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“... I might start off of course by answering the question which everybody always
asks anyway, and which gets asked more often by people who are not in the computer
business — but it gets asked often and everywhere. That is something to the effect: did
you ever think it was going to turn out like this? I’ll admit my mother never told me, but
my colleague Mr. Eckert and I, independently I think, have developed about the same
answer: that, yes, we felt it was going to turn out to be a big thing. It was just to our
disappointment that it took so long. But then, it always takes a long time to change
people’s minds, and it takes even longer for us to change an institution.

“So that’s what the invention is all about, you might say: to try to convert people
from one way of managing their affairs and doing what they think needs to be done, over
into something which is at least on the surface different, but the thing is, many times all
you were ever proposing was that they approach this new tool with an open mind and try
to put it to work in every way they could.”

John W. Mauchly, computer pioneer and co-inventor of the UNIVAC,
from an address given in Rome in 1973.



Preface

After graduating from college in 1977, | was a newspaper reporter for 24 years
before returning to academia in 2001. In the fall of that year, | launched a new career as
a journalism educator. 1 also began what came to feel like an endless career as a doctoral
student. As | pondered possible topics for my dissertation, | thought about a phenomenon
that had perplexed me as a journalist: a widespread lack of enthusiasm in journalism for
adopting the computer as a tool to unearth stories and trends, especially in the years
before the Internet became ubiquitous in newsrooms. In my second year as a doctoral
student, when a journalism history course required me to write a research paper from
primary sources, | decided to go back and revisit that issue. As | explored what turned
out to be the sparse literature on the history of the computer as a tool for news reporting, |
wondered how it all started — how journalists and computers first crossed paths. |
wondered, too, whether those early experiences might tell us anything useful about the
subsequent reception and deployment of computers as information tools in journalism.

That inquiry led to this dissertation, which explores the early intersection of
computing and journalism through election-night reporting more than a half century ago.
It was, like our own time, an unsettled era of new technologies, new venues for news, and
important questions about whether and how journalism and new technologies might have
anything to do with each other. My quest has taken me across the country in search of
documents, recordings, artifacts, and participants. But the longer | worked on finding the
buried stories of election-night computer use in1952, the more | realized it would be a

Herculean task to track down all the extant pieces of this puzzle — Herculean even though



the focus, at least at the start, was largely on a period of a just a few hours on one night. |
come to the end of this phase of my research — the writing of this dissertation — with more
questions than when | started, certain there is much more to know about election night
1952, its context, its aftermath, and the parties involved.

With that caveat stated, | do hope readers will find this dissertation useful. At the
heart of the issue that drew me into this study are, | believe, important questions about
what journalism is and what it might be. By all accounts, journalism is not only wrestling
with profound questions about its economic viability, but is facing either a real or
perceived crisis of public confidence in the quality and relevance of the work. My own
sense is that this crisis is real, though 1 am not convinced that the crisis is entirely new. |
doubt that the current state of affairs signals the death knell for the enterprise of
journalism — independent of whatever fate awaits the particular organizations for which
journalists work or the types of media by which journalism makes its way to readers,
viewers, and listeners. | do suspect that the trained journalist, to survive, will have to
make the best use of available and practical tools. If journalists are not using those tools,
or not using them well, or only using them in limited ways, then one has to wonder why.

I have done that. | hope what | have found will be helpful to anyone who is inclined to

consider the past in order to better navigate the present and plan for the future.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

The Paradox

In the fall of 2002, 1 came across an article that caught my attention for its
relevance to my recent change of career. A year earlier, after nearly a quarter century in
various newsrooms, | had taken up a new vocation as a journalism educator. | was
teaching a course in what had come to be known in journalism circles as “computer-
assisted reporting.” The term generally referred to the use of the computer as an
analytical tool for news reporting, especially when applied to the analysis of government
records stored in database files: city crime reports, county restaurant inspections, federal
contracts, and the like. The article that caught my eye was written by a journalist
specializing in commentary on the news media. It was largely contemptuous of
journalism schools. And it included this dig: “I'd rather hire somebody who wrote a
brilliant senior thesis on Chaucer than a J-school M.A. who's mastered the art of
computer-assisted reporting.” Why? “If you can crack Chaucer,” he explained, “you've
got a chance at decoding city hall. If you're a computer-assisted reporting wizard, maybe
you can reformat my hard drive.”*

This passage was striking in several ways. First, there was no small irony in the
fact that the piece appeared in Slate, founded six years earlier as a creature of the

computerized world of cyberspace, a pioneering online magazine of news and

commentary. Second, the argument seemed to suggest as unthinkable the idea that

! Jack Shafer, “Can J-School Be Saved? Professional Advice for Columbia University,” Slate, Oct. 7, 2002,
http://www.slate.com/id/2071993/.



someone who had facility with computer analysis could also parse complexity in the
worlds of culture and politics. Third, for several years, leading news organizations had
been actively recruiting reporters with skills the Slate piece dismissed. Three years
earlier, the Columbia Journalism Review, in a story about the 1999 Pulitzer Prizes,
observed that “Computer-assisted reporting, no longer a toy but an invaluable tool,
played a key role in many entries.”

And yet the sentiment expressed in the Slate piece did not seem at all uncommon.
A tour through the rather thin literature on computer use in the newsroom confirmed what
I had seen myself: that the practice of computer-assisted reporting had spread wide but
not deep.® That is, while many newsrooms had at least one staff member engaged in the
practice, it was also true at that time that in any given newsroom, only a small minority of
journalists possessed the skills and inclination to include computer-assisted reporting in

their approach to finding and researching news stories. By then, computers in the

newsroom had come to be used increasingly for all sorts of other activities — writing,

2 “Inside the Pulitzers,” Columbia Journalism Review, May-June 1999, 26-27.

® Bruce Garrison of the University of Miami, one of the few scholars to do research in this area, reported in
2001 that “little is known about computer use for newsgathering.” Conducting annual surveys of
newspapers for several years in the 1990s, he reported that by 1998, nine out of 10 newsrooms “reported
using computers to find and analyze information.” As for the numbers doing this at each of those
newspapers, the mean was 7.5 persons, with many newsrooms reporting that two to 10 persons engaged in
these practices; Bruce Garrison, “Computer-Assisted Reporting Near Complete Adoption,” Newspaper
Research Journal 22, no. 1 (Winter 2001): 65-79. The published findings did not quantify the degree to
which various tools were used — that is, how much of this was actually using the computer for analysis. One
of the few studies to get at this, published in 2000, surveyed 28 computer-assisted reporting trainers at 27
newsrooms; the trainers estimated that only 10 percent of reporters at their newspapers had done any sort of
analysis with a spreadsheet, only four percent had worked with a computer database (i.e. using database
management and analysis software such as Microsoft Access), and fewer than one percent had used
computer mapping or statistical programs. Half of the reporters in these newsrooms were not routinely
using the Internet for research; Scott R. Maier, “Digital Diffusion in Newsrooms: The Uneven Advance of
Computer-Assisted Reporting,” Newspaper Research Journal 21, no. 2 (Spring 2000): 95-110. In my own
experience providing computer-assisted reporting training to colleagues in two newsrooms to 2001 — and in
attending conferences and conferring with computer-assisted reporting practitioners and trainers elsewhere
— the percentage of reporters using spreadsheet and database analysis programs, let alone more specialized
tools, was small.



layout, communication, the retrieval of archived news stories, and, eventually, Internet
searches — but not so much for analysis of government records stored in database form or
databases created by journalists from paper records. And while some advocates of
computer use in the newsroom were embarrassed that the practice needed a term calling
attention to the computer as a special tool — especially as late as at the end of the 20th
century — it was also clear that resistance, barriers, and other challenges abounded when it
came to using the computer as a tool for analysis.*

So here was a paradox in the relationship over time between news reporting and
computers. News reporting is an information-centered enterprise. In this enterprise, there
is a premium on the ability to find information, to find patterns in that information, and to
find a narrative thread that makes sense of those patterns. The computer is an
information-centered tool. It can be used to interrogate large reservoirs of information
and spot trends, leads, patterns, and even questions that might not reveal themselves in a
timely fashion using other means. In other words, the computer would seem to be a tool
with a great deal of promise in an information-centered endeavor such as journalism.

The paradox, as it appeared to me, was that while the computer was being adopted as a
tool in the production and business side of journalism — from justifying lines of type to
processing paychecks, and later from word processing to the layout of newspaper pages —
as an information machine the computer was far slower to be adopted a tool for reporters
to use in unearthing stories. In 1995, an advocate of more computer use for analytical

reporting spoke of “the challenge of moving from the nerd in the corner to the middle of

* Philip Meyer wrote of computer-assisted reporting, known to practitioners as “CAR,” that “CAR is an
embarrassing reminder that we are entering the 21st century as the only profession in which computer users
feel the need to call attention to themselves,” in “The Future of CAR: Declare Victory and Get Out!” in
When Words and Nerds Collide: Reflections on the Development of Computer-Assisted Reporting (St.
Petersburg, Fla.: The Poynter Institute for Media Studies, 1999), 4-5.



the newsroom.”>

Even as the 21st century began, journalists’ primary uses of computers
in the course of reporting tended to be associated with Internet searches, news library
searches, and e-mail.> While the business world had come to employ data mining as a
valuable tool, the notion that desktop computers and off-the-shelf software might be used
to analyze government records was not widely embraced by journalists. This left me
wondering why. My approach here, rather than asking why this application of technology
was not used more, was to explore the uses that were made and try to understand what, if
anything, was distinctive about them. | decided to look at what happened when
journalists first encountered computers as a potential tool. How and why did computers
make their way into the work of news reporters? Were computers embraced, resisted, or
perhaps both at the same time? Did the early experiences play a role in the way
computers were viewed as potential tools for news reporting or the kinds of stories for
which computer analysis might be used?

The scholarly literature addressing the intertwined histories of news reporting and
computing is not voluminous. What references | could find to the very earliest unions of

computers and journalism pointed to television news broadcasting on election night in

1952." The first-ever coast-to-coast television network broadcasting of election returns

® Rose Ciotta, then a practitioner of computer-assisted reporting at the Buffalo News; comments made in
1995 and cited by Bruce Garrison, Successful Strategies for Computer-Assisted Reporting (Mahwah, N.J.:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 1996), 9-10.

® Garrison, “Computer-Assisted Reporting Near Complete Adoption”; Maier, “Digital Diffusion in
Newsrooms.”

" See, for example, Margaret H. DeFleur, Computer-Assisted Investigative Reporting: Development and
Methodology (Mahwah, N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 1997), 36-39; Matthew M. Reavy,
Introduction to Computer-Assisted Reporting: A Journalist's Guide (Mountain View, Calif.: Mayfield
Publishing Company, 2001), 3-4; Patricia L. Dooley, foreword by Neil Chase, The Technology of
Journalism: Cultural Agents, Cultural Icons (Evanston, Ill.; Northwestern University Press, 2007), 168-
169.



featured efforts to produce computer-generated forecasts of the outcome based on the
early vote count and comparisons to historical election data.

Sitting at the intersection of so many threads in American culture — journalism,
television, computing, politics, information management, and the evolution of popular
culture itself — the episode yields at least a mention in histories from a variety of fields. In
telling the story of the development of computing during the 20th century, for example, a
number of historians have singled out election night 1952 for special mention. It has been
described it as a “pivotal moment in computer history,” coming at a time when few
people had seen a computer.® It is said to have been “one of the most dramatic events in
the early days of computer usage,” one that “inaugurated the intrusion ... of computers
into the public consciousness.”® Yet another historian of the early years of computing
writes, “No event on television proved more revealing and dramatic in publicizing
computers to the American public than the presidential elections of 1952.”'° Decades
later, newspapers would describe this as the point at which computers and elections
became “wired together” and as “perhaps the most significant live TV performance ever

by a computer.”*! As 2000 approached, USA Today declared the 1952 introduction of

& Martin Campbell-Kelly and William Aspray, Computer: A History of the Information Machine ( New
York: BasicBooks, 1996), 123.

® The first of these quotations is from Michael R. Williams, A History of Computing Technology, 2nd ed.
(Los Alamitos, Calif.: IEEE Computer Society Press, 1997), 363. The second quotation is from Paul E.
Ceruzzi, A History Of Modern Computing, 2nd ed. (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 2003), 31-32.

19 James W. Cortada, The Digital Hand: How Computers Changed the Work of American Manufacturing,
Transportation, and Retail Industries (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), 43.

1 peter H. Lewis, “Armchair View of Election,” New York Times, Nov. 3, 1992, C12; Kevin Maney, “In
'52, Huge Computer Called Univac Changed Election Night,” USA Today, Oct. 26, 2004,
http://www.usatoday.com/money/industries/technology/maney/2004-10-26-univac_x.htm.



computing into election night coverage to be one of the top media events of the 20th
century.'?

To be sure, the 1952 episode is not always described in such monumental terms.
A cultural historian characterized it as “an amusing anecdote.”*® And, in fact, it is often
portrayed that way elsewhere: as a curiosity, thinly described and even more thinly
sourced, in treatments of subjects ranging from the role of information in American
culture to quadrennial retrospectives of election nights past. It has been mentioned in
hundreds of accounts in newspapers, magazines, journals, scholarly books, popular
books, textbooks, broadcasts, documentaries, museum exhibits, and Web pages.* As |
worked on this project, the story was brought out again on the occasion of the 2008
elections and the 2009 death of Walter Cronkite, who anchored his first election night
broadcast for CBS in 1952.

And yet this election-night computer use in 1952 has received little scrutiny from
scholars working from primary sources. Where the episode is mentioned, the secondary
sources cited often trace back to limited accounts in memoirs or celebratory accounts of
the early computer years, and these typically lack citations to primary sources.'® Studies
dealing with the early development of computing and the framing of early computers in

popular media include descriptions and discussions of the 1952 episode based largely on

12 Joe Saltzman, “The Top 10 for the 20th Century: Mass Media,” USA Today Magazine, Nov. 1, 1999, 66.

3 Theodore Roszak, The Cult of Information: A Neo-Luddite Treatise on High-Tech, Artificial Intelligence,
and the True Art of Thinking (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1994 [1986]), 7.

14 Based on searches of databases including: Lexis-Nexis, Google, Google Books, Google Scholar, Amazon
(“search inside” feature), NewspaperArchive.com, EBSCO databases, and JSTOR.

'3 These include: Harry Wulforst, Breakthrough to the Computer Age (New York: Harry Scribner's Sons,
1982), 161-171; and Herman Lukoff, From Dits to Bits: A Personal History of the Electronic Computer
(Portland, Oregon: Robotics Press, 1979), 127-131.



contemporary news accounts or on secondary sources.™ I have found no published study
taking advantage of a broad range of primary source materials beyond contemporary
newspaper and magazine accounts.’” One reason for this is completely understandable.
In the present study, it has taken years, contact with dozens of archives around the
country, and efforts leading to many frustrating dead ends in order to track down the
complete 1952 election-night broadcasts of two television networks, to find several hours
of broadcasting by one radio network, to identify and locate surviving participants, and to
examine thousands of pages of relevant documents and publications. And even with that,
it is clear now that so much more has yet to be unearthed — or has simply vanished -
leaving the story to be cobbled together, at best, from a decidedly incomplete historical
record.

I have come to believe more strongly than when | started that this sort of
historical study has value today, when questions about the place of computer technology
in journalism remain unsettled. What is striking about election-night computer use in
1952 is that it came so early in the history of commercial computing, at a time when the
machines were commonly referred to as wondrous “electronic brains.”*® It would be easy
to assume that once computers came along, they would be patently obvious choices as

election-night tools. I confess to routinely making that assumption before starting this

16 See, for example, David P. Julyk, ““The Trouble With Machines Is People.” The Computer as Icon in
Post-War America: 1946-1970” (Ph. D. diss., University of Michigan, 2008); C. Dianne Martin, “The
Myth of the Awesome Thinking Machine,” Communications of the ACM 36, no. 4 (April 1993): 120-133;
Brian Winston, Media Technology and Society: A History: From the Telegraph to the Internet (London:
Routledge, 1998), 193-194.

7 An unpublished master’s thesis completed 40 years ago by Elmer Lower at Columbia University did
make use of some additional resources and two interviews for an account of election night 1952. It will be
described later in this chapter.

18 Common references to computers as “electronic brains” appear in Chapters 4 through 8.



project. But this choice was not obvious to the journalists involved, and, what’s more, at
least some were openly skeptical and even dismissive. Several hours into the 1952
election-night telecast on CBS, for example, the footage reveals the distinguished-
looking, somber-toned correspondent Eric Sevareid, with a lit cigarette in a holder in one
hand, venturing a telling comment about computer use during the broadcasting of returns.
His remarks followed a series of gaffes associated with the use of a giant, room-sized
UNIVAC computer to forecast the outcome of the presidential contest in real time on
election night. “I’m delighted,” he told the equally serious Cronkite, the two of them
then cracking smiles, “that UNIVAC, our machine competitor, was wrong for awhile and
we were consistently right with a human voice — or we’d all be victims of technological
unemployment pretty soon.”*® It is unlikely that Sevareid actually feared losing his job to
a computer, especially in light of the penetrating analyses that he and his colleagues,
including Edward R. Murrow, offered for the direction and meaning of the election
results.”® But Sevareid was not alone in poking fun at what he and at least some others
treated not as a potential tool but as an incursion into the turf of election-night reporters
and commentators. The computer would make its way into journalism early and with a
great deal of fanfare, but, as this broadcast and other commentaries before and after
would reveal, not with a uniform degree of acceptance or a fixed trajectory.

That the 1952 episode has not been studied much does not mean that it has been
invisible. Quite the contrary, as noted earlier. There is a story about computer use on

election night in 1952 that quickly took hold and has been repeated innumerable times,

¥ Election Coverage, part 5, broadcast, CBS Television, Nov. 4-5, 1952, Paley Center for Media, New
York.

2 |bid, parts 1-8.



decade after decade. The story varies in the telling but typically includes these details: In
that year, when computers were rarities, CBS arranged with manufacturer Remington
Rand to have a UNIVAC computer in Philadelphia predict the outcome of the
presidential contest. This would be done during the Nov. 4 election-night broadcast,
based on a comparison of early returns to historical election data. When, with just a
fraction of the vote counted, the UNIVAC predicted a landslide for the Republican
candidate, Gen. Dwight D. Eisenhower, over his Democratic opponent, Illinois Gov.
Adlai Stevenson, the numbers were met with disbelief. This result was at odds with
expectations of a much closer race, and it was not aired. Instead, the UNIVAC’s keepers
in Philadelphia revised their program and, when the computer came out with a new
forecast for a narrower Eisenhower victory — one more in keeping with those
expectations — that’s what CBS viewers saw. Only hours into the broadcast, when it was
clear that Eisenhower had indeed pulled off a sweeping victory, was it revealed on air by
a member of the UNIVAC camp that there had been an early prediction of a landslide — a
prediction the audience did not see or hear at the time because the computer’s keepers
feared the machine had erred.

These details are correct, as far as they go. But the story rarely stops there. In the
telling and retelling, like a child’s game of “telephone,” it has undergone many
variations, picking up details that are flatly wrong or, at the very least, are of uncertain
provenance and not clearly supported by the historical record.”* Some of these details
have to do with whether or not CBS news personnel were in on the decision to withhold

the first prediction of a landslide — and whether they even knew of it at that point in the

2! These issues will be explored in chapters 7 and 8.



evening. There are problems with various other enhancements to this account, especially
in details about the chronology of events both behind the scenes and in front of the
cameras. Assertions that the UNIVAC reaped a public relations bonanza are an
oversimplification, too: the UNIVAC’s performance itself met with decidedly mixed
reviews for the machine, its keepers, the network, or all of the above together. What is
clear is that positive spin came from a narrative which quickly came to prevail through
accounts of the UNIVAC’s unseen exploits, starting with the Remington Rand official’s
appearance on television late on election night and then taking hold with numerous
retellings in the print media and on air.

But there are also more serious questions about the message that this sketch of a
story is typically meant to convey: the message that in this election-night debut for the
computer, the “electronic brain” not only outsmarted its own programmers but was
capable of seeing what reporters and commentators could not see as the early returns
came in. Framing the episode in this way is especially problematic when it is done
without access to primary sources that could enable a comparison of human and machine
performance. Without that, it is too easy to make or repeat assumptions about how well
the new technology worked, and an important question is missed: just how revolutionary
was the introduction of computers into the election-night mix, and what was its value?
There are other issues here, too. One deals with the tendency to use the expectations of a
close race as a complete explanation for the lack of faith in the early prediction of a
landslide. This focus neglects the question of whether there would have been other means
— besides comparison to expectations — to assess the validity of such a prediction early on

election night. Answering that question can help understand just how well the computer,
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in this trial run as a journalistic tool, was integrated into the rest of the election-night
newsgathering and analysis operation at CBS.

Problems with this account don’t stop there. As it turns out, even without any
embellishments, this story — told as a tale of CBS and UNIVAC — leaves out critical
aspects of that election night, including what was happening on the other television
networks and at other news organizations. | was first alerted to the possibilities of a more
complicated story when, in 2002, | came across an online newsletter dealing with the
history of Unisys, the eventual corporate successor to UNIVAC’s earlier manufacturer,
Remington Rand.%* There was a paragraph about the computer’s use on that election
night in 1952, and it included this: “Jack Gould, the television writer for the New York
Times, was not impressed with either the UNIVAC or the much smaller Monrobot
computer used by the NBC network.”

Another computer? Indeed, | would learn that the Monrobot, no larger than a
typical office desk, was manufactured by one of the leading calculating machine
companies of the day — the Monroe Calculating Machine Company — in an early foray
into the world of electronic computing. The Monrobot’s creators did not see its
diminutive size as a drawback, but as a virtue — together with its purported ease of
operation and its relatively modest cost. Although | have since found references to the

Monrobot here and there, these are rare.”® And in the election-night story, when the

22 George Gray, “UNIVAC I: The First Mass-Produced Computer,” Unisys History Newsletter 5, no 1
(January 2001), http://wiki.cc.gatech.edu/folklore/index.php/UNIVAC_1: The First_Mass-
Produced_Computer.

%% For example, a search of Google that includes these words —1952, election, Eisenhower, Stevenson,
Univac, Monrobot — yielded eight links when searched on August 15, 2009, and only three of those
displayed content written after the 1950s and mentioning the use of both machines on election night. By
comparison, when “Monrobot” was removed from the same set of search terms, Google generated 416
links. For a variety of reasons, these searches are far from perfect. Monrobot, for example, has sometimes
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Monrobot makes an appearance at all, it has been treated as a sideshow to the UNIVAC
main event. One reason may be that commonly cited sources for the election night story
are memoirs and celebratory accounts written by players associated with — and limited in
focus to — the CBS and UNIVAC camps, and published decades later.**

Yet here, it seemed, were the makings of an epic battle, or battles — between
networks in the young medium of television, between fledgling television news
operations, between players in the new and uncertain world of commercial computing,
between different visions of what computing might be, between narratives about election-
night computer use, and even between humans and machines, or at least between
differing opinions about whether computers were appropriate tools for election-night
journalism. | would learn that CBS and NBC issued dueling press releases and
newspaper ads — and promoted their “electronic brains” on air in the run-up to the
election.?® Available records include scripts of two CBS radio news broadcasts devoted
to the UNIVAC before the election, with correspondent Charles Collingwood referring to
the computer as a “prodigious monster of electronic thought” and asserting that it would
help the network report election results “faster and more accurately than is humanly

possible.”?® NBC touted the Monrobot — in very exaggerated terms — as “America’s

been misspelled as “Mon-Robot” or “Mono-Robot.” And the second search included links to some pages
not related to the 1952 election-night broadcasts. But the two searches together are indicative on the version
of the election-night story that has taken hold over time.

% These include: Sig Mickelson, The Electric Mirror: Politics in an Age of Television (New York: Dodd,
Mead & Company, 1972); Sig Mickelson, From Whistle Stop to Sound Bite: Four Decades in Politics and
Television (New York: Praeger, 1989); Lukoff, From Dits to Bits; Wulforst, Breakthrough to the Computer
Age.

% These are detailed in Chapters 5-7.

% Charles Collingwood, “Report to the West,” scripts, Oct. 15 and 22, 1952, Box 5, Folder 12, Charles
Collingwood Papers, Wisconsin Historical Society (hereafter cited as WHS), University of Wisconsin,
Madison, Wis.
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fastest electronic brain” and featured it on the Today show and even on The Kate Smith
Hour, a variety show, in promoting the network’s election-night plans to use “miraculous
machines that seem like something out of Buck Rogers.”®’ On election night, while a
UNIVAC was generating forecasts in Philadelphia, Collingwood was stationed in the
cavernous CBS set at Grand Central Terminal in New York in front of a mock-up of a
UNIVAC operator’s console. The device featured flashing lights which were later said to
have been hooked up to the kind of timers used for the blinking bulbs on Christmas
trees.?® A few blocks away in Rockefeller Center’s famed Studio 8-H — once home to
Arturo Toscanini and the NBC Symphony Orchestra — the Monrobot was in operation
before the television cameras. Tended to on air by a young woman who worked for an
insurance company, the Monrobot’s results were reported and discussed by the
distinguished-looking Morgan Beatty, one of the best-known NBC radio news
broadcasters of the day.?® A few months earlier, the Monrobot had been described in
detail at a Navy symposium on small computers, but it would be making its debut for the
general public — and generating an unprecedented amount of attention for Monroe — on

election night. *® Electronics magazine, in its December 1952 issue, published side-by-

%" Master Broadcast Reports for Today and The Kate Smith Hour, Nov. 4, 1952, in NBC Television Master
Books, Oct. 31, 1952, to Nov. 4, 1952, Microfilm Box No. MT-286, NBC Collection, Recorded Sound
Reference Center, Library of Congress, Washington, D.C.

2 |_ukoff, From Dits to Bits, 128.

% The details of the NBC broadcast are described in Chapter 7, based on a recording archived at the NBC
News Archives, New York: Presidential Election Coverage, parts 1 through 12, NBC Television News, 9
p.m., Nov. 4, to 3 a.m., Nov. 5, 1952, identification numbers S521104 and S521105.

%0 E. J. Quinby, Monroe Calculating Machine Company, “The MONROBOT Electronic Calculators,” in A
Symposium on Commercially Available General-Purpose Electronic Digital Computers of Moderate Price,
sponsored by the Navy Mathematical Computing Advisory Panel, 7-12 (Washington, D.C.: Department of
the Navy, Office of Naval Research, report distributed by the U.S. Department of Commerce, Office of
Technical Services. May 14, 1952); this report is reproduced at http://ed-thelen.org/comp-hist/Computers-
1952-hand.html; a paper copy of the report and the distribution list is available in Box 95, Computer
Documents, National Museum of American History (hereafter cited as NMAH), Washington, D.C.
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side photos with a caption that read: “Univac (left) and Monrobot (right) also ran on
November 4 in race to predict outcome of election on basis of preliminary returns and
past elections.”! The available evidence indicates that the Monrobot’s assessment of the
odds of an Eisenhower victory was presented to the NBC television and radio audiences
ahead of the first airing of the UNIVAC predictions.

As | looked into the dueling machines and the dueling networks that made use of
them, it turned out there was still more. In a Time magazine piece about the way the
UNIVAC and Monrobot were to be used on election night on CBS and NBC, an ABC
news director was said to have “professed disdain for such electronic gimmicks.” ** He
touted instead, by name, some of the “human brains” who would be used on his network:
Elmer Davis, John Daly, Walter Winchell, and Drew Pearson. But | discovered well into
my research that another titan of information processing, IBM, was in the mix on election
night, too, in conjunction with coverage at ABC — and elsewhere. This included use of
IBM equipment that a company publication would later boast had played “a vital role the
computation of vote returns” and comparisons with data from past elections.*® There was
one such installation at the ABC network’s massive studio in New York and a separate

installation at the New York World-Telegram and Sun, where the local ABC station had

%1 “Computers Sweat Out Election Results; Nonpartisan Electronic Machines Vie With Human Experts to
Predict Outcome,” Electronics 25, no. 12 (December 1952): 14-16.

% Attributed to ABC News Director John Madigan; “Radio: Univac & Monrobot,” Time, Oct. 27, 1952,
http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,890412,00.html; similar disdain for the idea of using
“electronic brains” on election night was expressed in an ABC release touting the brains of its human
commentators, according to a television column published two days before the election; Merrill Panitt,
“Networks’ Full Resources Tuned for Election Night,” Philadelphia Inquirer, Nov. 2, 1952, 23, 28.

% «|BM Machines Play Key Parts in Elections,” Business Machines, Nov. 18, 1952, IBM Corporate
Archives (hereafter cited as IBM-CA), Somers, N.Y. Business Machines was an IBM publication for its
employees.
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set up shop for its election-night coverage.* Still another arrangement involved the use of
IBM equipment based at the Lockheed Aircraft Corporation in Burbank, Calif., for NBC
coverage in the West.*®> And IBM equipment for tabulating returns served a variety of
other news operations in cities around the country, too, including Washington, D.C.,
where it was brought in for use at the Associated Press, and in Hartford, where it was
credited with helping the Hartford Courant call the state of Connecticut for Eisenhower
just 40 minutes after the polls closed.®®

IBM was then still weeks away from the shipment of what is typically described
as its first commercial electronic computer — a model dubbed the “Defense Calculator,”
or the “701” — from the manufacturing plant to IBM headquarters, and several months
away from the machine’s public unveiling and official debut as a commercial product.®’
But there were existing IBM commercial machines that, while not typically seen as
“computers” in the sense that word has acquired, represented a transitional technology.
Over time, the definition of a computer has come to include the ability to store and run a

program from internal “memory,” with the capacity to automatically alter the program as

% «IBM Machines Play Key Parts in Elections,” Business Machines; “Lightning-Fast IBM Devices to Help
Speed W-T&S Televised Vote Count,” New York World-Telegram and Sun, Oct. 31, 1952, 25; Edward
Ellis, “Television Tells Election Story,” New York World-Telegram and Sun, Nov. 5, 1952, 12.

% «|BM Machines Play Key Parts in Elections,” Business Machines; Walter Ames, “Networks, Local
Stations to Use All Facilities Covering Presidential Election Tonight,” Los Angeles Times, Nov. 4, 1952,
20; Robert J. Bemer, “Lockheed Aircraft — California Division; Computer History Vignettes,”
http://www.trailing-edge.com/~bobbemer/LOCKHEED.HTM.

% Douglas Cornell, “Okay, Okay, Election ‘Brain’ — But Can It Write Leads Too?” AP World, Winter,
1952-53, 6; “The Courant Prepares for Operation Election,” Hartford Courant, Nov. 2, 1952, Sunday
Magazine, 3; “The Dispatch That Heralded Ike’s Landslide,” Hartford Courant, Nov. 9, 1952, 18; “IBM
Machines Play Key Parts in Elections,” Business Machines.

%" The first of the 701 models was shipped from the IBM plant in Poughkeepsie, N.Y., to IBM headquarters
on Madison Avenue in late December 1952. The first operation of a 701 by a customer came on April 3,
1953, at the Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory in California. And there was a public unveiling and
demonstration of the 701 in Manhattan on April 7, 1953. Charles J. Bashe, Lyle R. Johnson, John H.
Palmer, and Emerson W. Pugh, IBM’s Early Computers (Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press, 1986), 161.
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it runs based on intermediate results. This “stored program” concept was not a feature of
the IBM equipment used on election night. Still, IBM had been the first to
commercialize, shortly after World War 11, electronic calculating machines — the “603”
and then the “604.” These could carry out programs — eventually numbering dozens of
steps — based on instructions wired by hand into a control panel. Then in 1949, IBM came
out with an arrangement of existing equipment that cobbled together the “604” — and later
a successor, the “605” — with several other IBM devices, providing the ability to run
longer programs from a combination of hand-wired “plugboards” and punched cards.*
This cluster of equipment was marketed as the “Card-Programmed Electronic
Calculator,” or CPC, and it occupies an important place in computing history. This is not
because of the CPC’s technical specifications. In fact, by 1952 IBM engineers already
recognized the CPC as a technological dead end — though the machines would be
produced and used for several more years. Rather, these were among the first commercial
devices capable of carrying out computer-like operations at electronic speeds, and they
were manufactured by the dozens and then the hundreds, helping to spread knowledge of
programming, attract customers, and lay a foundation for the marketing of commercial
computers — and IBM’s rapidly-achieved supremacy in that field — in the 1950s.%°

The few available accounts of IBM’s various roles on election night are not
always clear on just which IBM devices were used where. Lockheed’s contribution to the
election-night mix was definitely a CPC. One account refers to the devices seen by ABC

viewers on election night — at the network studio and from the World-Telegram and Sun

* This will be discussed in Chapter 4.

% See Chapter 4 for a discussion of the IBM’s electronic calculators, Card-Programmed Electronic
Calculator, and early commercial computers.
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newsroom — as CPCs, while two other accounts leave open the possibility that the
featured devices were electronic calculators used together with other punched-card
machines, but without the full complement of additional equipment that the CPCs
included. In any event, IBM machines were in the mix on election night. They came
complete with delegations of IBM service staff to run them, and they provided — at least
for the New York World-Telegram and Sun — an opportunity for promotion. “Lightning-
Fast IBM Devices to Help Speed W-T&S Televised VVote Count” was the headline on the
newspaper’s story about its upcoming election-night collaboration with IBM and ABC,
promising that a “battery of IBM equipment of the very latest design” would be installed
in the paper’s city room, “nerve center of the combined newspaper and television
coverage.”* The Hartford Courant, in a Sunday magazine article about its own
preparations for “Operation Election,” also cited its plan to use “large mechanical-brains”
— courtesy of IBM —to “keep abreast of the election returns” that newspaper subscribers
could expect to find tabulated and analyzed in the editions on their doorsteps on the
morning after the election.

Here, then, was an increasingly rich landscape coming into view for election night
in 1952, one in which computers and transitional, computer-like devices appeared not
only to be tools for calculation, but tools for publicity and prestige as well. In setting out
to answer the question of what happened on that night — and why computers made such a
splashy entrance into journalism in that way and in that time — this dissertation seeks to
avoid the assumption — one easily made with an eye to the historical rear-view mirror —

that computers were simply bound to find their way into journalism and into election-

%0 «[_jghtning-Fast IBM Devices to Help Speed W-T&S Televised Vote Count,” New York World-Telegram
and Sun, Oct. 31, 1952, 25.
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night reporting. Certainly, the slow and limited adoption of computer analysis for other
uses in journalism after 1952 — and the clear resistance or at least lack of enthusiasm for
computers among at least some serious journalists — calls into question the idea that the
computer was just an obvious and natural choice for deployment on election night in
1952 and moved into journalism as a force unto itself. In fact, the nascent computer
industry was not yet established as an essential player in American life, and broadcasters
were still trying to establish television as a respected medium for news. For both, the live
experiments with election-night computing posed risks. Yet as my interest turned to the
way elections had been reported before the computer era, | could also see a very rich set
of circumstances in the century leading up to 1952 that might help me better understand
the context for that episode. These circumstances included a well-established set of
journalistic practices and tropes. Journalists long had used credible methodologies for
making sense of early election returns, and they made a habit of placing themselves at the
center of election-night events long before the era of broadcasting. In setting the stage for
election night in 1952, this dissertation explores election nights as central events in
American culture that have served as showcases both for new technology and news
reporting, events that have engendered both competition and collaboration where the
various interests of journalists and technologists intersected.

It would be easy to dismiss the race to report election returns as part of a class of
what some scholars have term “media events” — in this case, a lot of hype and churn over

something that will be known soon enough anyway.** But to make a case here at the

! Daniel Dayan and Elihu Katz, Media Events: The Live Broadcasting of History (Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press, 1992). Dayan and Katz study the ritualized structure and the effects of live
broadcasting of planned historic events, which they classify as contests, conquests, or coronations. Dayan
and Katz mention the “genre of election-night television” in a footnote (17, 272) to their discussion of the
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outset for the importance of election nights as worthy subjects of study — and of interest
to more than journalists, politicians, government job holders, policy advocates, and voters
at large — | would offer an observation about the importance of these infrequent events to
researchers from several academic disciplines and allied areas of practice. For decades
now, the counting of votes has offered scholars and market researchers a rare opportunity
to test their theories and methods. Elections are occasions when political scientists,
sociologists, and practitioners of statistical and quantitative methodologies can evaluate
their means of measuring public opinion. Statistical sampling, after all, is often involved
in measuring that which cannot be precisely or effectively known in any other way,
including the opinions of very large groups of people and the factors best able to predict
group behavior. But elections do provide a chance to test the adequacy of sampling
algorithms and other assumptions of survey methodologies. On election night, students
of human nature can find out — often quickly — whether their algorithms and assumptions
hold up. In the wake of the 1936 presidential election, when the Literary Digest was
famously wounded by fatal flaws in its massive nationwide straw poll of self-selected
respondents, the more scientific selection of smaller samples vindicated some of the
rising stars in survey research. The New York Times took note, explaining that the
outcome of the election was important in demonstrating the value of scientific polling to
business leaders for market research. The story, which used the term “straw poll” for
polling generally, began this way:

Having focused the attention of the public and business men on the

importance of pre-determining consumer reactions, straw polls in the last
election will prove the biggest boon to market research the profession has

effects of media events on political institutions, situating these broadcasts “midway between the Contest of
presidential debates and the Coronation of presidential inaugurals.”
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received in years, specialists asserted here yesterday. Disregarding The
Literary Digest poll, which they insist was not scientifically conducted,
research men praised the Gallup and Crossley surveys and predicted that
more intensive inquiries of that character will feature future elections. **

Even as the 1952 election approached, the importance of election results in testing
scholarly theories was recognized in a study published by Mississippi State College with
assistance from heavyweights in the still-evolving field of public-opinion measurement.
These included Hadley Cantril, director of the Office of Public Opinion Research at
Princeton University, and George Gallup, director of the American Institute of Public
Opinion.*® The study focused on the election-forecasting abilities of county party
chairmen. Here was an opportunity to examine how the subjective judgments of
partisans, based on personal experience, would match up against the objective,
guantitative judgments of impartial outsiders — a question deemed to have important
repercussions for the application of social science to the formulation of government
policy.** Indeed, while election-night reporting might be dismissed in some quarters as a
trivial sideshow in the political process, it is likely that scholars who study public opinion
are among those watching the reporting of returns most closely, election after election,

for the verdict that might be rendered on some of their own work.

Plan of this Dissertation

This dissertation is divided into two general parts. After this introductory chapter,

the first of these two parts takes a step back from 1952 and looks at journalism’s election-

%2 Charles E. Egan, “Straw Polls Help Market Research,” New York Times, Nov. 8, 1936, F9.

¥ William Buchanan and Virginia V.S. Zerenga, County Chairmen as Election Forecasters (State College,
Miss.: Social Science Research Center, Mississippi State College, 1952), iii.

“ Buchanan and Zerenga, County Chairmen as Election Forecasters, 1.
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night practices before computers. The second part of the dissertation focuses largely on
the events of 1952 and their aftermath: the conditions under which players from the world
of computing and journalism joined forces for election reporting; their preparations; the
events of election night; responses and reactions; and some subsequent developments in
election-night history.

In the balance of Chapter 1, I will review the extant accounts of election-night
computer use in 1952 and the literature dealing with the history of election-night
journalism before 1952. | will also consider two theoretical perspectives that have been
relevant in approaching this study. One is from the field of communication studies and
deals with the diffusion of innovations. The other is from the study of the history of
technology and focuses on the role of users and social practices in the trajectory taken by
new technologies. | will also revisit these theoretical perspectives at the end of the
dissertation and make a case that the point at which these two frameworks intersect is a
valuable one for examining the reception and deployment of computers and their
applications in journalism. Chapter 1 will conclude with a discussion of methods and
sources for this project, which became a treasure hunt, more or less, for buried pieces of
the story of election night 1952.

Chapters 2 and 3 look at ways in which what seemed revolutionary about election
night 1952 as plans developed - the use of computers as tools for broadcast journalism
before a nationwide audience — had a great deal of continuity with past practice in the
culture of election-night news reporting. Reaching back into the 19th century, we can
find salient features in that culture which carried on into 1952, and these will help us

understand why election night makes sense as a venue for experimentation with
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innovative computing technologies in journalism. Well before 1952, methodologies had
been worked out by print journalists for early forecasting on election nights. In addition,
election nights also served as venues for showcasing new technology — and for deploying
dazzling new technologies in the service of showmanship orchestrated by news
organizations to attract attention and enhance prestige. Chapter 2 deals with the period
from the mid-19th century up to the early 20th century, before early experiments in radio
broadcasting. Chapter 3 deals with the election-night journalism in the broadcasting era
and the continuation of themes seen in the earlier period. These chapters are not intended
as thorough histories of election-night journalism, but rather as explorations of particular
themes running through that history which are recognizable in the run-up to election
night 1952 — including the special place of election night in the culture of journalism for
telling the “story of the story” and putting journalists at center stage in the night’s events.

Chapter 4 sets the stage for understanding the early use of computers in
journalism as a set of events that brought together two worlds — the nascent commercial
computer industry and the nascent enterprise of television news. Neither was yet central
to American culture. Within each of these worlds there was a desire to be noticed and
taken seriously, and within each of these worlds there was intense competition. There
were also divergent visions of computing. These conditions help us see the willingness to
conduct live experiments in the use of a new technology on election night as a balancing
of risk with the opportunity for exposure and relevance.

Chapter 5 continues setting the stage for election night 1952, starting with the
origins of plans for using computers to identify trends and forecast the outcome. This

chapter explores the behind-the-scenes preparations by technologist-journalist alliances to
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advance intersecting agendas. It also explores the way computers were represented to the
public in the course of promoting or reporting on election-night plans. This chapter
reveals nuances in the dual themes of “man vs. machine” and “man plus machine” that
permeated the discussion around the deployment of this technology. We can also see the
way computers were deployed to serve both practical and symbolic purposes, as tools
both to analyze the vote and to compete for attention and prestige. In addition to
discussing one alliance between NBC and the Monroe Calculating Machine Company
and another alliance between CBS and Remington Rand, this chapter reports on the more
ambiguous case of the association of ABC and IBM, as well as the IBM role at several
newspapers and wire service offices. Also important in the pre-election landscape and
discussed in this chapter was the unhappy memory of 1948 for pollsters and journalists
alike, when pre-election expectations based on polling colored the reporting of election
returns. The resulting caution in the reporting of polling data in the run-up to the 1952
election would feed into decisions made in the high-pressure atmosphere of election night
about the quality of the computer analysis.

Chapter 6 reveals the myriad ways in which Americans in 1952 would have been
able to get news of the election before the morning papers hit the streets. This chapter
helps us understand how the debut of computers fit into a culture-wide competition for
attention on election night.

Chapter 7 details the deployment of both computer and human analysis on
election night 1952. The focus of this chapter is primarily on two networks: CBS, for
which complete television footage and transcripts of some brief radio segments have been

obtained, and NBC, for which complete television footage and several hours of radio
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recordings have been obtained. The availability of these resources provides, for the first
time, a chance to explore the relative importance placed on people and machines for
divining the direction of the vote count at a time when computers were new entrants in
the election-night scene. Salient features in the use of computing in these broadcasts
include themes of competition and collaboration, risk-taking and caution, and the ever-
present theme of electronic brains vs. human brains as a way of coming to terms with the
meaning and place of computers in journalism. While computers had been touted in
advance as a means to draw in viewers and listeners, they were not given primacy over
other traditional election-night methods as the broadcasts played out. The use of
computers also provided an opportunity for on-air, ad hoc explorations of what it meant
to have machines doing election-night work on turf traditionally reserved for journalists,
commentators, and public opinion analysts.

Chapter 8 explores responses to the use of computers on election night in 1952.
Although this episode is often portrayed as a publicity coup for UNIVAC, the reality is
more complex. Wonder, disappointment, resistance, humor, and the widely deployed
motif of man-vs.-machine were among the variety of responses to election-night
computer use — for those involved, for other journalists, for the audience, for talk-show
hosts, and for celebrities who worked the debut of election-night computing into their
radio and television programs. This chapter also explores more extended responses.
These included a range of approaches by the three major networks in 1954, one being an
overt pullback from computer use at NBC at the same time that a Detroit newspaper was
forging new ground for print media in an election-night alliance with the computing

laboratory at a local university. Also among the extended responses was the behind-the-
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scenes maneuvering of IBM, starting in late 1954, to craft an alliance with a news
organization in order to get some of its first-generation electronic commercial computers
in on the election-night action in 1956.

Chapter 9 concludes the dissertation by revisiting the questions that prompted it.
Given what appears to have been the limited interest in computer analysis as a newsroom
tool for so many decades, how do we make sense of the entry of computers into
journalism for election-night analysis starting as early as 1952? This dissertation finds
that the use of computers on election night was consistent with values and practices
dating back to the 19th century. It stresses the importance of cultural factors that underlay
both resistance to and embrace of this new technology in journalism. It also highlights the
multiplicity of meanings attached to the computer and its deployment at the intersection
of the agendas of a variety of players engaged in multi-dimensional competition. Given
the early adoption of computers for election-night forecasting, this chapter asks what we
can learn by considering whether technological and logistical challenges are sufficient to
explain the otherwise slow diffusion of computers as tools for news reporting. It
concludes by suggesting the value of this study — and its emphasis on the role of cultural
continuity in the face of new technology — for those interested in examining the current

era of new technology in journalism.

The Literature

Despite the periodic celebration of computer use on election night 1952 as a
sentinel and seminal event, it has not been the subject of much scholarly inquiry. This

study greatly expands the range of source materials used to present and understand the
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events of that night, and it explores questions not asked before about those events and
their historical context. At a time now when important questions have been raised about
the relationship between journalism and digital technology, a search of the literature
reveals the early history of that relationship to be fertile ground for exploration.
Descriptions of the 1952 episode have appeared in published memoirs by two
participants — Herman Lukoff, who was a leading engineer in UNIVAC’s development
for Remington Rand, and Sig Mickelson, who was director of news and public affairs for
CBS television.* A description also appears in Breakthrough to the Computer Age, a
book on early computer history for a general audience.*® Authored by Harry Wulforst, a
former publicist for UNIVAC’s manufacturer, this book is commonly cited in other
works that mention computer use on election night 1952.*" The accounts by Wulforst,
Mickelson, and Lukoff deal only with the CBS broadcast of the UNIVAC forecasts. They
were written decades later — published between 1972 and 1989 — and do not specify the
source materials for the election-night stories. The authors would have had access, by
virtue of their positions, to at least some relevant documents in personal and company

files, and they would have had access to various participants in those events. These

*® Lukoff, From Dits to Bits, 127-131; Mickelson, The Electric Mirror, 80-82; Mickelson, From Whistle
Stop to Sound Bite, 138-141, 148.

“6 Wulforst, Breakthrough to the Computer Age, 161-171.

T Wulforst is described on the book’s dust jacket as former director of public information for Sperry
Univac, a division of the Sperry Corporation, corporate successor to Remington Rand. Wulforst is
identified in 1978 as “Manager, Public Relations” on Sperry Univac stationery in a letter he wrote to John
Mauchly seeking information for what Wulforst described as “an account | am now writing on the early
days of the computer business”; Harry D. Wulforst, letter to Dr. John W. Mauchly, May 12, 1978, Box
5:B:4, Folder 78, John W. Mauchly Papers, Annenberg Rare Book and Manuscript Library (hereafter cited
as UP-RBML), University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, Pa. Wulforst also appears as the press contact on
a Sept. 25, 1979, Sperry Univac news release announcing the death of Herman Lukoff, just three weeks
before the scheduled publication of Lukoff’s From Dits to Bits. At the time, Lukoff was director of
technical operations for Sperry Univac; “Herman Lukoff, Computer Pioneer, Dies at 56,” Sperry Univac
news release, Sept. 25, 1976, Box 1, Folder 35, Herman Lukoff Papers, University Archives and Records
Center (hereafter cited as UP-UARC), University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, Pa.
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accounts do not appear to have made use of broadcast recordings, though Wulforst’s
account includes brief excerpts that may have come from a transcription service such as
the one employed by Remington Rand to follow mentions of UNIVAC on air.*® The
accounts in these books differ from each other in some details of the chronology of
election-night events, and they vary in some details from the sequence of events that can
be seen in recordings of the CBS broadcast.*® But they have been helpful in providing an
overview of the episode and in suggesting leads for this research project.

The events of election night 1952, focusing mostly on CBS and UNIVAC, were
also the subject of the opening chapter of a master’s thesis completed in 1970 by Elmer
Lower after many years as a television news executive.”® Of interest to Lower was the
debate over whether election-night broadcasting in the computer age — and the projection
of winners before the closing of polls in the West — was having an effect on voter turnout
and the outcome of elections. Lower himself had testified during Congressional hearings
on this subject in 1967 while he was vice president of ABC and president ABC News.

Lower did not appear to have had access to the 1952 broadcast recordings or a large

*8 The excerpts in Wulforst are close in wording — but with some minor differences and redactions — to
partial transcripts that appear among Charles Collingwood’s papers at the Wisconsin Historical Society.
The times mentioned in Wulforst’s account for these excerpts match the times on the partial transcripts, and
an examination of the broadcast footage makes clear that these were not the actual times that the quoted
remarks were made but rather appear to have been the times of the start of half-hour segments in which the
remarks were made. The election-night transcripts in Collingwood’s files indicate that they were prepared
for Remington Rand. The source is not identified on the election night transcripts, which are marked as
carbon copies, but similar transcripts for other dates in Collingwood’s files were prepared by Radio
Reports, Inc., a transcription service.

*° The election-night chronology and the conflicts in various accounts will be discussed in Chapter 7.

%0 Elmer W. Lower, “Use of Computers in Projecting Presidential Election Results, 1952-1964 (master’s
thesis, Columbia University, 1970). An undated copy of Lower’s thesis is archived at the Library of
American Broadcasting (hereafter referred to as LAB), University of Maryland, College Park, Md. Dale L.
Cressman, who completed a biography of Lower as a Ph.D. dissertation, provided the date of Lower’s
thesis as 1970. Dale L. Cressman, “A Biographical Study of Television News Pioneer Elmer W. Lower”
(Ph.D. dissertation, University of Utah, 2003).

27



number of documents. But his master’s thesis has been useful in providing leads for
pursuing primary source materials, though some of these have not been possible to locate
with the passage of several decades. Lower’s thesis also includes useful material from
interviews he did in the mid 1960s with two participants in the events of election night
1952,

Facets of the 1952 election-night episode have appeared occasionally in other
scholarly works. Drawing on a post-election account in a contemporary trade
publication, Thomas W. Bohn included the 1952 computer projections in a 1980 journal
article about the evolution of election-night broadcasting in the television age.* Ina
2008 Ph.D. dissertation, David P. Julyk explored the role of the computer as an icon
reflecting anxieties over automation and technological unemployment in American
culture after World War 11.>* Julyk’s opening chapter analyzed the language used to
describe early computers in newspapers and magazines, including news stories about
election night 1952. He also included excerpts from a 2003 telephone interview with
Walter Cronkite, who recalled perceiving the computer analysis both as a gimmick and as
an invader of journalistic turf — and had a memory of taking some pleasure in UNIVAC’s
election-night troubles.>® Election night 1952 has also made cameo appearances in other
academic works dealing with the history of computing.> These typically depend on

accounts limited to the outlines of the UNIVAC role on CBS.

*! Thomas W. Bohn, “Broadcasting National Election Returns, 1952-1976,” Journal of Communication 30,
no. 4 (1980): 141-153.

°2 See Julyk, ““The Trouble With Machines Is People.’...”
% Ibid., 40, 63-64.

> Martin, for example, briefly cited the 1952 UNIVAC role on CBS in an article arguing that the press
shaped early public opinion about computers in misleading, anthropomorphic ways as “awesome thinking
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A thorough history of the early years of the use of computers as tools for news
reporting has yet to be written. An overview is provided by Margaret H. DeFleur as
background for her study of contemporary practices employed in computer analysis for
investigative reporting.” Philip Meyer, an early advocate of the use of computer analysis
in journalism, included examples of his and other’s efforts in the late 1960s and early
1970s in a 1973 volume, Precision Journalism: A Reporter's Introduction to Social
Science Methods, and three subsequent editions.® Meyer was instrumental in producing
a 1967 analysis of survey data following the Detroit riots that year, a key element in
coverage that won the Detroit Free Press a Pulitzer Prize. Scott Maier has written a
detailed account of an another landmark event in the history of computer analysis as a
reporting tool — the 1968 Miami Herald series on crime in Dade County, Florida.>" The
newspaper’s Herculean reporting effort involved transferring information about court
cases onto 13,000 computer punch cards, and according to Maier it is the first example of
journalists using a computer to analyze government records. While the newspaper touted

its pioneering achievement at the time, Maier also concluded the Herald staff had to

machines”; Martin, “The Myth of the Awesome Thinking Machine,” 120-133. Winston cites election night
1952 — again, just the CBS-UNIVAC episode — in the course of making an argument about the
“suppression” of the “radical potential” of computers in the 1950s; Winston, Media Technology and
Society,193-194.

*® DeFleur, Computer-Assisted Investigative Reporting, 36-45, 74-92. DeFleur cites election night 1952 as
marking the entry of computers into the newsroom, with an account (pp. 36-39) of the UNIVAC role on
CBS that is drawn from Waulforst, Breakthrough to the Computer Age.

*® Philip Meyer, Precision Journalism: A Reporter's Introduction to Social Science Methods (Bloomington,
Ind.: Indiana University Press, 1973). Three later editions were published as: Precision Journalism: A
Reporter's Introduction to Social Science Methods, 2nd ed. (Bloomington, Ind.: Indiana University Press,
1979); The New Precision Journalism (Bloomington, Ind.: Indiana University Press, 1991); and Precision
Journalism: A Reporter's Introduction to Social Science Methods. 4th ed. (Lanham, Md.: Rowman &
Littlefield Publishers, Inc., 2002).

%" See Scott R. Maier, “The Digital Watchdog's First Byte: Journalism's First Computer Analysis of Public
Records," American Journalism 17, no. 4 (Fall 2000): 75-91.
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overcome substantial technical and logistical barriers. Understanding this, he argues,
provides “perspective to the slow and faltering advance of computer-assisted
reporting.”®

As for the larger history of journalism and technology, while each field has its
own body of scholarship, their intersection has received only limited attention from
scholars, according to a recent book exploring the literature and themes in the technology
of journalism.> The author, Patricia L. Dooley, also concludes that the field of
journalism history has long had what she describes as a “bias that favors technology as a
driving force behind changes in news.”® In another recent overview of journalism
historiography, Chris Daly identifies an approach in many works that he terms the
“Technological Imperative.”® This approach to the past, he writes, “holds that history is
propelled by inventors.”®® Works that see technology as a force shaping journalism — an

approach generally referred to as technological determinism — are not hard to find.®® But

this way of framing the relationship between technology and journalism is also not

%8 |bid.
*® Dooley, The Technology of Journalism, 3.
% 1bid.

81 Chris Daly, “The Historiography of Journalism History: Part 1: ‘An Overview,”” American Journalism
26, no. 1 (Winter 2009): 141-147.

%2 1hid, 144.

% For example, in an article titled, “The Impact of Technology on Journalism” (Journalism Studies 1, no. 2
(2000): 228-237), John Pavlik introduces his classification of effects this way: “Journalism has always been
shaped by technology. Since Julius Caesar ordered the Acta Diurna in AD 59, distributing information
about the important events of the day has been enabled, if not often driven, by technological advances.” In
Lessons from the Past: Journalists’ Lives and Work, 1850-1950 (Prospect Heights, I1l.: Waveland Press,
2000), Fred Fedler introduces a chapter on “Mechanical Inventions” (pp. 137-153) this way: “By the mid-
1800s, mechanical innovations were beginning to revolutionize newsrooms, changing the way journalists
handled every story and transforming newspapers’ appearance, content, techniques and location. The
innovations affected journalists in a multitude of ways: some expected, some unexpected, some helpful,
and some harmful.”
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universal. Three examples of an alternate approach will serve to provide context for the
argument in this dissertation about the importance of paying attention to those parts of the
past that have staying power in the face of new technology. Donald Lewis Shaw’s
analysis of more than 3,000 American newspaper stories from 1820 to 1860 explored the
conventional wisdom that, among other things, the telegraph brought about changes in
styles of reporting and writing news stories and in their content.** While that period did
see change — including the increasing use of reporters to gather news, more timely reports
of news, and more attention to locally-generated news — Shaw found continuity in other
important features of newspapers as a group. These included continuity in the general
types of stories covered and the style in which those stories were written. Kevin G.
Barnhurst and John Nerone’s history of the “form” of news explores conventional
wisdom about other changes.®® These include the eventual disappearance of illustrated
news in the era of photography and talk of a “design revolution” for newspapers in the
1970s and 1980s. Barnhurst and Nerone conclude that neither set of changes was dictated
by the arrival of new technologies, reflecting instead other factors and trends that had
been developing in some cases for decades. Lastly, a study by Pablo J. Boczkowski of
innovation in online newspapers stresses the importance of “existing social and material
infrastructures” as well as “broader contextual trends.” ® Too much emphasis, he writes,

has been placed on “analyses that underscore the revolutionary character of online

% Donald Lewis Shaw, “At the Crossroads: Change and Continuity in American Press News 1820-1860,”
Journalism History 8, no. 2 (Summer 1981): 38-50.

% For a full discussion, see Kevin G. Barnhurst and John Nerone, The Form of News: A History (New
York: The Guilford Press, 2001).

% pablo J. Boczkowski, Digitizing the News: Innovation in Online Newspapers (Cambridge: The MIT
Press, 2004), 4.
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technologies and the web and overlook the more evolutionary ways in which people often
incorporate new artifacts into their lives.”’

Aside from differences of opinion in academia about framing the relationship
between technology and journalism, the tendency to ascribe a mostly one-way impact to
technology — as a force that changes what it encounters — is not a foreign concept in day-
to-day speech, popular culture, or even works of scholarship on a range of subjects.®® An
alternative approach to this relationship between technology and journalism — the one
taken here — is to avoid the assumption that once computers came along, they would
inevitably find their way into journalism and act on journalism as an inevitable agent of
change. Questions that arise from resisting this assumption include asking what factors
set the stage for computers’ entry into journalism and why election night in 1952 became
a venue for this entry. These questions have not been the subject of much scholarly
speculation — and none based on a close examination of relevant primary source
materials. This study looks for context in the historical role of election night within
journalism and American culture at large before 1952,

The history of election night over time — especially in the period up to and

including the 1950s — has been little plumbed in scholarly research as a special cultural

and journalistic phenomenon. But there are some exceptions worth noting that support

*" 1bid., 2.

% For example, a search of Google Scholar (on Dec. 6, 2009) for the phrase “impact of new technology”
returns results indicating its use in thousands of works in English. A search for the phrase “impact on new
technology” returns fewer than 50 articles in English. The numbers cannot be known precisely — Google
Scholar does not display more than the first thousand results, while estimating in this case about 4,700 hits
for the first search. And the comparative searches are a crude instrument at best. But they suggest a
disparity that can also be observed in day-to-day discourse.
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the idea of election night as a rich area of study for journalism historians and cultural
scholars.

In 1967, John M. Matheson, a doctoral student at Southern Illinois University,
went in search of the extant literature on the history of news coverage of election returns.
He did not find any, and his own dissertation has since become a seminal contribution to
this area of journalism history. ® The seemingly narrow focus captured in his title —
Steam Packet to Magic Lantern: A History of Election-Returns Coverage in Newspapers
of Four Illinois Cities, 1836-1928 — belies the value of his research. Matheson
demonstrated that the study of election coverage over time can provide a window into
evolving journalistic values and practices as well as evolving national infrastructures in
transportation, communication, and settlement.

The following year, 1968, a journal article that resulted from work done at
Bowling Green State University by another doctoral student, Thomas W. Bohn, surveyed
the history of radio and television broadcasting of returns in presidential elections from
1916 to 1948. ™ Working primarily from accounts in the New York Times and a trade
magazine, Broadcasting, Bohn argued that election-night reporting provided what he
calls a “testing ground” for radio broadcasting, and that election-night practices took
decades to evolve into full-time, hard-news coverage featuring interpretation and
analysis. This evolution coincided with a slow realization that the listening public would

be receptive to such broadcasts, and it coincided, as well, with an increasing ability over

% John M. Matheson, “Steam Packet to Magic Lantern: A History of Election-Returns Coverage in
Newspapers of Four Illinois Cities, 1836-1928” (Ph.D. diss., Southern Illinois University, Carbondale,
1967).

7 See Thomas W. Bohn, “Broadcasting National Election Returns: 1916-1948,” Journal of Broadcasting
12, no. 3 (1968): 267-86.
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that time to gather and aggregate voting results. Bohn would follow up on this study in
1980, as noted earlier, by extending his focus to the election-night broadcasting of
presidential election returns from 1952 to 1976.”* Bohn observed that along with
constant innovation and adaptation to changing conditions, there remained a durable,
ritualistic structure to that coverage.

In 1983, Michael A. Russo completed a Ph.D. dissertation at New York
University that used several decades of election coverage to help trace the development
in broadcast journalism of special-events coverage as an important feature of broadcast
news operations as well as American political culture.”? Himself a former television
journalist, Russo focused on the creation and evolution of the special events and election
units at CBS between 1952 — with attention to the network’s coverage of the political
conventions in that year — and 1968. Russo succeeded in obtaining access to closely held
CBS records in this period.

In 1991, Kate Kelly, a freelance writer, produced Election Day: An American
Holiday, and American History. This is an anecdotal account for a popular audience of
the history of voting, election reporting, and election-day celebrations and traditions from
the colonial era to the late 1980s.”® Not intended to make a historical argument, the

volume illustrates the richness of election day in American culture over time.

™ See Thomas W. Bohn, “Broadcasting National Election Returns, 1952-1976,” Journal of Communication
30, no. 4 (1980): 140-153.

"2 See Michael Anthony Russo, “CBS and the American Political Experience: A History of the CBS News
Special Events and Election Units, 1852-1968” (Ph.D. diss., New York University, 1983).

" See Kate Kelly, Election Day: An American Holiday, an American History (New York: Facts on File,
1991).
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In a volume published in 1998, Calling Elections: The History of Horse-Race
Journalism, Thomas B. Littlewood showed how the history of reporting on campaigns
and voting exposes an underlying tension in political journalism between the coverage of
issues and the coverage of contests.”* Working from contemporary news accounts,
memoirs, and secondary sources, Littlewood explored the evolution since the early 19th
century of a reporting style that treats elections as sporting events.

In yet another dissertation, The History of Election Day in Philadelphia: A Study
in American Political Ritual, completed at the University of Pennsylvania in 2002, a
study by Mark W. Brewin ranges from the early 18th century to the elections of 2000.
Brewin was interested in changes that took place over time in American political culture
and in the rituals of public life. He traced the development election day as a public
celebration. And with the arrival of mass media — and in particular television — he
documented a decline in that tradition, a development he argues is a “significant loss for
democratic life.”” The dissertation has since been expanded into a book, Celebrating
Democracy, published in 2008.”

Of the group of scholarly works, those by Matheson and Brewin stand out as
providing rare and valuable studies from primary source materials of the culture of
election day and the reporting of election returns during an extended period of American

history preceding 1952 — that is, during the period on which I have focused in exploring

™ See Thomas B. Littlewood, Calling Elections: The History of Horse-Race Journalism (Notre Dame: The
University of Notre Dame Press, 1998).

"> See Mark W. Brewin, The History of Election Day in Philadelphia: A Study in American Political
Ritual, Ph.D. Dissertation , The University of Pennsylvania (Philadelphia, 2002). p. v.

"® See Mark W. Brewin, Celebrating Democracy: The Mass-Mediated Ritual of Election Day (New York,
Peter Lang, 2008).
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the theme of cultural continuity. Each of these has a local focus — four Illinois cities in
the case of Matheson, and Philadelphia in the case of Brewin. For understanding the
period leading up to 1952, the studies by Littlewood and Bohn also stand out as useful
works of synthesis — focusing on radio and television broadcasting, primarily via New
York-based networks, in the case of Bohn, and casting a wider net in space, time, and
medium in the case of Littlewood. Discovery of the works of these scholars as |
continued to expand the focus of my own literature search was especially useful in
helping me get a sense of the wider historical terrain on which election night played out.
Lower’s thesis, Russo’s dissertation, and Bohn’s second study were also helpful in
getting a longitudinal look at events that came after 1952 in network broadcasting of
election returns.

In addition to these works focused on election day, election night, and the
reporting of election returns over time, there are two other sets of works that are worth
mentioning here. Among the most useful of these are Carolyn Marvin’s explorations of
the way Americans saw the possibilities for electric communication and electric light as a
communication medium during the 19th century. ” Before radio, election results were
communicated to news consumers at a distance, in public and private settings, by
searchlight and telephone. Published in 1986 and 1988, Marvin’s studies argue that past
experiments with new technology and past conceptions of the future of those
technologies are useful for understanding the social process of navigating change. The

latter of these works, When Old Technologies Were New, is regarded as a seminal study

" Carolyn Marvin. When Old Technologies Were New: Thinking About Electric Communication in the
Late Nineteenth Century (New York: Oxford University Press, 1988), 186, 216-222; and Carolyn Marvin,
“Dazzling the Multitude: Imagining the Electric Light As a Communication Medium,” in Imagining
Tomorrow: History, Technology, and the American Future, ed. Joseph J. Corn, ed. (Cambridge, Mass.:
The MIT Press, 1986), 202-217.
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in the intersecting histories of technology and culture. Just as Bohn argued that election-
night reporting was important to the development of radio news in the first half of the
20th century, Marvin argued that elections provided the impetus for a high degree of
organization in the use of new electric technologies — especially the telephone and the
electric light: “The distribution of presidential election returns in the late 19th century,”
she wrote, “was the most ambitiously organized American effort to use new electric
technologies to deliver the news.”"

Other studies have approached the phenomenon of election night from a variety of
directions, typically focusing on a discrete aspect or time frame. Nineteenth century
election-night bonfires have been a subject of study.” So has the history of organized
markets for betting on the outcome of presidential elections between 1868 and 1940 —
and their usual accuracy in forecasting the winners.*® Scholarly studies of election-night
reporting after the 1950s have tended to focus on one or a small number of elections,
addressing questions dealing with bias, accuracy, methodologies of forecasting, and the
ritualistic aspects of election-night reporting. One study published in 1988, for example,
examined election-night journalism as political ritual, focusing on the period from 1982

to 1984 and arguing that television commentators tended to offer “broad symbolic

reassurance” after the divisiveness of a campaign by stressing the importance of common

8 Marvin, When Old Technologies Were New, 217.

™ Mark Brewin, “The History and Meaning of the Election Night Bonfire,” Atlantic Journal of
Communication 15, no. 2 (2007): 153-1609.

8 paul W. Rhode and Koleman S. Strumpf, “Historical Presidential Betting Markets,” Journal of Economic
Perspectives 18, no. 2 (Spring 2004): 127-142.
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participation in the process.** Election night is discussed in works on statistical methods
for the study of politics and public policy.®? One other area of great interest in connection
with election-night journalism has been the question Elmer Lower addressed in his 1970
master’s thesis — whether the reporting of election returns before the polls have closed in
some areas, especially the West Coast, affects voter turnout and election outcomes.®® This
question is not just of importance to historians. It has been a point of periodic

controversy, and it has been investigated on a number of occasions by Congress.®*

Theory — Technology and Change

How do we account for change in the technologies people use and the way people
use them, whether as individuals or as members of a large social system, a profession, an
organization, or some other configuration? To be sure, people have a fascination with
what is new and what is strange. Novelty attracts attention. It provokes amazement and
fear. It is often an essential element to what we find entertaining. It is also fundamental to

85
l.

our survival.™ Through recorded history, the powerful have sought to enhance their

8 Marc Howard Ross and Richard Joslyn, “Election Night News Coverage as Political Ritual,” Polity 21,
21, no. 2 (Winter 1988): 301-319.

8 See, for example, “Election-Night Forecasting” (pp. 40-46) in Edward R. Tufte, Data Analysis for
Politics and Policy (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1974).

8 Books dealing with this subject, for example, include: Kurt Lang and Gladys Engel Lang, Politics and
Television (Chicago: Quadrangle Books, 1968); Percy H. Tannenbaum and Leslie J. Kostric, Turned-On TV
/ Turned-Off Voters (Beverly Hills: SAGE Publications, 1983); and William C. Adams, Election Night
News and Voter Turnout: Solving the Projection Puzzle (Boulder, Colo.: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 2005).
Many articles in academic publications and the popular press have also explored this issue.

8 In Election Night News and Voter Turnout, Adams (p. 9) reports: “Projections have invariably prompted
complaints, but those in 1964, 1980, 1984, and 2000 generated the most controversy, congressional
hearings and newspaper articles.” The bibliography in this dissertation includes several citations for such
hearings.

% In his exploration of novelty in a study of the invention and development of the zipper, Robert Friedel
writes that “the pursuit of novelty and its successful integration into life are the central means by which we
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prestige and authority by patronizing inventors and scientists exploring what is novel by
working at the boundary between utility and wonder. And chief among the creations that
astound over time have been automata and their successors — devices that imitate life,
from the mechanical creatures of ancient times to the latest 21st century robots. Certainly,
the “electronic brains,” as computers were known early on, were in a category of
novelties that astounded for their purported ability to do what was once thought of as the
work of a purely human domain.®

It is equally true that we do not automatically embrace novelty, especially when
faced with a choice or possibility of a new technology being employed in our personal,
social, or work lives. That which holds the potential to bring improvement in some way
and for some parties may also threaten existing interests, diminish the value of expertise
in older arrangements, and disrupt hierarchies of formal or informal authority.®” And as
noted earlier, the deterministic view that technology exists as an agent with a primarily
one-way impact on people and social systems can become problematic when the nature
and trajectory of change are examined closely.

This dissertation focuses on an era of new technology more than a half century

ago and on what happened then in the face of choices for bringing together computers

cope with being human”; Robert Friedel, Zipper: An Exploration in Novelty (New York: W. W. Norton &
Company, Inc., 1994), 254.

% For a discussion of intersection “utilitarian” and “ornamental” value of science and scientists for patrons
in the early years of the Scientific Revolution, for example, see Paul A. David, “From Keeping ‘Nature's
Secrets’ to the Institutionalization of ‘Open Science,”” in CODE: Collaborative Ownership and the Digital
Economy, Rishab Aiyer Ghosh, ed. (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2005), 85-112. For discussions of
automata — both mythical and constructed — and their incarnations in the computer age, see Steven Lubar,
InfoCulture: The Smithsonian Book of Information Age Inventions (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company,
1993), 377-398.

87 See, for example, Merritt Roe Smith’s classic study of resistance to technological change among workers

at the U.S. Armory in Harpers Ferry, Virginia, during the decades leading up to the Civil War, in Harpers
Ferry Armory and the New Technology: The Challenge of Change (Ithaca: Cornell University, 1977).
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and journalism. 1 do not propose to offer new theory that derives from this episode, with
explanatory and predictive power for past, present, or future events. But I do see this
study as making a contribution in two ways to the conversation about the relationship
between technological innovation and change, both in journalism and more generally.
After taking note here of approaches from two distinct fields that are concerned with this
relationship — one being the study of the diffusion of innovations and the other being the
study of the history of technology — I will outline the ways in which themes that are
salient in my study of the early use of computers as tools for news reporting may also
serve as useful aids to observation in studying other episodes of the introduction of new
technologies in journalism and other endeavors.

During my initial exploration of the historical events that are the subject of this
study, I began to question the notion that the overriding nature of these events was
revolutionary. They were revolutionary, to be sure. A powerful new technology, the
electronic computer, was introduced into the mix for analyzing election returns, and
another powerful new technology, television, was making its mark as an important means
for distributing breaking news of the election and linking the nation in a new, visual way.
But I also came to see that to focus primarily on the revolutionary aspects would be to
run the risk of missing another set of elements critical to understanding what was taking
place.

Among the many analytical frameworks that could be applied to thinking about
the early use of computers in election-night journalism, there are two approaches
recognizing the nature and importance of the continuity that might be found in the midst

of change. One of these approaches comes from the field of communications research and
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deals with the diffusion of innovations.®® In diffusion studies — chronicled and
synthesized over several decades by Everett Rogers — an “innovation” is seen as “an idea,
practice or object that is perceived as new by an individual or other unit of adoption.”®
The innovation need not be new in a chronological sense, starting from the point of
invention. What makes the diffusion of an innovation worthy of study is the perception of
newness — that it is new to the person or group to which it is introduced. The general
model for the diffusion of innovations suggests five key dimensions for assessing the
characteristics of an innovation in understanding its capacity for adoption. These go by
the terms “relative advantage,” “compatibility,” “complexity,” “trialability,” and
“observability.”® In other words: What sort of improvement does an innovation offer?
How is it consistent with current practices and values? How difficult is it to deploy and
use? Can it be tried without with a large commitment of resources and risk? And can it be
seen in action before being adopted? The notion here of “compatibility,” in particular,
recognizes that novelty in one aspect of an innovation does not imply novelty in all
aspects — and that, in fact, continuity with what already exists is actually vital to the
process of change.

A second general theoretical framework relevant to this dissertation stems from a

critique of technological determinism and attends to the ways in which technologies and

their trajectories are shaped as a social process. This framework encompasses several

8 The latest overview of the field of diffusion research is Everett M. Rogers, The Diffusion of Innovations,
5th ed. (New York: Free Press, 2003). Starting with the first edition in 1962, Rogers sought to extract
generalizations from an analysis of an area of scholarship that included hundreds and later thousands of
diffusions studies.

# Rogers, Diffusion of Innovations, 12.

% These are discussed in detail in Rogers, Diffusion of Innovations, 219-266.
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approaches that have both theoretical and methodological dimensions, including the
social construction of technology, or social constructivism. ** Works in this vein tend to
argue that new technologies do not stand apart as forces with inevitable trajectories and
one-way impacts on society and culture, or with fixed meanings and uses. Instead,
technologies are said to exist in a state referred to by some historians as involving
“interpretative flexibility.” ® The needs, desires, and actions of users — along with the
practices and values already prevalent in their various cultures — have effects on the
design, deployment, modification, and perceived meanings and significance of
technological innovations. Like the process it posits for technology, this theoretical
framework does not itself represent a single and immutable model. It has been adopted
and adapted to a variety of studies and proposed configurations, and it has a number of
variants and related approaches. Still, the authors of an edited volume on the social
shaping of technology, Donald MacKenzie and Judy Wajcman, noted that while the
general idea of the “social shaping of technology” had become accepted in academia, it
had achieved “little resonance in our wider culture.” ** Arguing for the relevance of
continuing to publish works offering an alternative to the one-way view of technology’s

impact on society, they observed that “discussion of technology in the mass media ... is

%1 Collections of essays exploring both the common themes and variations in these approaches to the study
of technology include: Wiebe E. Bijker, Thomas P. Hughes, and Trevor J. Pinch, eds., The Social
Construction of Technological Systems: New Directions in the Sociology and History of Technology
(Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1987); Donald MacKenzie and Judy Wacjman, eds., The Social Shaping of
Technology, 2nd ed. (Philadelphia: The Open University Press, 1999); Wiebe E. Bijker and John Law,
Shaping Technology / Building Society: Studies in Sociotechnical Change (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press,
1992).

% See, for example, Trevor Pinch and Wiebe E. Bijker, “The Social Construction of Facts and Artifacts: Or
How the Sociology of Science and the Sociology of Technology Might Benefit Each Other,” in The Social
Construction of Technological Systems, Bijker et al., eds., 40-41.

% MacKenzie Wacjman, eds., The Social Shaping of Technology, xv.
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still framed in largely technologically deterministic terms.”®* The editors of another
volume on the history of technological visions argue that beyond merely limiting public
understanding of the forces affecting the shape and trajectory of new technologies,
viewing technology in a deterministic way — and robbed of historical context — can have
deleterious effects on decision-making and public policy.”

Studies in the diffusion-of-innovations tradition have also taken cognizance of the
processes posited for the social shaping of technology. Rogers, the chronicler of diffusion
studies, argued that since the diffusion of innovations is a social process, the “meaning of
an innovation is thus gradually worked out through a process of social construction.”® In
Rogers’s summary of diffusion studies, he noted the social-construction-like phenomenon
of “re-invention,” which he defined as “the degree to which an innovation is changed or
modified by a user in the process of its adoption and implementation.”®’ Rogers reported
that until about 1970s, this phenomenon was not seen by scholars as significant, with
adopters treated as “rather passive acceptors of an innovation, rather than active
modifiers of a new idea.”®® Still, the more nuanced view of adopters does not appear to
have taken hold universally. Diffusion scholars James W. Dearing and Gary Meyer, in a

recent assessment of the work in their field, called for greater attention to the idea of

* Ibid.

% Marita Sturken and Douglas Thomas, “Introduction: Technological Visions and the Rhetoric of the
New,” in Technological Visions: The Hopes and Fears that Shape New Technologies, eds. Marita Sturken,
Douglas Thomas, and Sandra J. Ball-Rokeach (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 2004), 1-18.

% Rogers, Diffusion of Innovations, xxi.
9 1bid., 180-188.

% 1bid., 180.
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adopters as “creators of innovations.” * They found in their review of the literature that
“activity of this sort has usually been considered deviant or minor in relation to the
original source-defined purpose of an innovation and how it was designed by that
source.”*® Dearing and Meyer argue that “adopter activity in relation to innovations is
far more important, common, and consequential than reflected in the diffusion
literature.”*®* Whereas traditional diffusion theory tends to “decouple” the process of
innovation from the process of diffusion, Dearing and Meyer propose a theoretical
perspective that “closely weds the two.” % This suggests that in addition to the
shortcomings of viewing technology in a purely deterministic way, there remain
promising opportunities for examining potential users’ relationship with new technology
as more than a pair of distinct choices — to adopt or not.

The work of Claude Fischer in exploring the early decades of the telephone as a
commercial technology has been especially useful in thinking about the subject of this
dissertation.’®® Fischer emphasizes the importance of examining technology from the
perspective of the user — terming his approach the “user heuristic,” with “heuristic”

meaning an “instructive tool for thinking about technology.”** He writes: “We need to

% James W. Dearing and Gary Meyer, “Revisiting Diffusion Theory,” in Communication of Innovations: A
Journey with Ev Rogers, eds. Arvind Singhal and James W. Dearing (Thousand Oaks, Calif.: SAGE
Publications, 2006), 30-31.

% Ibid, 44.

19 Ipid.

2 |pid., 31.

193 Claude S. Fischer, America Calling: A Social History of the Telephone to 1940 (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1992); Fischer also provides an overview (pp. 6-21) of determinism, social
constructivism, and various other theoretical approaches to the relationship between technology and society

to distinguish them from his own approach.

104 1hid., 19.
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study how specific devices were introduced and adopted, what people used them for, how
that use changed as the technology evolved, how those uses altered other actions, how
patterns of use changed the context for other actors, and so on.”** His study of the
telephone, for example, reveals that its use for social interaction was not a role envisioned
in the original marketing of the telephone as a tool to serve practical ends. Unexpected
uses came from customers who adopted the telephone for extending and enhancing their
own social connections, practices, and needs, including women at home and residents of
rural areas.'®® Summarizing his findings, he writes:

... while a material change as fundamental as the telephone alters the

conditions of daily life, it does not determine the basic character of that

life... As much as people adapt their lives to the changed circumstances

created by a new technology, they also adapt that technology to their lives.

The telephone did not radically alter American ways of life; rather,

Americans used it to more vigorously pursue their characteristic ways of

life."”

This dissertation confirms the value of taking a user-eye-view of new technology
and understanding the dynamics in which users may adopt and adapt new technologies
for their own ends. A close look at the practices and values at work in election-night
journalism before 1952 will reveal a great deal of continuity from that pre-history to the
ways computers were first employed for election-night coverage. These include, among

other things, a multidimensional treatment of computing equipment where it was used —

its deployment for calculation and analysis, but also as a prop in the long tradition of

105 1hid., 20.

1% Ipid.; see pp. 75ff for discussion of marketing for practicality vs. sociability; see pp. 92 ff on the
unanticipated demand for telephones in rural areas.
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election-night showmanship, with some commentators even making use of the
computers’ limitations as a foil.

Several notions — that what a technology means is important, that a single
technology can have multiple meanings, and that these multiple meanings can play a role
in the way that technology is received and deployed — are among the points of
intersection in the diffusion and social constructivist approaches.'®® As a result,
understanding the responses to new technology involves far more than seeing that
technology and its associated practices solely or primarily as a cluster of features with
technical utility. As we will see in the circumstances surrounding the early deployment of
computing in journalism, what might be called the “nontechnological” aspects of a
technological innovation are also vital to understanding the choices about whether and
how to make use of it.

One particular kind of connection between technology and meaning is what
historian David Nye has termed the “American technological sublime.”** The sublime
involves, in general, “experiences of awe and wonder, often tinged with an element of
terror.” ' It is a concept with roots in antiquity, taken up and explored in the 18th century
by Edmund Burke and Immanuel Kant, and traditionally associated with ineffable,
religious-like feelings about awesome structures and events in the natural world — an
immense canyon or waterfall, a volcanic eruption, a storm at sea. Nye has established the

sublime as a useful concept in understanding Americans’ responses to new technology.

1% These notions are not limed to the work of scholars explicitly affiliated with either the diffusion or social
construction approach; see, for example, Arnold Pacey, Meaning in Technology (Cambridge, Mass.: The
MIT Press, 2001 [1999]).

1% David E. Nye, American Technological Sublime (Cambridge: The MIT Press, 1994).
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From the early 19th century forward, he has argued, the technological sublime has been
“one of America’s central ‘ideas about itself.” “*** Independence Day, the diverse
nation’s celebration of its unity, has served repeatedly as a venue for the technological
sublime. Nye has found that celebrations of the national holiday were intertwined with
the celebration and inauguration of canals, railroads, and bridges.*** Bold and
spectacular new technologies have also had value in American culture as magnets to
draw crowds — on Independence Day and other occasions — and have even become tourist
attractions on their own, from the 19th-century establishment of rail and telegraph
systems to late 20th-century launches of manned space flights.

This dissertation argues that election night can also be recognized as a type of
cultural event which, over time, has been associated with celebrations of the wonders of
new technology. Inherent in this mix is the capacity of the new technology — in the case
of this study, the computer — to have a variety of meanings and uses, technical and
nontechnical, to players who come from different fields of endeavor — in this case,
journalists and technologists — but who have intersecting agendas associated with a desire
to attract and command attention — in this case, driven by an awareness of the natural
public interest in the outcome of elections.

In my study of election night 1952, | have taken note of a series of themes that are
important to understanding the dynamics associated with decisions about the deployment
a new technology, the computer. These themes include the collaboration of groups from

different fields but with intersecting agendas for public respect and competitive

U pid., xiii-xiv.
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advantage — enhanced by the capacity of a single artifact to carry multiple meanings — all
playing out in connection with the election of a president, an event of special significance
in journalism and widespread interest in the culture at large. In addition to the continuity
with past election-night practices both for analyzing returns and attracting attention in the
journalistic world, there was also some measure of continuity for the nascent computer
industry with its penchant for showy demonstrations of wondrous new wares. It would
appear, then, that although the new “electronic brains” were not uniformly seen among
journalists as natural, desirable, or practical additions to the newsroom’s human brains,
the momentum provided by many factors taken together was sufficient to open the door
to experimentation. And yet, as an exploration of the aftermath of election night will
make clear, the future of computers as an election-night fixture was not a done deal after
1952. The experiments alone did not bring about immediate and revolutionary change.
They did increase awareness, both of possibilities and risks.

I do not mean to suggest that the themes explored here are the only factors needed
to understand the early deployment of computers in election-night journalism. In his
study of meaning in technology, Arnold Pacey warns against the kind of “reductionism”
that would associate a cause-and-effect understanding of the history of technology with a
simple set of factors. “There is no ‘only’ about it,” he writes. “The dynamic of
technological change seems to reflect a synergy among psychological, institutional, and
socioeconomic movements. It is a mistake to assume that any one part of the complex

interaction is the key to it all.”** | do not mean to suggest, either, that a singe case study

113 pacey, Meaning in Technology, 9.

48



provides adequate evidence to support a new direction in theory for understanding the
dynamics of change in the relationship between technology and journalism.

Rather, | would propose that what | have detected here raises the possibilities for
a set of factors at work in 1952 that could serve as an aid to observation — supplementing
the factors posed by existing theory — in the exploration of other modern encounters with
technology in journalism. There are seven factors or themes that | would like to articulate
here, and I will return to them at various points in this study:

(2). Cultural continuity: The question of the compatibility of computer analysis

with the existing patterns of election-night reporting is one that yields not a single answer
but a range of possibilities, from those intrigued enough to experiment with it to those
who had a hard time seeing election-night analysis as anything other than a human
domain, peopled by journalists, public opinion pollsters, and political scientists. In 1952,
as we will see, what was significant in the deployment of computers on election night
was continuity with patterns of election-night journalism in many dimensions. This
included the need to aggregate and make sense of the numbers, the imperative of
balancing accuracy and speed in projecting a winner, and the methodology of making
specific comparisons to past results — by discrete geographic areas — to detect variation
from past trends. But it also included the showcasing of wonders and novelty — including
technological innovation — as part of the journalistic enterprise of commanding and
holding attention, which in turn offered bragging rights serving much more than bottom-
line profit interests. The new had a variety of connections to the old in a number of

dimensions. What was revolutionary rested on a solid foundation of cultural continuity.
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Many of these lines of continuity have extended into election-night journalism in the 21st
century.

(2). An event of significance: That election night in 1952 became a venue for

several linkages of computing and journalism suggests the importance attending to the
social and cultural context of such combinations — and to the specific kinds of
newsworthy events around which they might take place. The 1952 election presented an
occasion in which public interest was guaranteed, but it was an occasion in which no
particular news organization was guaranteed a share of that interest. The role of election
night as an event of great cultural and social significance is certainly underappreciated in
the scholarly literature, but it may also be part of a class of situations for the debut of
technological innovation that is worthy of further exploration in both diffusion and social
constructivist studies.

(3). Collaboration with outsiders: In both diffusion and social construction, the

focus would typically be on an innovation that originates in one sphere and then is
adopted and adapted in others, as with the movement of a technology from inventors to
marketers to users. The events of election night 1952 suggest the possibilities for a more
nuanced exploration of the movement of innovations across group or disciplinary
boundaries. The technology was deployed jointly in a new way for each party, each
coming from quite different domains — that is, technology and journalism — but each
perceiving the benefit of working together toward a common end. This was not simply
diffusion of a tool from the realm of engineers to the realm of journalists. For each, the
use and its outcome became learning experiences, and that fed back into their sense of

possibilities in their own sphere of operations.
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(4). Managing complexity: It would be easy to assume that the rise in computer

use for analysis in reporting which came decades after 1952 was a result of the
technology becoming more ubiquitous, with greater availability and lower cost driving
innovation in applications of database analysis to news reporting. Aside from the inherent
determinism in this view, it may mask a more interesting possibility: that the greater
availability of possibilities for computer analysis allowed for a change in the locus of
innovation and the management of this practice. Later, small newsroom units and
individual reporters could take the initiative to experiment with this sort of analysis for
various kinds of stories without the imperative of organizational buy-in and outside
collaboration.*** But in 1952, the exploration of computing as a tool for journalism was
facilitated by action at the organizational level and collaboration with outside
organizations. The complexity of computing was certainly a challenge, but it was not a
barrier, and such collaboration — fueled by the perception of mutual gain in connection
with an event of great public interest — was a way to manage that complexity.

(5). Journalism as a special case: In the 1952 application of computing on election

night, not only did the tool have the capacity to serve journalism, but journalism (and the
exposure it entailed) had the capacity to serve the tool — and not only on election night,
but afterwards. Remington Rand, in particular, wasted no time in creating detailed
descriptions and wondrous narratives of its election-night exploits. Monroe used
references to election night 1952 in booklets it prepared to seek government and military

contracts. And IBM, though not as active as Remington Rand in touting its election-night

14| observed this first-hand during the late 1980s and early to mid 1990s while working as a reporter at
The Providence Journal in Providence, Rhode Island, and attending national journalism conferences at
which reporters compared notes about their exploring computers for the analysis of government records.
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contributions, nevertheless called attention to its role with accounts in an in-house
publication and in a newsletter that circulated in the data-processing world. This suggests,
at the very least, an opportunity for further exploration: the application of technological
innovation in journalism as a form of diffusion with special features.

(6). Critical mass vs. resistance: It is not a new idea that innovation brings the

opportunity both for improvement and disruption. Computing technology, in particular,
gets to the heart of what is thought to be most human — the capacity to analyze and
predict — and thus what is most essential to the way at least some journalists might see
themselves. How, then, does the decision to use the technology overcome resistance? In
1952, an important factor was the capacity of the technology to encompass multiple
meanings and multiple roles — to have both technological and nontechnological
applications, both utility and symbolic currency, to be promoted in ways both serious and
circus-like, to have its mechanism of action both revealed and couched in mystery. One
aspect of the “relative advantage” of this tool over what had been done before — analysis
done solely by humans — was also that it could be trumpeted one way in promotions, as
an improvement on the merely human, without actually forcing confrontations over the
replacement of humans on election night itself. In short, this suggests looking for a
critical mass of factors, rather than a single defining one, in understanding conditions
surrounding new applications of technology in journalism.

(7). Enhancement vs. replacement: It is not a new idea that new technology can be

accompanied by the binary notion that it is a replacement, rather than adjunct, to human
action. The concept of “technological unemployment” that CBS’s Eric Sevareid broached

on election night was itself not new — in the 20th century or earlier in modern times.

52



Whether the computers would, indeed, outdo human journalists on election night for the
speed and accuracy of detecting electoral trends was something that could not be known
in advance. In this particular case, it seems significant that the “trialability” and
“observability” of the new technology were conjoined and built into the structure of the
event itself. In fact, election night traditions already encompassed multiple approaches to
detecting trends — newsroom experts, pundits and public intellectuals from the world of
polling and academia, political officials, and wire reports carrying the judgments of
newspaper editors from around the country about the electoral outcomes in their states —
all of which were reported in 1952 along with the computer-based assessments. The
enhancement vs. replacement question did not need to be settled in advance of trying out
the new technology.

The salient features described above worked together in a matrix of sorts. They
suggest the importance of studying the application of new technology to journalism in a
multidimensional way, understanding the importance of the specific cultural
circumstances, and noting ways in which diffusion may take place as collaboration across
groups in addition to the spreading of innovation from one group to another. The
dynamics here were certainly far more nuanced than the idea that the computer is
presented as an option and journalists decide simply between using it or not.

To borrow a notion from the anthropologist Claude Lévi-Strauss about the value
of certain things “to think with,” the collection of salient features from election night
1952 might serve as an observational device. The final chapter of this study provides an
opportunity to at least take note of events over the most recent decade of election-night

coverage. These, | would argue, suggest that the patterns identified here are not limited to

53



a single episode from one long-ago night. In the end, however, | should also reiterate that
this dissertation does not seek to explain why and how computing entered journalism in
the way that it did. That would be, at best, premature. | do seek to better understand how
and why election night 1952 made sense and worked as a venue for this coming together.
A word about terminology: I initially settled on the term “cultural continuity” in
this dissertation as a way to refer to the staying power of values and practices and to talk
about the way in which new technology is used to extend and enhance them. When |
looked around to see if the term already had currency, | found that it did. In fact, it
appears in a variety of disciplines, including anthropology, sociology, political theory,
and media studies. | have opted to use this term nonetheless, rather than invent one never
used before. And I would call attention briefly at this point to a difference between my
intended application of this term and the way the term has been used by mass
communications scholar Clifford Christians.*> In critiquing the notion that technology is
value-free and that only the uses of technology are “value-laden,” Christians has
proposed a theory of “normative” technology. His idea is that designers and
disseminators of technology should take “cultural continuity” as a paramount value. He
argues that expert technologists should not design or deploy technologies that will
interrupt and colonize the cultures of those who have relatively less power — smaller
nations, developing nations, “natives,” and so forth. My own conception of cultural
continuity does not take issue with this argument, but it does turn this view of the

relationship between technology and cultural continuity on is head. Rather than viewing

115 Clifford Christians, “A Theory of Normative Technology,” in Technological Transformation:
Contextual and Conceptual Implications, eds. Edmund F. Byrne and Joseph C. Pitt (Dordrecht, The
Netherlands: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1989), 123-139.
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technology in an asymmetrical way as something that may place cultural continuity in
jeopardy, this study observes ways in which potential users make decisions about
deployment of new technology in a variety of dimensions that have — or seek to maintain
— consistency with existing values and practices of cultures defined as narrowly as
broadcast journalism or as widely as the larger shared culture of a nation. As noted
above, by peering closely at the events of election night 1952, we see a lot of continuity
with past practices and values in the journalism of election nights back to the 19th
century. We come to appreciate, in the end, the somewhat counterintuitive notion that
strong continuity with the past is an important key to change — that tools which break
with the past technologically may well incorporate the past in terms of continuation of

core practices and incorporation of core values.

Sources and Methods

While working on this project, | came upon The Historian’s Craft, written by the
scholar Marc Bloch and published after he was tortured and executed by the Gestapo in
1944 for his role in the French resistance. ™*° Bloch had found it curious that historians
did not do more to expose what he called “the honest groping of our methods,” and he
suggested that this failure was a disservice to readers. | certainly felt that | had done my
fair share of groping on this project. I also felt some identification with the uneven

process described by Clifford Geertz in the introduction to a new edition of his classic

118 Marc Bloch, The Historian’s Craft, trans. Peter Putnam, trans. (New York: Vintage Books, 1953), 87. |
was alerted to this passage by Lawrence W. Levine, Highbrow / Lowbrow (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 1988), who uses it in his prologue to talk about his process of discovery. An account of
Bloch’s capture and execution can be found in Carole Fink, Marc Bloch: A Life in History (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1991), 314-322.
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1973 work on cultural anthropology, The Interpretation of Cultures. Geertz suggested
that there is more of a “backward order of things” to the scholarly work in his field than
at least some are willing to acknowledge.™'” The process tends not to start with clear
hypotheses that are then taken into the field to be checked by “carefully codified
procedures systematically applied.”**® Rather, material is collected — perhaps on subjects
more interesting to the researcher than those that prompted the search — followed by post-
hoc attempts to make sense of it all and fit the material into some sort of scholarly
framework. The final stage of assembly, into “chaptered books and thematic
monographs,” is what Geertz describes as both “crucial and a bit of sleight of hand”:

Crucial, because without it we are left with an assortment of vignettes and

apercus, fragments in search of a whole. Sleight-of-hand because it

presents what is in fact a trailing construction as though it were a

deliberated thesis happily confirmed. Anthropological arguments ... are

like excuses, made up after the stumblings that make them necessary have
already happened.**®

This, too, had a familiar ring to me.

As | toyed with a way to describe my research process — a discovery process,
really, and one that easily passed the Bloch and Geertz tests for groping and stumbling — |
realized that an account of my methods could best be described without any pretense to
having had a clever plan from the outset. At the beginning, | was hooked when | came
across that first clue about the Monrobot and the notion that there might be some missing
history in the oft-told, UNIVAC-only anecdote from election night 1952. From there, the

process might be described as a treasure hunt. It would come to involve materials

7 Clifford Geertz, The Interpretation of Cultures (1973; New York: Basic Books, 2000), v-vi.
8 |bid., v.

9 Ipid., vi.
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gathered in person or by correspondence from more than 40 archives and individuals
spread across the country, plus extensive use of online databases of historical
newspapers, magazines, and journals, and, of course, the Web. | was even able on
occasion to locate hard-to-find publications on eBay — along with a small part from a
long-deceased Monrobot. At various points along the way, snippets of video on YouTube
provided evidence that certain kinds of footage might still exist and that I should keep
looking. Videos uploaded to YouTube also proved useful on occasion for confirming the
accuracy of certain broadcast transcripts and even accounts of events depicted on old
television programs and films.

I had little to go on at the very beginning when | proposed this dissertation,
especially in the way of primary source materials. At that point, | had seen materials
available at the Library of American Broadcasting on my own campus at the University
of Maryland. These included NBC press releases from 1952 and trade publications
covering radio and television in that era. | had perused accounts in contemporary news
and magazine articles. | had seen some archival materials at the Library of Congress,
including microfilm of NBC’s “master books.” These contained details of 1952 election-
day television broadcasts, though not those of election night. | had visited the Hagley
Museum and Library in Wilmington, Delaware, to look at records of the Sperry-
UNIVAC division of the Sperry Corporation and its historical predecessors, which
included Remington Rand and the Eckert-Mauchly Corporation. A conversation over
lunch at a journalism history conference led me to a few minutes of footage dealing with

the 1952 election-night use of UNIVAC on CBS television.® And | had visited

120 Courtesy of J. T. “Tom” Tom Johnson of the Institute for Analytic Journalism.
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computer historian Paul Ceruzzi at the National Air and Space Museum to pick his brain
about the Monrobot. Checking his own files on the history of computing, he came up
with a key lead for me. It was a note about a 1953 account in an edition of The Digital
Computer Newsletter reporting that the Monrobot had had its public debut on election
night 1952 in connection with the NBC television broadcast. He also told me how I could
find the newsletter, which had been published at that time by the Office of Naval
Research as a supplement to another periodical, Mathematical Tables and Other Aids to
Computation.

Together, these items gave me at least the hope of finding more.

One of the most challenging aspects of writing about broadcast television in the
early 1950s is that it tended to be ephemeral. Videotape would not come along for
several more years. The means for recording television in 1952 was kinescope — using a
motion picture camera to capture on film what appeared on a television monitor during a
live broadcast. After a long search, | was eventually able to locate all six hours of the
election-night broadcast on NBC television, which started at 9 p.m., plus the first few
hours of election-night broadcasting on NBC radio, which started at 8 p.m., and several
relevant radio broadcasts in the run-up to the election. I was also able to locate, after an
even longer search, all of the CBS television network broadcast, which began at 8 p.m. In
indicating that I located these broadcasts, | would not want to give the impression that
this was done with any efficiency. It was not — more on this shortly. But in the end, |
believe this to be the first study to have access to and make use of these broadcasts — or at

least I have found no other in years of looking.
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I learned several things in this quest for materials — beyond the standard protocols
for this sort of historical research involving databases, reference works, catalogues, and
the mining of many thousands of footnotes for leads to sources.*?* The first was not to be
shy about letting it be known to as many people as possible what I was seeking. In their
guide to historical inquiry, Jacques Barzun and Henry Graff write this: “The researcher
must again and again imagine the kind of source he would like to have before he can find
it.”*# | did that, and then shamelessly spread the word about what I hoped to find,
talking about it with mentors, colleagues, students, acquaintances, other researchers,
archivists, collectors, and just about anyone else | thought might be interested. | made
hundreds of these contacts along the way. This part of the process yielded a steady stream
of ideas and leads — many of them dead ends, but many not — and following up on them
yielded new finds right up to the completion of the final draft of this dissertation.

A second thing I learned — not unrelated to the first — was that, just as in my
former life as a journalist, cold-calling does not work as well as having someone in
particular to call when contacting an organization or archive that might hold relevant
materials. To this end, | pored through the acknowledgments in countless books and
journal articles, look