of the population in some particular respect.

Sampling frame Vs
A physical representation of the population (such: as a list of electors, enumeration districts, postal

addresses, etc) from which individuals to be interviewed are selected.

Social Grade
A schema for classifying the population by the occupation of the Head of Household, widely used in

market research. For further details see paragraph 166 ef seq.

Swing
A summary measure of net change in support for two parties. The swing from B to A is the change in A’s
share of the vote minus the change in B’s share of the vote, divided by two. Alternatively, it can be

calculated as half the change in A’s lead over B, measured in terms of the percentage of the vote.

Example of swing
Election 1 Election 2 Change

% %o %
Party A 41 42 +1
Party B 39 36 -3
Party C 20 22

2% swing
from B to A
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Switchers

Electors who in the course of an election campaign switch their support from one of the three major
parties to another. The term is most frequently used in discussing panel studies, when it refers to those
members of the panel who say that their intention is to vote for one major party on one wave of

Interviewing and at a subsequent wave name a different major party. Switchers are distinguished from
churners, q.v.

Tracking poll

One of a seri i i :
a series of polls (normally cross-section polls) intended to measure changes in attitudes to the
same question over a period of time.

Weighting

A mathematical adjustment of survey ﬁgufés, making the answers of some respondents ‘worth more’ than
others, to correct imperfections or inequalities in the sample. Whatever the means of drawing a survey
sample, it is likely that respondents will not be precisely representative of the population as a whole in
terms of the proportions falling into various sub groups; weighting is the means of correcting this. For
example, if the sample has only 15% who live in council housing, and it is known that 19% of the
population as a whole live in council housing we weight by housing tenure, giving greater weight to the
responses of the council tenants in the sample so as to redress the balance, in this case by giving each
council tenant’s responses a value of 19/15 when adding up the responses of the whole sample. (The

cal 1 . PY
l(fulatlons are of course done by computer.) It is possible to weight simultaneously by a number of
variables, although this is a more complex operation.
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