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Abstract

In the months leading up to political elections in the United States, forecasts are widespread and take on
multiple forms, including projections of what party will win the popular vote, state ratings, and predictions of vote
margins at the state level. It can be challenging to evaluate how accuracy changes in the lead up to Election Day or
to put probabilistic forecasts into historical context. Moreover, forecasts differ between analysts, highlighting the
many choices in the forecasting process. With this as motivation, here we take a more comprehensive view and
begin to unpack some of the choices involved in election forecasting. Building on a prior compartmental model
of election dynamics, we present the forecasts of this model across months, years, and types of race. By gathering
together monthly forecasts of presidential, senatorial, and gubernatorial races from 2004–2022, we provide a
larger-scale perspective and discuss how treating polling data in different ways affects forecast accuracy. We
conclude with our 2024 election forecasts [44] (upcoming at the time of writing).
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In memory of Daniel F. Linder, remembering his quiet nature and consistent kindness.

1 Introduction

From a scientific perspective and a policy one, political elections are of wide interest, and forecasting them is a task
that invites many different approaches [97]. These approaches include building statistical models [20, 21, 47] that
are informed by historical voting patterns, approval ratings, economic indicators, or other so-called “fundamental
data”1, as well as developing data-driven models [41, 58, 62, 69, 101] that rely at least partly on trial-heat polls.
Some methods lead to a single static forecast, while others—particularly those that involve polling data—produce
dynamic forecasts that are regularly updated. This raises questions about how forecast accuracy changes in time as
Election Day nears. Moreover, because many organizations conduct polls, it is natural to ask whether accounting for
the historical accuracy of various pollsters may improve forecasts. Motivated by these questions, here we present
a large-scale study of forecasts in time across presidential, senatorial, and gubernatorial elections from 2004–2022.

1Fundamental data are data on various things that voters may use to choose a candidate [56]. These data include information about how
the economy is doing, for example.
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Throughout this study, our work centers on a prior mathematical model of election dynamics [99], and we investigate
how time and accounting for historical pollster performance affects its forecasts.

Journalists, media outlets, websites, blogs, and researchers generate election forecasts at various scales with
various data. Forecasters may present the chance of a Democratic or Republican candidate winning the Electoral
College, predictions of the national popular vote, ratings of each state race’s competitiveness, or forecasts of state
vote margins. In the political-science community, for example, it has been common to make national-level forecasts
based on fundamental data, sometimes in combination with select polls. Such approaches [20, 21, 68, 103, 105]
often involve regression on historical data and forecast the popular vote in presidential races. They may produce
one-time, early forecasts [20, 21] or dynamic forecasts [103, 105]. As a different perspective, Sabato’s Crystal Ball
[79], Inside Elections [57], and the Cook Political Report [19, 43] categorize each state with a rating such as “safe”,
“likely”, or “toss-up”, using qualitative and quantitative data.

Forecasts of state-level vote margins typically involve polling data. Early examples include the work of Camp-
bell [37], who combined fundamental data with select national polls. Depending more on polls, RealClearPolling
[17], which is associated with RealClearPolitics [3, 5], aggregates state and national polls from many sources and
dynamically summarizes them; their website features projections of electoral votes, state ratings, and state-level
vote margins. In a related vein, Wang [101] and his team at the Princeton Election Consortium [100] apply sta-
tistical methods to compute state-level median margins from recent polls and report electoral-vote distributions,
among other things. There is also a large group of analysts who combine state polls with fundamental data, taking
a Bayesian perspective [41, 69]. Linzer [69] produced dynamic state forecasts by blending a historical model with
polls, and Heidemanns et al. [58] built on this approach for The Economist’s [91] 2020 presidential forecasts. As
another prominent mainstream source, Nate Silver [84, 86] and/or2 the team at FiveThirtyEight [15, 16] provide
detailed forecasts—including projected state margins—on their websites.

In terms of methods, as we highlight above, election forecasts have predominantly resulted from regression-
based models, Bayesian statistical perspectives, and political-science groups. While opinion dynamics [40, 75, 80]
are the subject of much research in applied dynamical systems, the mathematical-modeling community working on
topics related to political opinion dynamics has focused on questions outside of forecasting (e.g., [26, 29, 30, 48,
53, 59, 107]), with few exceptions [99]. For example, Restrepo et al. [78] developed a compartmental model to
investigate the effects of exit polls on voter turnout, and Fernández-Gracia et al. [48] studied spatial correlations in
election results. Instead interested in real-time forecasting, Volkening, Linder, Porter, and Rempala [99] developed
a dynamical-systems perspective that relies on compartmental modeling and state-level polls. Their model takes the
form of a system of differential equations tracking the fractions of undecided, Republican, and Democratic voters in
different states; see Fig. 1(a)–(c). Using polling data to determine model parameters, Volkening et al. [99] applied
their approach to presidential, senatorial, and gubernatorial elections in 2012, 2016, and 2018, with an emphasis
on eve-of-election forecasts in swing states. Their model performed similarly to FiveThirtyEight [16] and Sabato’s
Crystal Ball [79], with the added strength of being fully transparent [98]. We built on the model [99] to offer
real-time forecasts of the 2020, 2022, and 2024 elections on our websites [32, 42, 44].

Whether statistical [15, 16, 69, 101] or mathematical [99], models that rely on aggregated polls face questions
about how to merge and adjust these data [73]. Polls may differ from the election results for many reasons, including
random variation, errors due to non-response or misidentification of likely voters, pollster herding, and the presence
of late deciders [65, 72–74, 76, 83]. Moreover, polls are conducted by polling organizations (or “polling houses”)
of differing quality, and their individual methodologies can lead to “house effects”, tendencies to consistently lean
Republican or Democratic [45, 54, 62, 73, 82, 92]. Poll accuracy also depends on the time to Election Day, and there
are differences in the magnitude of errors in polls of presidential, senatorial, and gubernatorial elections [38, 83].
Looking across cycles, as we show in Fig. 2, the number of polls and distribution of poll errors has changed over the
last twenty years, and the state-level polls have collectively leaned Democratic since 2014.

Approaches to addressing polling errors range from simplified to complex. One option [99, 101] is to treat
all polls the same and essentially assume that aggregating the polls will address the errors. Volkening et al. [99]

2Silver [84, 86] and FiveThirtyEight (at ABC News in recent years) have separated [85]. Up until and including the 2022 elections that
we discuss, the two were associated. Silver has since been posting 2024 forecasts via the Silver Bulletin [86], and 2024 forecasts are under
“538” through ABC News [15].
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(a) (b)

Undecided or other Ui(t)
<latexit sha1_base64="9VI802JyvJN7GKONvlxT8j2tEYk=">AAAB7XicbVBNTwIxEO3iF+IX6tFLI9HgheyiiR5JvHjExAUS2JBu6UKl227aWROy4T948aAxXv0/3vw3FtiDgi+Z5OW9mczMCxPBDbjut1NYW9/Y3Cpul3Z29/YPyodHLaNSTZlPlVC6ExLDBJfMBw6CdRLNSBwK1g7HtzO//cS04Uo+wCRhQUyGkkecErBSy+/zKlz0yxW35s6BV4mXkwrK0eyXv3oDRdOYSaCCGNP13ASCjGjgVLBpqZcalhA6JkPWtVSSmJkgm187xWdWGeBIaVsS8Fz9PZGR2JhJHNrOmMDILHsz8T+vm0J0E2RcJikwSReLolRgUHj2Oh5wzSiIiSWEam5vxXRENKFgAyrZELzll1dJq17zLmv1+6tK4zyPo4hO0CmqIg9dowa6Q03kI4oe0TN6RW+Ocl6cd+dj0Vpw8plj9AfO5w/BnI6A</latexit>

Democratic Di(t)
<latexit sha1_base64="krYohSt9rv2iKgDwA4SbhcwPZXU=">AAAB7XicdVBNS8NAEN3Ur1q/qh69LBalXkpSC7W3gh48VrAf0Iay2W7atZts2J0IJfQ/ePGgiFf/jzf/jds0goo+GHi8N8PMPC8SXINtf1i5ldW19Y38ZmFre2d3r7h/0NEyVpS1qRRS9TyimeAhawMHwXqRYiTwBOt608uF371nSnMZ3sIsYm5AxiH3OSVgpM7VkJfhbFgs2ZVGCrwk9VpGGg52KnaKEsrQGhbfByNJ44CFQAXRuu/YEbgJUcCpYPPCINYsInRKxqxvaEgCpt0kvXaOT4wywr5UpkLAqfp9IiGB1rPAM50BgYn+7S3Ev7x+DP6Fm/AwioGFdLnIjwUGiRev4xFXjIKYGUKo4uZWTCdEEQomoIIJ4etT/D/pVCvOeaV6Uys1T7M48ugIHaMyclAdNdE1aqE2ougOPaAn9GxJ69F6sV6XrTkrmzlEP2C9fQJ8vY8C</latexit>

Republican Ri(t)
<latexit sha1_base64="1hca3i5gGaQyjnZr8wwdsliSmYs=">AAAB7XicdVBNS8NAEN3Ur1q/qh69LBalXkpSC7W3ghePVewHtKFstpt27SYbdidCCf0PXjwo4tX/481/4zaNoKIPBh7vzTAzz4sE12DbH1ZuZXVtfSO/Wdja3tndK+4fdLSMFWVtKoVUPY9oJnjI2sBBsF6kGAk8wbre9HLhd++Z0lyGtzCLmBuQcch9TgkYqXMz5GU4GxZLdqWRAi9JvZaRhoOdip2ihDK0hsX3wUjSOGAhUEG07jt2BG5CFHAq2LwwiDWLCJ2SMesbGpKAaTdJr53jE6OMsC+VqRBwqn6fSEig9SzwTGdAYKJ/ewvxL68fg3/hJjyMYmAhXS7yY4FB4sXreMQVoyBmhhCquLkV0wlRhIIJqGBC+PoU/0861YpzXqle10rN0yyOPDpCx6iMHFRHTXSFWqiNKLpDD+gJPVvSerRerNdla87KZg7RD1hvn5I7jxA=</latexit>
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Figure 1: Overview of our modeling approach. (a) A compartmental Republican–Undecided–Democratic model
[99] is the basis of our work. Borrowing ideas from Susceptible–Infected–Susceptible models [33, 46, 60, 66], this
approach [99] treats Democratic and Republican voting intentions as two types of “contagion”. As in [99], we track
the fractions of Democratic (Di(t)), Republican (Ri(t)), and undecided or other voters in time in each region i.
(b) According to the model [99], committed voters may change to undecided (or other), and undecided voters may
become Democratic or Republican through opinion “transmission”. Interactions between undecided and committed
voters may occur within or between states, and they need not be symmetric. (c) As in [99], we reduce the number of
equations by combining reliably Democratic (respectively, Republican) states into a “Blue superstate” (respectively,
“Red superstate”). For each superstate, we generate one forecast; we forecast swing states (yellow) individually.
See the supplementary material for our superstate definitions. (d) Our work relies on polls, and we consider two
ways of treating these data: in our “baseline approach” [99], we sort polls (black squares) into 30-day bins and take
the average within each bin to produce the data (green squares) that we use to fit model parameters. After selecting
parameter values by minimizing the difference between the deterministic model’s [99] solution and these monthly
data points, we simulate the stochastic version of the model many times and take the mean result at zero days before
the election as the forecast margin, as in [99]. In our “extended approach”, we adjust the polls prior to parameter
fitting to account for historical differences between polling houses. We abbreviate percentage points as “%pts.”
Black points in (d) are based on polls aggregated by FiveThirtyEight [24].

took this perspective: they did not consider the historical accuracy of pollsters or house effects. Stepping into
more complexity, several statistical studies have accounted for house effects in polls before aggregating [58, 62]. A
more complex option is exemplified by FiveThirtyEight [15, 16], the Silver Bulletin [86], and The New York Times.
Silver [84, 86] and FiveThirtyEight [15, 16] undertake many pollster- and time-specific adjustments. This includes
weighting polls using their “pollster ratings”, correcting for house effects, adjusting polls of registered voters or all
adults to frame these data as polls of likely voters, and adjusting the polls around conventions. All of this raises
questions about how each of these adjustments affects accuracy, and about how forecasts evolve in time.

With these questions in mind, here we take a more comprehensive, time-dynamic view, presenting monthly
forecasts from July to November of elections across the last two decades. We center our work on the mathematical
model [99], which we used to post real-time forecasts of the 2020 and 2022 elections on our websites [32, 42].
Unlike some work that focuses on presidential or senatorial elections and final forecasts, we present regular forecasts
across multiple presidential, senatorial, and gubernatorial cycles. This allows us to investigate how forecast accuracy
differs between election types and to consider two time scales (within a cycle and across cycles). In addition to our
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Figure 2: Summary of the polling data that we use for forecasting. (a) The number of state-level polls tends to
be much higher for presidential elections, as compared to Senate and governor races [41, 83]. We also show the
number of pollsters in time that we identify as responsible for these polls; see Sect. 2.2.2. (b) For presidential
elections from 2004–2020, as well as senatorial and gubernatorial elections from 2012–2022, the state-level polls
tend to lean Democratic. (c) Breaking down the data in panel (b) by year, we observe that the polls have shifted from
leaning Republican in 2008 and 2012 to leaning Democratic in the last decade. Data in (a)–(c): Depending on the
year, we use polling data from FiveThirtyEight [1, 24], HuffPost Pollster [12, 13], or RealClearPolitics [3, 5, 18];
we also build on the data formatted by Volkening et al. [99] for 2012 and 2016 [98]. We do not include national
polls, and we limit to polls within 330 days of Election Day.

study of the model [99] in time, we also begin to consider the role of alternative choices, focusing on the impact of
incorporating historical information about pollster performance into forecasts. To do so, we undertake a large study
to reconcile different data sources and pollster names across the last twenty years. Our code and data are publicly
available in GitLab [31], and we hope our work leads to more research on elections from a dynamical-systems
perspective. We conclude with our forecasts of the 2024 elections, which are in the future at the time of this writing;
also see our website [44].

2 Methods

As we show in Fig. 3, we use two forecasting approaches: a “baseline approach” and an “extended approach”. Both
approaches build on the model [99] of presidential, senatorial, and gubernatorial elections in 2012, 2016, and 2018.
Broadly, our baseline approach involves gathering polls, formatting these data, estimating model parameters, and
simulating opinion dynamics. Real-time forecasts using our baseline approach are available on our websites for
2020 [42], 2022 [32], and 2024 [44]. In our extended approach, we adjust the polls to account for historical pollster
performance before estimating parameters; see Fig. 1(d).

2.1 Compartmental Republican–Undecided–Democratic model

The model [99] that is the basis of our work is a compartmental model at its core. One assumption behind com-
partmental models is that individuals can be divided into groups, with rules determining when group members swap
compartments [33, 99]. For example, in the Susceptible–Infected–Susceptible (SIS) model [60, 66], individuals are
susceptible or infected. Susceptible individuals become infected by interacting with members of the infected com-
partment, and infected individuals recover. Beyond disease transmission, compartmental models also have a long
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Figure 3: Summary of our baseline and extended approaches in our forecasting pipeline. Our baseline approach
follows the one in [99] developed for elections in 2012, 2016, and 2018, and our extended approach accounts for
historical pollster performance. (a) To forecast an election in year n on a date dforecast before Election Day using our
baseline approach, we gather year n’s polls and remove any polls with end dates after dforecast; bin the remaining
polls and average them in 30-day windows by state, as we describe in Fig. 1(d); fit model parameters by minimizing
the difference between the solution to Eqns. (1)–(3) and the month-averaged polling data; and simulate Eqns. (4)–
(5) 10, 000 times from 1 January to Election Day with these parameters [99]. We then use the simulation results
on Election Day to report the forecast margin of victory (i.e., mean margin across 10, 000 simulations), race calls
(i.e., Democratic or Republican outcome), and ratings (i.e., chances of outcomes). (b) Our extended approach begins
by gathering all past (from the perspective of year n) polls and results for elections between 2004 and year n − 1,
inclusive. After accounting for differences in pollster naming conventions in time, we compute each pollster k’s
“adjustment value” ∆k

n for use when forecasting elections in year n. For each poll before dforecast in year n, we
identify the poll’s pollster and adjust the poll’s Democratic and Republican percentages to account for their average
historical lean ∆k

n that we estimate. We then use these adjusted polls as the data that we bin and average in 30-day
windows, fitting parameters and simulating opinion dynamics as in the baseline approach [99].

history of being applied to social dynamics [25, 28, 70]. Volkening et al.’s compartmental model [99] tracks the
fractions of Democratic (Di), Republican (Ri), and undecided (Ui) voters within each region of interest (i.e., state)
i using systems of ordinary or stochastic differential equations (ODEs or SDEs). See Fig. 1(a)–(b). Specifically, in
the deterministic case, we specify that voter dynamics in region i follow the ODEs [99]:

dRi

dt
(t) = −γiRRi +

M∑
j=1

βij
R
N j

N
UiRj , (1)

dUi

dt
(t) = γiRRi︸ ︷︷ ︸

Rep. “loss”

+ γiRRi︸ ︷︷ ︸
Dem. “loss”

−
M∑
j=1

βij
R
N j

N
UiRj︸ ︷︷ ︸

Rep. “transmission”

−
M∑
j=1

βij
D
N j

N
UiDj︸ ︷︷ ︸

Dem. “transmission”

, (2)

dDi

dt
(t) = −γiDDi +

M∑
j=1

βij
D
N j

N
UiDj ; (3)
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or, in the stochastic case, the corresponding SDEs [99]:

dDi(t) =

−γiDDi +

M∑
j=1

βij
D
N j

N
UiDj

 dt+ σdW i
D(t), (4)

dRi(t) = −γiRRi +

M∑
j=1

βij
R
N j

N
UiRj + σdW i

R(t), (5)

where we note that Ui = 1 − Ri −Di. Compartmental models are often abbreviated using the first letters of their
compartments, so we call Eqns. (1)–(5) the “cRUD” model [32, 44].

The parameters γiD and γiR in Eqns. (1)–(5) are the Democratic and Republican “recovery” rates of undecided
voters in region i. Similarly, the parameters βij

D and βij
R , respectively, are the Democratic and Republican “trans-

mission” rates3 from region j to region i. We determine the values of these parameters for an election in year y
using year y’s publicly available polling data, as we describe in Sect. 2.2.1. This means that our parameter values
differ across years and across presidential, senatorial, and gubernatorial elections. The year-specific values of N j ,
the number of voting-age people in region j, and N , the number of voting-age individuals in the country, are based
on data from the Federal Register [4, 6–11]. In the stochastic version of the model [99], W i

D and W i
R are Wiener

processes, and σ = 0.0015 is the noise strength. Following the approach in [99], we correlate noise in Eqns. (4)–(5)
based on demographic data [51, 93–95]; see Appendix A for details.

The authors [99] provide forecasts in M regions, and, in most cases i ∈ {1, 2, ...,M} refers to a specific
swing state. However, to reduce the number of parameters and account for limited polling of non-competitive
states, Volkening et al. [99] forecast safe Democratic and Republican races as two collectives by introducing a
“Blue superstate” and “Red superstate”. For each superstate, the authors [99] produce one conglomerate margin
of victory based on all of their combined polls. This means that the number M of differential equations for R(t)
(or D(t)) is typically much less than the total number M̃ of state or district races taking place in a given cycle.
The states and districts4 that we forecast as part of our superstates depend on the year, and they differ between
presidential, senatorial, and gubernatorial elections. See Fig. 1(c) for the superstate definitions that we use for the
2020 presidential elections and the supplementary material for a complete list of superstate definitions.

2.2 Polling data and parameter estimation

As we show in Fig. 1(d), our baseline (Sect. 2.2.1) and extended approaches (Sect. 2.2.2) differ in terms of how we
adjust and format polls to prepare these data for parameter estimation.

2.2.1 Our baseline approach

In our baseline approach, we follow conceptually the same methods [99] to format polling data and estimate param-
eters in Eqns. (1)–(5), with a few updates to make them more amenable to forecasting in the months before Election
Day and to account for polling data aggregated by different sources. As we show in Figures 1(d) and 3, this process
involves gathering the polls for the election (presidential, senatorial, or gubernatorial) of interest in year y, sorting
and averaging these data in 30-day bins for each state or superstate, and selecting model parameters by minimizing
the difference between these formatted data and the deterministic solutions of Eqns. (1)–(3).

To forecast an election in year y on date dforecast, we begin by downloading the associated polls and removing
any with end dates strictly after dforecast. We use publicly available polls aggregated by FiveThirtyEight [1, 24] (for
elections in 2024, 2022, 2020, and 2018), HuffPost Pollster [12, 13] (for 2016, 2014, and 2012), and RealClearPoli-
tics [3, 5, 17] (for 2008 and 2004). Our next step is cleaning the data. For instance, we do not include national polls

3As in [99], we stress that opinion dynamics and disease transmission are certainly different. Using epidemiological language simply
serves to show that the models in Eqns. (1)–(5) are compartmental models.

4Presidential elections in the U.S. take place in 50 states and one district, the District of Columbia.
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or polls for states holding elections on dates5 other than Election Day. For elections from 2018 onward, our data
may include polls for congressional districts in Maine and Nebraska; we remove any such polls and focus on polls
at the state level. Because our polls are from FiveThirtyEight [15, 16, 24] for 2018–2024, these data include candi-
date names and parties. In these cases, we remove any polls that are not for the main Democratic and Republican
candidates6.

Once the data are clean, we format them in preparation for parameter estimation, as in [99]. For each state or
district, we sort its polls into eleven 30-day bins based on the time between their middle dates (the mean of each
poll’s start and end dates) and Election Day. These 30-day bins represent months under the simplifying assumption
that each month is 30 days long. For example, the earliest bin (our “January bin”) holds polls that are T ∈ [330, 300)
days before Election Day, the next earliest bin (our “February bin”) holds polls that are T ∈ [300, 270) days before
Election Day, and the last bin (our “November bin”) holds polls that are T ∈ [30, 0] days before Election Day.
Because we remove polls with end dates after dforecast prior to binning, some of the latter bins will be empty when
we produce early forecasts. We define Tforecast to be the number of 30-day bins from 330 days before Election Day
to dforecast, where we allow the last bin to potentially be less than 30 days long. We only consider these Tforecast bins
when fitting parameters to generate a forecast on dforecast.

For each state, within each non-empty bin, we find the state’s mean Democratic fraction and mean Republican
fraction across the polls in that bin. As in [99], if a state has no polls in some—but not all—of its Tforecast bins, we
define the bin-averaged data point for that state using linear interpolation. If the bin(s) with missing data occurs early
in the year before the state has any polls, we find the earliest bin with polls and assign its average to all of the months
before it. While more rare, it is possible for a state to have no polls near Election Day; in this case, we find the most
recent bin with data and set the remainder of the Tforecast bins for that state to it average. For any superstates, we
follow this by computing a weighted average across the mean Democratic and Republican fractions of states with
some polling data in each superstate, weighting by the state voting-age populations [4, 6–11].

Because our study investigates the role of time in forecast accuracy, it is common for some states to have no polls
in our data set for some choices of dforecast. If a state has all empty bins, indicating that it has no polls on or before
dforecast and within 330 days of the election, this presents a challenge, as we rely on polls for parameter estimation. If
the state is a swing state, we reduce the number of regions in our model by one. For completeness when presenting
and evaluating forecasts in Sect. 3, we then interpret this state as having a forecast margin of victory of zero and a
50–50% chance of leading to a Republican or Democratic outcome. Alternatively, if the state without polls is part
of a superstate, this presents no issue: as in [99], such a state receives the superstate’s forecast as its forecast.

At this stage, we have formatted data {D̃i(Tj), R̃i(Tj)}i=1,...,M ;j=1,...,Tforecast , where M is the number of swing
states or superstates, and D̃i(Tj) is the mean Democratic fraction for state or superstate i in month (e.g., 30-day
bin) j. Similarly R̃i(Tj) is the mean Republican fraction that we find for region i in month j with our binning
procedure. We select the parameters in Eqns. (1)–(5) using these data {D̃i(Tj), R̃i(Tj)}i=1,...,M ;j=1,...,Tforecast and
the deterministic version of the cRUD model. Specifically, we follow the approach [99]: we first define the vector
holding our formatted data points for month Tj , namely:

C̃(Tj) = [R̃1(Tj), R̃2(Tj), ..., R̃M (Tj), Ũ1(Tj), ..., ŨM (Tj), D̃1(Tj), ..., D̃M (Tj)],

where Ũi(Tj) = 1 − D̃i(Tj) − R̃i(Tj). We then fit the parameters {β, γ} in Eqns. (1)–(5) by minimizing the

5As an example, Georgia held a run-off election on 5 January 2021 following the 2020 senatorial elections, so we filter out polls pertaining
to the 5 January election. We also do not consider polls specifically associated with the run-off election for the 2018 Senate race in Mississippi.

6Because of Louisiana’s special voting system, we filter out Louisiana’s Senate polls in 2020 and 2022. We also do not include Alaska’s
2022 polls because it used rank-choice voting. (For these elections, we treat Louisiana and Alaska as part of the Red superstate.) In the
2018 senatorial elections, we consider the Independent candidates in Vermont and Maine to be Democratic. The 2020 Arkansas Senate race
featured a Republican candidate versus a Libertarian candidate (Harrington); we treat Harrington as a Democrat for this race. For the 2020
Senate election in Utah, we consider McMullin (an Independent) the Democrat running for the purposes of our model. Similarly, we consider
the Independent candidates running in Vermont, Maine, and Nebraska to be Democrats in our 2024 forecasts. In terms of identifying the main
Republican and Democrat running, this is not always clear until August or September for senatorial and gubernatorial elections. When we
present early forecasts in this study, we use the eventual candidates as our main Republican and Democratic candidates.
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least-squares difference between the data C̃ and the deterministic solutions C to Eqns. (1)–(3) across time, as below:

{β, γ} = argmin{β̂,γ̂}

Tforecast∑
j=1

∥C̃(Tj)− C(Tj ; β̂, γ̂)∥22, (6)

where

C(Tj ; β̂, γ̂) = [R1(tTj ), R2(tTj ), ..., RM (tTj ), U1(tTj ), ..., UM (tTj ), D1(tTj ), ..., DM (tTj )]

is the solution to Eqns. (1)–(3) at the time tTj associated with month Tj under the parameters {β̂, γ̂}. In this process,
we consider the solutions of Eqns. (1)–(3) over 30×Tforecast days, approximately the time between 1 January of year
y and dforecast. See Appendix B for numerical-implementation details. We use these same parameter values {β, γ}
in the stochastic version of the cRUD model, Eqns. (4)–(5).

The original study [99] focuses on eve-of-election forecasts for 2012 and 2016, and presents forecasts in time
for the 2018 senatorial and gubernatorial elections. In these two cases, the authors [99] remove polls based on the
middle date between a poll’s start and end date. As we show in Fig. 3, we remove polls with end dates after the
forecast date dforecast. The original software [98] includes special cases with instructions on what states have polls
for given allowable forecast dates. Investigating the role of time in forecasting calls for a more adaptive approach.
Similarly, because we consider a wider range of elections from 2004–2024, it is necessary to use aggregated polls
from more sources. Building on Volkening et al.’s code [98, 99], we provide more flexible software for formatting
data that adapts to changes in the number of polls available in time on GitLab [31].

2.2.2 Our extended approach

As we discuss above, our baseline approach [99] relies on averaging each state’s polls by month to produce data
points for use in parameter estimation. This choice to simply average the polls—without considering house effects—
mirrors the work of Wang [101] and the Princeton Election Consortium [100]. On the other hand, Silver [86],
FiveThirtyEight [15, 16], and the The New York Times [23] adjust polls in many ways, including to account for
house effects or tendencies. With this in mind, our extended approach involves adjusting the polling data—prior to
fitting parameters—to incorporate the historical tendencies of pollsters7; see Fig. 1(c). Our methods for estimating
the historical tendencies of pollsters have important simplifications, and we stress these throughout this manuscript.

Detecting house effects in polls is challenging, and we highlight four perspectives on doing this. First, it is
appealing to define house effects using the mechanisms that we think are responsible for them [74]. However, the
specific choices about methodology that pollsters make are often proprietary [74]. As a second option, Jackman
[62] used the election results to back out the house effects active in polls for that election, but this does not make
sense for real-time forecasting. A third option is to assume that the net partisan lean across all of the polls is zero or
some other value for the election in question [58, 74, 83], and then use this to anchor estimates of poll bias from a
Bayesian perspective. This approach can suffer if industry bias causes all of the polls to collectively miss the result
[74]. It is also unclear how it relates to pollster herding. A fourth option, which Jackman [62] also suggests, is to
estimate house effects based on how pollsters performed in past races [82]. Option 4 works for real-time forecasting,
but it assumes pollster history is indicative of pollster future. This is problematic because pollster methods may
change between elections [81, 82]. Moreover, reconciling the names of pollsters across decades and data sources
presents a major data challenge. Despite these drawbacks, we choose this approach because we view estimating
pollster tendencies based on historical data as opening many directions for future work (see Sect. 4).

In order to estimate the historical tendency of each each polling organization, we must identify the pollster
responsible for each poll. While seemingly straightforward, this presents a significant hurdle. Across the polls in our
data set from 2004–2022, there are over 1, 500 different strings denoting pollster names. In some cases, two names
are different due to a simple fix, like the presence of additional spaces or because we did not copy the pollster’s full
name in the case of the 2004 and 2008 data, which we gathered from RealClearPolitics [3, 5]. In other cases, the

7We specifically estimate the mean signed error in vote margin for each polling entity.
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name of the organization that conducted the poll is abbreviated or ambiguous: for example, “American Research
Group” occasionally shows up as “ARG”, and “Angus Reid Global” is written as “Angus-Reid”. Another issue
is pollsters with similar names: for example, based on [49], it appears that “Big 10 Battleground” polls and “Big
Ten” polls are by the same organization. However, “Bluegrass Data” and “Bluegrass Voters Coalition” appear to be
different. Moreover, because we are working with data from the last twenty years, some organizations have changed
their name during that time frame.

Another complication is that many polls are sponsored by media organization A and conducted by organization
B [35]. Situations like these show up in our data with a “/”, as in “Washington Post/Survey Monkey”. However, a
poll listed as due to “A/B” can also indicate that the poll was conducted jointly by A and B, as FiveThirtyEight points
out is the case with “The New York Times/Siena College” polls [35]. In still other cases, “A/B” indicates that two
pollsters—neither of which is a media organization—collaborated on a poll. Because “/” is used in many different
ways, it is often unclear which organization is responsible for the polling methodology and any associated house
tendencies. FiveThirtyEight [35] also acknowledges that there is no clear rule, and it depends on the organizations
whether polls listed as due to “A/B” are assigned to A, B, or a new polling entity “A/B”.

Our process for addressing these challenges relies on a combination of FiveThirtyEight’s list of pollster ratings
[71], tracking down original websites or news coverage announcing a poll, searching for information using WayBack
Machine [2], cross-referencing between how polls are listed by different poll-aggregating sources8, and—when the
situation is still unclear—relying on a judgment call. Through this combined process, we create a library of polling-
organization names, and for each name, provide a list of aliases that we judge to be referring to that same polling
entity. When a pollster’s name is available in FiveThirtyEight’s list of pollster ratings [71], we typically assign
that name to be the pollster’s main name in our library. The number of associated names that we identify ranges
from zero to over 55 aliases. The latter example refers to “Public Policy Polling” (PPP), which appears in our data
set gathered from HuffPost Pollster [12, 13] with many different parenthetical extensions (i.e., “PPP (D-Vote Vets
Action Fund)”) to acknowledge various organizations for whom PPP conducted polls.

Across our polling data9 from 2004–2022, we estimate that there are 481 polling organizations; see Sect. 3.3 for
these results. With this library of pollster names in hand, we can now associate a pollster with each poll and estimate
each pollster’s historical tendencies. In this first study, we do this in the simplest way possible, computing the mean
signed margin of victory error for each pollster. Thus, by “pollster historical tendencies”, we mean “average signed
pollster errors in historical elections”. One weakness of this approach is that we do not distinguish between error
due to sample variance and error due to house effects; see Sect. 4.

Because our focus is forecasting, it is important to only consider a pollster’s performance on elections prior to
the race in question when estimating their historical lean. We define the estimated adjustment ∆k

y of polling entity k
for use when forecasting elections in year y as:

∆k
y =

1

Nk
y−1

Nk
y−1∑
ℓ=1

((
Rresult

ℓ −Dresult
ℓ

)
−
(
R

poll
ℓ −D

poll
ℓ

))
, (7)

where Nk
y−1 is the number of polls that we estimate pollster k has in our data set for elections taking place from

2004 to y − 1, inclusive of the endpoints; Rpoll
ℓ − D

poll
ℓ is the signed margin of victory that poll ℓ predicts; and

Rresult
ℓ −Dresult

ℓ is the true signed margin for the state or district that poll ℓ considers. A negative value of ∆k
y means

that we expect pollster k to lean Republican in year y, based on their historical performance from 2004 to y − 1.
Our extended approach to forecasting elections in year y involves using the pollster adjustments {∆k

y−1} to shift
each poll’s margin before fitting parameters; see Figures 1(d) and 3. Specifically, for each poll ℓ by pollster k, we
define:

R̂
poll
ℓ = R

poll
ℓ +

1

2
∆k

y−1 and D̂
poll
ℓ = D

poll
ℓ − 1

2
∆k

y−1.

8For example, if RealClearPolitics [17] lists a poll under pollster A with the same margin and dates as a poll listed under pollster B by
FiveThirtyEight [15, 16], this supports the idea that A and B are the same.

9This refers to the state-level polls taking place within 330 days of the appropriate election day, for presidential elections from 2004–2020,
and for senatorial and gubernatorial elections from 2012–2022. We downloaded these data from FiveThirtyEight [24] or HuffPost Pollster
[12, 13] for 2012–2022, and gathered them by hand from RealClearPolitics [17, 18] for 2004–2008.
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We then bin these adjusted polls by month, compute averages to produce Tforecast data points, and estimate parameters
according to Eqn. (6) with the original averaged polling data points {R̃poll, D̃poll} replaced by our adjusted ones
{R̂poll, D̂poll}.

As an illustrative example, we take a closer look at how our extended approach affects the monthly data points
C̃ that we use for parameter fitting in a few cases. When we generate our October forecast of the 2012 presidential
elections using our extended approach, our pollster adjustments result in the monthly data points for Colorado
shifting by about 1.3 %pts. more Democratic on average, as compared to the monthly data points that we find using
our baseline approach. Because different, though often overlapping, sets of pollsters are active in different states, the
monthly data points for Florida shift by about 2.0 %pts. toward the Democratic candidate on average when we apply
our extended approach in Fig. 3 to produce an October 2012 forecast. On the other hand, Florida’s monthly data
points shift Republican by about 0.042 and 1.3 %pts. for our extended 2016 and 2020 October forecasts, respectively.
These shifts in the data that we use for parameter fitting in Eqn. (6) later lead to shifts in our forecasts, as we discuss
in Sect. 3.3.

2.3 Generating forecasts

After estimating parameters in the ODE version of the cRUD model for a given election based on our monthly-
averaged data points of polls (baseline approach) or adjusted polls (extended approach), the last step in our forecast-
ing pipeline is simulating the stochastic cRUD model 10, 000 times under our estimated parameter values. Specifi-
cally, we simulate Eqns. (4)–(5) from 1 January of year y until Election Day, assuming each month is 30 days long as
in [99]. This means, for example, that we simulate Eqns. (4)–(5) for 308 days for elections in 2022, because Election
Day was 8 November. See Fig. 1(d). We interpret the mean results on Election Day (e.g., the final simulation time)
across our 10, 000 stochastic simulations to be our forecast margin of victory, and we use all of the simulated results
on Election Day to provide ratings of state competitiveness.

Throughout Sect. 3, we use our methods to present forecasts at monthly intervals. Our latest forecast uses
Tforecast = 11 bins of polling data for parameter estimation and relies on polls up until and including the day before
Election Day; see Sect. 2.2.1 and Fig. 1(d). For instance, because the 2022 elections took place on 8 November,
our latest forecast is 7 November. We denote this our “November forecast”. Our next latest forecast—our “October
forecast”—uses Tforecast = 10 bins of data and relies on polls that take place up until (and including) 31 days
before Election Day. In the case of 2022, this corresponds to a forecast on 10 October. More generally, when
we denote a result as associated with month Tforecast, it can be interpreted as what our forecast would have been
30× (11− Tforecast) + 1 days before Election Day.

2.4 Measuring forecast accuracy

As stochastic, relatively infrequent events, judging election forecasts is challenging [63, 76]. We consider three
ways to quantitatively summarize forecast performance: the percentage of states in which we identify or “call” the
winning party, the margin of victory (MOV) error in swing states, and the Brier score [34]. Success rate is perhaps
the most interesting during real-time forecasting yet the crudest in capturing the behavior of probabilistic forecasts.
Specifically, as in [99], we compute the success rate as:

success rate = 100× number of state or district races that we call correctly
total number of state or district races that we forecast

, (8)

where this measure “unpacks” superstates. This means that we count each state or district race that we correctly call
as part of a superstate as an individual, incrementing the numerator by one. The denominator of Eqn. (8) is typically
M̃ , the total number of state- or district-level races taking place on Election Day. However, because the approach
[99] assumes each election treats a Republican versus a Democrat (or, in a few cases, an Independent, Progressive,
or Libertarian), we leave out states with single-party elections when computing success rate10. When we cannot

10The 2016 and 2018 Senate elections in California featured two Democratic candidates against one another.
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forecast a race using our methods due to complete lack of polls11, we interpret it as a 50–50% toss-up and a failure
in terms of correctly identifying the winning party.

Our next approach to quantifying performance is the MOV error in swing states. We consider this summary
statistic more telling of forecast quality than is success rate. For example, in the 2020 presidential election, Biden,
the Democratic candidate, won Arizona’s electoral votes by about 0.3 percentage points (%pts.) over Trump, the
Republican candidate. Suppose forecaster A predicted a 20 %pt.-victory for Biden and forecaster B predicted a MOV
of 0.1 %pts. for Trump. According to success rate, A performed better, but MOV error highlights that B was more
aware of election dynamics. Specifically, we consider:

MOV error in swing state i = |(Rresult
i −Dresult

i )− (Rforecast
i −Dforecast

i )|, (9)

where Rresult
i − Dresult

i is the true signed MOV, and Rforecast
i − Dforecast

i is the forecast signed MOV. In the case of
our forecasts, this is the mean difference between Ri(t) and Di(t) in Eqns. (4)–(5) at the final simulation time over
10, 000 simulations, as we discuss in Sect. 2.3. When we use the mean MOV error as a summary statistic, we
compute the average of the MOV errors only across swing states, the states that we forecast individually. To evaluate
our forecasts, we use data on the election outcomes from Dave Leip’s Atlas of U.S. Presidential Elections [67].

Our third method for judging probabilistic forecasts is the Brier score. Wang [101] at the Princeton Election
Consortium [100] has used the Brier score [34] to quantify forecast performance, and FiveThirtyEight [27] has
discussed the Brier skill score, which treats the Brier score in comparison to some reference score. We compute the
Brier score across all of the state- and district-level races that we forecast for a given election as:

Brier score = (1/M̃)
M̃∑
i=1

(
pR
i − oR

i

)2
, (10)

where pR
i is the Republican candidate’s chance of winning state or district i’s race, and the indicator variable oR

i is 1
if the Republican candidate does win and 0 otherwise. As with success rate, when computing the Brier score for any
of our forecasts, we assign each state or district within a superstate the pR value that we generate for that superstate.
Each state maintains its own oR

i value. Because we assign states that we cannot forecast due to lack of polls a 50%
chance of voting Republican, we include these states in our Brier-score computations.

Related to forecast accuracy, we comment here on how we treat run-off elections. Run-off elections are typical
in states that use the so-called “jungle-primary” or majority-vote system with many candidates on Election Day, as
is the case in Louisiana. (Alaska uses a somewhat related system in some of its more recent senatorial elections.)
When an election leads to a run-off election, we use the final result of the run-off election to determine the true
margin of victory and winning party in all cases with one exception. The exception is the 2022 Georgia senatorial
election; in this case only, we use the original margin of victory and winning party (which ended up being the same,
albeit by a larger margin, in the run-off election).

3 Results

For the U.S. presidential and midterm12 elections from 2004–2022, we now undertake a comprehensive study of
our baseline and extended approaches. We focus on presidential elections in the main text, and present most of
our senatorial and gubernatorial results in the supplementary material. To understand the role of time in fore-
casting, we generate forecasts at monthly intervals from July to November for each race. When quantifying our
forecast accuracy, we include the corresponding forecasts from FiveThirtyEight [15, 16] in recent elections. We
do this because FiveThirtyEight—as a popular forecaster that specifies numbers for forecast margins of victory and
ratings—provides a point of reference13.

11For example, there are no polls in our data set for the 2012 gubernatorial election in Delaware.
12For 2004 and 2008, we only forecast the presidential elections. Our senatorial and gubernatorial forecasts begin with the 2012 elections,

and we do not forecast senatorial and gubernatorial in off-years (years in which there are neither presidential nor midterm elections). We do
not forecast House races.

13When we include forecasts from FiveThirtyEight [15, 16] in our figures, we present their forecasts on the same dates as ours if available.
However, during real-time forecasting, a forecast on date dforecast does not always correspond with using polls up until and including dforecast.
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3.1 A study of how forecast accuracy varies with time and election

Our first goal is to provide a more comprehensive picture of the behavior of the baseline approach [99] across months
in a given election cycle and across elections. We show the time-dynamic ratings from our baseline forecasts of the
last two decades of U.S. presidential elections in Fig. 4. As we discuss in Sect. 2.4, we forecast some regions as
Red or Blue superstates, but we present ratings for all fifty states14 and the District of Columbia individually in
Fig. 4. Focusing on swing states, we summarize our MOV errors for monthly presidential forecasts from July to
November in Fig. 5. (See Figures SM1–SM4 for the corresponding state ratings and MOV errors for senatorial and
gubernatorial elections.)

For presidential elections, our average swing-state MOV error is roughly 4.3 %pts. in October 2020 (about 30
days before Election Day). Our MOV error for October 2016 is much higher—about 5.4 %pts. It is also high
(about 6.4 %pts.) in our forecast a month out from Election Day 2008 due to Michigan and Nevada. Notably, our
presidential MOV errors are quite low for our October 2004 and 2012 forecasts, both averaging 2.2 %pts. in swing
states. As a whole, for presidential elections in the last two decades, our baseline approach [99] is able to capture
opinion dynamics in swing states better in years with incumbents (2004, 2012, and 2020) than in years without
incumbents running (2008 and 2016). This echoes research suggesting that incumbency is an important feature to
account for in forecasts [20, 39].

In comparison to presidential elections, less research has been done on dynamically forecasting senatorial and
gubernatorial elections [41]. After the 2018 cycle, FiveThirtyEight [15, 16] also moved away from forecasting
gubernatorial races. With this in mind, we provide summary statistics of the accuracy of our baseline approach [99]
across presidential, senatorial, and gubernatorial elections in Fig. 6. Whether considering swing-state MOV error or
Brier score, our methods perform best for presidential elections, and we struggle the most to forecast gubernatorial
races. Notably, Shirani-Mehr et al. [83] conducted a data analysis of state-level polls for races from 1998–2014, and
they found that senatorial and gubernatorial polls perform much worse than those for presidential races. This may
be due to challenges in predicting turnout for senatorial and gubernatorial races [83]. On top of this, there are fewer
polls available for these races, particularly early in the election cycle [41].

Across presidential, senatorial, and gubernatorial elections, Fig. 6 also highlights that our forecasts, whether
measured by success rate, mean MOV error in swing states, or Brier score, tend to improve in time. This is in
agreement with observations [38, 92, 104, 105] that trial-heat polls improve as Election Day nears. Considering
presidential elections from 1952–2000, for example, Wlezien and Erikson [105] noted a major uptick in the perfor-
mance of their regression-based forecasts in the last sixty days before Election Day. The authors [104] also found
that polls from 1944–2000 were much noisier and more volatile before fall, particularly during convention time in
the summer.

As a point of reference before we turn to our extended approach, it is useful to discuss our results in relation
to FiveThirtyEight [16], as an example of a forecaster that makes time- and pollster-specific adjustments to polls.
In 2020, FiveThirtyEight [16] was about 1.2 %pts. better at capturing the true margins in swing states during the
presidential race; see Fig. 5(e)–(f). On the other hand, our presidential and gubernatorial forecasts in 2020 perform
comparably to FiveThirtyEight’s according to success rate and Brier score. Regardless of the summary statistic
in Fig. 6, our senatorial forecasts in 2020 and 2022, though not in 2018, are less accurate. Because we treat all
polls equally in our baseline approach, one factor in these differences may be the adjustments that FiveThirtyEight
[15, 16] makes to the polling data.
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Figure 4: Ratings in time using our baseline approach [99] to forecast two decades of presidential elections. We
show ratings for the races between (a) Bush (R. winner) and Kerry (D.); (b) McCain (R.) and Obama (D., winner);
(c) Romney (R.) and Obama (D., winner); (d) Trump (R., winner) and Biden (D.); and (e) Trump (R.) and Biden
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in the supplementary material for corresponding senatorial and gubernatorial results.
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Figure 5: Error in margin of victory in time for presidential elections in swing states using our baseline approach
[99]. (a)–(e) Our MOV errors improve as we approach Election Day. (f) For reference, we show FiveThirtyEight’s
MOV errors [16, 88] that we compute for the 2020 election. In (a)–(f), crossed-out boxes indicate states that are
part of the Red or Blue superstates in a given year. See Figures SM2 and SM4 in the supplementary material for
corresponding senatorial and gubernatorial results.

3.2 Estimating historical pollster tendencies

Drawing together polling data and model forecasts for elections in the past two decades provides a good opportunity
to begin to investigate choices in forecasting. Using our methods in Sect. 2.2.2, our first step toward this goal is

This is partly because the time between when a poll is completed and when it appears in public data sets is not always clear. Equating dforecast

with the last date on which we include polls also assumes that producing a forecast takes less than one day to advance from download-of-
polling-data to announcement-of-forecast. Our methods generally take less than eight hours, depending on the computer. Because we denote
FiveThirtyEight’s forecasts [15, 16] with the date of upload, it is possible that there may be a day or so lapse between their and our forecast
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Figure 6: Summary statistics on the performance of our baseline approach [99] for presidential elections from 2004–
2020 and senatorial and gubernatorial elections from 2012–2022. Except for panel (f), we use the same y-axes across
the plots in each row, to draw attention to differences based on election type. For context, we provide the summary
statistics that we compute for FiveThirtyEight (based on their classic model, in cases where they provide multiple
model versions) [87–89] for recent elections. (a)–(c) Arguably the simplest measurement of forecast accuracy, our
success rate at correctly calling election outcomes at the state level tends to improve as Election Day nears. (d)–(f)
We show our average MOV errors in swing states in time for presidential, senatorial, and gubernatorial elections,
respectively. (g)–(i) The Brier score is a more meaningful measurement of the accuracy of probabilistic forecasts
than is success rate, and lower Brier scores indicate better forecasts [34]. In (a)–(c) and (g)–(i), we treat each state or
district that we forecast as part of a superstate as an individual; see Sect. 2.4. FiveThirtyEight [88] did not forecast
the 2020 gubernatorial elections and, in 2018, their data are available for forecasts from 11 October onward, which
corresponds to only one of the dates that we plot, so we do not include this point.

to estimate the historical tendencies of pollsters. Specifically, we compute the mean signed error in the past polls
that we attribute to each pollster according to Eqn. (7). This error is year-dependent, as we consider the polls for

dates.
14We do not distinguish between congressional districts in Maine and Nebraska; we assign all of the electoral votes in each state to one

party. FiveThirtyEight [15, 16], in contrast, is able to capture the possibility of a split vote in these states. We do not take this into account
when measuring their MOV error or Brier score.
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Figure 7: Overview of our historical pollster-lean calculations. (a) We highlight the average historical tendency (as
the mean signed MOV error in past elections according to Eqn. (7)) that we estimate for a sample of active polling
organizations. These data are based on all of the state-level polls in our data set for presidential, senatorial, and
gubernatorial elections from 2004–2022. (b)–(g) As we show in Figures 1(d) and 3, our extended approach involves
adjusting each reported poll margin by the historical lean that we estimate for its pollster, prior to fitting parameters.
We define “historical” from the perspective of the election that we are forecasting: for example, if the goal is to
forecast the 2016 elections, we estimate the historical tendency of each pollster based only on their polls from 2004–
2014. We show the distribution of the pollster adjustments that we use in forecasting elections in (b) 2012, (c)
2014, (d) 2016, (e) 2018, (f) 2020, and (g) 2022. For instance, based on polls for elections strictly prior to 2016,
we shift poll margins about 0.70 %pts. more Republican on average when we forecast the 2016 elections using our
extended approach. Our analysis is based on polls aggregated by FiveThirtyEight [1, 15, 16, 24], RealClearPolitics
[3, 5, 17], and HuffPost Pollster [12, 13] (collected and formatted for 2012 and 2016 in [98, 99]), and makes use
of FiveThirtyEight’s list of pollsters [15, 16, 71]. Identifying the pollster responsible for each poll by name across
decades is difficult, and we stress that the results in this figure are based on our estimation and likely imperfect.

elections from 2004 to y − 1 when estimating historical pollster tendencies from the perspective of forecasts for
elections in year y.

We summarize our estimated pollster adjustments {∆k
y} for different years y in Fig. 7. First, in Fig. 7(a), we

show ∆k
2023 for a selection of active pollsters that we identify, drawing on state- or district-level polls for elections in

2004, 2008, 2012, 2014, 2016, 2018, 2020, and 2022. Next, in Fig. 7(b)–(g), we present distributions of our pollster
adjustments {∆k

y} for elections in different years. For example, based on the historical performance of polling
organizations from 2004 to 2020, we estimate that the polls will lean overly Democratic in 2022, and we thus shift
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the poll margins toward the Republican candidate by 1.8 %pts. on average in our extended approach; see Fig. 7(f).
Notably, our mean pollster adjustment changes from a shift in favor of Democratic candidates in 2012 and 2014 to
a shift towards Republican candidates from 2016–2022. Because the amount of historical data on which to evaluate
pollsters grows with each election, our pollster adjustments are based on much less data for elections in 2012 and
2014, as compared with races in 2018–2022; see Fig. 2(a).

As we discuss in Sect. 2.2.2, estimating the historical tendencies of pollsters is challenging due to ambiguities
and inconsistencies in organization names. Thus, we fully expect that our library of pollster names is not perfect due
to these challenges and the limitations of our study. However, it is notable that we identify 481 polling organiza-
tions active in state-level polling for elections from 2004–2022, and FiveThirtyEight’s pollster ratings for 2021 (but
updated last year, in 2023) list 492 pollsters [1]. While we caution that it is not a direct comparison, as FiveThir-
tyEight’s data sets and our data sets are not the same, the similarity in these pollster counts is encouraging and
suggests our process is producing results in the right ballpark. We provide our library of pollster-name associations
on GitLab [31], and we stress that it is our imperfect estimation.

While mainstream sources like FiveThirtyEight [15, 16] and The New York Times [23] account for house effects
or tendencies in their forecasts, the related academic research has mainly focused on house effects in a small subset of
pollsters or has estimated bias at the poll level (to our knowledge). For example, Shirani-Mehr et al. [83] conducted
a study of polls from 1998–2014 to estimate and distinguish between error due to house effects and error due to
sample variance. Their results [83] are presented as distributions across all polls (similar to Fig. 2(b)), as opposed to
distributions across all pollsters (like Fig. 7(b)–(g)), and they account for house effects through a variance term that
depends on each poll. Forsberg and Payton [50] provide estimates of bias in the polls from the last ten days before
the 2004, 2008, and 2012 presidential elections, considering about twenty pollsters. Our work with pollster history
involves many simplifications in this first study, but we see our large-scale, comprehensive approach to the polls as
a contribution. We hope that our pollster-name associations on GitLab [31] provides a useful starting point from
which others can continue to build.

3.3 A study of how accounting for historical pollster tendencies affects forecasts

With our estimates of pollster historical tendencies in hand (Fig. 7), we now investigate how one way of making
pollster-specific adjustments to the polls affects our forecast accuracy for elections from 2012–2022. Focusing on
MOV error in swing states, we show how our extended approach performs relative to our baseline approach [99]
for presidential elections in Fig. 8. There are presidential forecasts available from FiveThirtyEight [16] in time for
the 2020 elections, and we compare our extended approach to these forecasts in Fig. 8(d) to provide more context.
(Figures SM5–SM6 present our corresponding senatorial and gubernatorial results.) Across Fig. 8 and Figures SM5–
SM6, positive numbers and blue-ish tones indicate that accounting for the historical tendencies of pollsters improves
forecast accuracy. Notably, our MOV error for the 2020 presidential election drops very strongly when we apply our
extended approach, improving our performance in all swing states except Nevada.

Figure 9 presents summary statistics on our presidential and senatorial forecasts, comparing our baseline [99] and
extended approaches. (See Fig. SM7 for the summary statistics for gubernatorial elections.) The strong improve-
ment in our 2020 presidential forecasts stands out again in these summary statistics. For example, incorporating
pollster history into our methods improves our mean MOV error in swing states by about 1.8 %pts., averaging
across our monthly forecasts. Moreover, when we compare 2020 presidential forecasts from our extended approach
and FiveThirtyEight [15, 16, 88], our mean swing-state MOV error is 0.64 %pts. lower on average than FiveThir-
tyEight’s errors for forecasts on the same five dates.

Starting with the 2018 elections, FiveThirtyEight [15, 16, 87] gave viewers the choice to view the “lite”, “clas-
sic”, or “deluxe” versions of their forecasts. The lite forecast is polls-driven, the classic forecast combines polls with
fundamental data, and the deluxe forecast merges FiveThirtyEight’s classic forecast with other analysts’ opinions
[16, 87]. The FiveThirtyEight team continued this approach of lite, classic, and deluxe forecasts for their senato-
rial and gubernatorial forecasts in 2020 and 2022, but they limited their presidential forecasts to a single version
in 2020 [16, 88]. We provide the range that the mean MOV errors in swing states occupy in time based on these
three approaches as a shaded region for each senatorial election in Fig. 9(d). Interestingly, there has been a gradual
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Figure 8: Difference in MOV error in swing states for our baseline and extended approaches applied to presidential
elections. We show the MOV errors from our baseline approach [99] minus the MOV errors from our extended
approach for (a) 2012, (b) 2016, and (c) 2020, so positive numbers indicate that accounting for pollster partisan lean
improves our forecasts. (d) For reference, we also show the difference between the MOV errors that we compute
for FiveThirtEight [88] and the MOV errors from our extended approach in 2020. Notably, in panels (c)–(d) our
extended approach results in substantial improvement in 2020 for many swing states, but not all—for example,
accounting for pollster partisan lean worsens our forecasts for Nevada. Also see Figures SM5–SM6.

increase in the size of these regions, indicating that the difference between FiveThirtyEight’s [16] lite and deluxe
forecasts of the senatorial elections has expanded from 2018 to 2022. In the case of the 2018 senatorial elections,
our baseline approach and all of FiveThirtyEight’s models [16] produce similar mean errors in swing states; our
extended approach, in turn, leads to slightly more accurate forecasts across time. While both our baseline and ex-
tended approaches produce higher 2020 and 2022 MOV errors than do nearly all of FiveThirtyEight’s models [16]
in Fig. 9(d), accounting for pollster historical performance reduces this difference in performance some.

Taking our results in Figures 8–9 and Figures SM5–SM7 as a whole, we conclude that adjusting for the historical
tendencies of pollsters generally improves our presidential and senatorial forecasts in 2018, 2022, and 2022. Both
our baseline and extended approaches perform poorly for gubernatorial forecasts, and we suggest that accounting for
pollster history according to our methodology does not improve forecasts in the case of races for governor positions.
Viewing our results in Fig. 8 alongside Fig. 5(e)–(d) also suggests a few cautionary comments. While we see
improvements of 2–3 %pts. in our 2020 presidential forecasts in many swing states under our extended approach,
accounting for historical pollster tendencies causes our MOV error in Nevada to increase by over 4 %pts. in our
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Figure 9: Summary statistics on the performance of our baseline [99] and extended approaches for (a)–(c) presi-
dential and (d)–(f) senatorial elections from 2012 to 2022. As a reference, we include the summary statistics that
we compute for FiveThirtyEight [87–89] for recent elections. (a) Our two approaches produce similar mean MOV
errors in swing states for the 2012 and 2016 presidential elections; however, we see a large improvement from our
extended approach for the 2020 presidential elections. We highlight that our extended approach leads to lower mean
MOV errors in swing states than does FiveThirtyEight [88] from September 2020 onward. Importantly, our 2012
adjustments for pollster history are based on 2004 and 2008 data, and our 2016 adjustments are based on 2004–
2014 data; our extended approach performs particularly poorly for 2014; see Fig. SM7. (b) Lower Brier scores
correspond to better probabilistic forecasts. We show our mean Brier scores (calculated using all of the states that
we forecast) for presidential elections from 2012–2020, as well as our 2020 Brier score; we also include FiveThir-
tyEight’s 2020 presidential Brier score that we compute. (c) In terms of calibration for our presidential forecasts
from July through November 2012–2020, we plot (x, y) points, where y is the fraction of times we give a candidate
a p ∈ [x − ∆x/2, x + ∆x/2) percent chance of winning and that candidate wins. We also show the best-fit lines
to these data. (d)–(f) We include the corresponding summary statistics for our baseline and extended approaches
for senatorial elections. In (d), the shaded regions denote the range of FiveThirtyEight’s forecasts, according to
the three different versions of their methods for senatorial elections from 2018–2022 [87–89]. See Fig. SM7 for
corresponding gubernatorial summary statistics.

late 2020 forecasts. Moreover, as we discuss in Fig. SM7, our extended approach performs almost 2 %ps. worse on
average in swing states for the 2014 senatorial elections, despite out-performing our baseline approach in all other
senatorial races from 2012–2022. This highlights the major challenge with accounting for the historical tendencies
of pollsters: the process of adjusting for past pollster performance inherently relies on historical data. Past elections
and pollster performance need not be predictive of future elections, as pollsters likely change their methods in time
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[81, 82].

4 Conclusions and discussion

We completed a comprehensive study of the compartmental Republican–Undecided–Democratic model [99], pre-
senting monthly forecasts of the presidential, senatorial, and gubernatorial elections from 2004–2022. This allowed
us to illustrate how the performance of the cRUD model [99] depends on the time before Election Day and to put
our forecasts into context by viewing results across 20 years. Addressing the challenges presented by differences in
pollster-naming conventions across data sources and time, we estimated the historical tendencies of each pollster in
our data set. With our library of about 480 estimated polling organizations (available on GitLab [31]), we developed
an extended approach to forecasting that involves shifting each poll’s margin based on the average historical lean
of its pollster before fitting model parameters. We discussed how this approach to incorporating house effects into
forecasts impacts accuracy, and we hope our initial analysis encourages future work.

Considering monthly forecasts across elections, we found that our forecast accuracy reflects observations that
poll errors decrease as Election Day nears [38, 92, 104, 105] and tend to be larger for senatorial and gubernatorial
elections [41, 83]. We also observed that our presidential forecasts were more accurate in years with an incumbent
running, echoing studies [38, 39, 92, 104, 105] that suggest incumbency is important. Looking ahead to the 2024
presidential election, it is thus notable that this race features essentially two incumbents, Harris (a member of the in-
cumbent party) and Trump (a prior president). For presidential elections in 2012 and 2016, we found little difference
in the performance of our baseline and extended approaches. This may be due to the much lower number of polls
on which we are evaluating pollster performance for these years; see Fig. 2(a). In the case of the 2020 presidential
elections, on the other hand, we observed a large improvement when we accounted for pollster history. We also
saw strong improvements in our 2018, 2020, and 2022 senatorial forecasts when we accounted for house effects.
However, there are exceptions to these observations: accounting for pollster history hurt our performance in some
states. Moreover, the 2014 elections reacted very differently to our extended approach than did the other races from
2012–2022.

With the 2024 presidential, senatorial, and gubernatorial elections in mind, a natural next question is what
our baseline [99] and extended approaches have to say about these races. The dynamics with Biden leaving the
presidential race and Harris entering it are unusual, and we faced choices on how to account for this. In the end,
we chose to restrict to polls of Harris vs. Trump to estimate model parameters. We provide these forecasts, as well
as the distribution of pollster adjustments that we estimate based on the polls in our data set from 2004–2022, in
Fig. 10. As we illustrate in Fig. 10(a), the pollster shifts that we estimate for 2024 are our largest yet, with a mean
shift of 2.1 %pts. toward Republican candidates. We stress, however, that these estimated shifts are fully based on
the historical lean that we identify for each pollster, and—as we discuss throughout this study—opinion dynamics
and forecast accuracy change in time. With this word of caution in mind, we consider the 2024 elections a useful
means of further testing choices in working with polling data and suggesting future directions.

There are many places to improve and build on our underlying cRUD model, forecasting approach, and means of
accounting for house effects. For example, our approach to estimating the historical tendency of each pollster as their
mean signed MOV error is a simplification. In this process, we are assuming that a pollster’s errors due to sampling
cancel out across their polls, and what remains is their error due to house effects. For pollsters with many polls,
this simplification may make sense, but it is less reasonable to apply it to pollsters with only a few polls. Perhaps
a better approach would be to distinguish sampling variance from poll bias, as in [45, 83]. In terms of the resulting
measurements of pollster tendencies and their effects on forecast accuracy, it would also be interesting to compare
how our approach (relying on history) compares to other methods for estimating house effects. These could include
accounting for the methodologies of pollsters (when they are not proprietary), using polls of the current election to
estimate house effects under the assumption that there is no net bias across the polls, or blending these ideas together
[74].

From a dynamical-systems and multiscale-modeling perspective, we see exciting opportunities for future work
that involve nonlinear dynamics across and within election cycles. In particular, a central challenge in adjusting
polling data is that it is difficult to predict what will cause the next major polling miss [55]. Will the polls miss
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Figure 10: Discussion of our 2024 forecasts. See our website [44] for forecasts in time. (a) The pollster adjustments
that we use in our extended approach to forecasting the 2024 elections lean more Republican than in all of the
past years that we consider; see Fig. 7. As we discuss in Sect. 3.2, these adjustments are based on our estimate
of the average historical signed MOV error in state-level polls across pollsters in our data set. Here we use polls
from 2004–2022. (b) Based on polling data that we downloaded from FiveThirtyEight [15, 24] on 28 October, we
present our forecasts of the presidential elections; also see our website [44]. Our extended approach that accounts
for pollster history in a simplified way in this initial study shifts our presidential forecasts more in favor of the
Republican candidate. The bars indicating where the middle 80% of our simulated election results fall highlight
the closeness of the 2024 election; for most swing states, our approaches consider both Democratic and Republican
outcomes possible. We also include our forecasts of the (c) senatorial and (d) gubernatorial elections based on data
that we downloaded on 28 October from FiveThirtyEight[15, 24]. We recommend the recent studies [55, 106] for
some discussion of considerations when viewing and evaluating probabilistic forecasts.

the true margins because of late deciders, mis-idenfication of likely voters, or something else? In the case of the
German elections, Selb et al. [82] found an oscillating pattern in poll errors: pollsters appeared to collectively react
to each election by over-adjusting their methods in the next election to correct for their recent mistakes. Dynamical
systems-based methods and models are well-suited to capturing such patterns. In the future, we suggest it would
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be very interesting to combine a within-cycle model of voter dynamics with an across-cycle model of how the polls
should be adjusted and interpreted. As another direction, at the shorter timescale of an election campaign, it is
notable that a person’s chance of responding to a poll may depend on whether their preferred candidate is ahead
[54]. On top of this, studies have suggested that viewing forecasts or surveys can influence a person’s chance of
turning out to vote [22, 102]. Again, these are places where nonlinear dynamics and feedback may be at work during
elections.

One of reasons that we chose to take a historical perspective on pollster tendencies is because we see associating
the various strings that refer to a given pollster’s name across decades and data sources as opening up many directions
for future work. One of these is related to FiveThirtyEight’s “pollster ratings” for weighting polls [15, 16]. In
comparison to adjusting the polls to account for partisan lean, designing a transparent method for ranking pollsters
would allow one to more heavily weight polls from organizations that are judged as better. There are many other
pollster- and time-specific adjustments that can be made when working with polls [15, 16], and it would be interesting
to determine how each of theses adjustments affects forecasts. In addition to testing out these adjustments in the
cRUD model, it will be important to see if the results are consistent across different modeling approaches (such as
the voter model [48]) and parameter-estimation approaches.

Another exciting direction would be to consider the dynamics of split-ticket voting across decades [43]. Perhaps
information from presidential elections could be used to inform senatorial and gubernatorial forecasts, increasing
accuracy. Wang also suggested that presidential and senatorial elections move together [101]. With the 2024 election
in mind, one could ask about the role of third party votes and so-called “spoiler candidates” by adding more differen-
tial equations to the cRUD model. Related to this, it would be interesting to extend our forecasting approach to other
countries (perhaps with more candidates running) in which polling data are publicly available. More broadly, we
encourage folks to build on the initial study [99] and our second step here, as there are a wealth of election-related
questions into which we expect an applied-dynamical systems perspective could provide insight.

Code and data availability

The MATLAB and R programs that we developed in support of this study, as well as reproducibility instructions,
are publicly available on GitLab [31]. We also provide our formatted data or instructions on how to download these
data from the original sources. See [32, 42, 44] for the 2020, 2022, and 2024 websites associated with the real-time
forecasts generated using the methods in our study and the original study [99].

A Correlating noise

Our approach to correlating noise in Eqns. (4)–(5) is the same as the one in [99], but with updated sources of demo-
graphic data. Specifically, we quantify the similarity of regions i and j by computing Ji,j = min{Xi, Xj}/max{Xi, Xj},
where Xi and Xj denote the fractions of some demographic of interest in regions i and j, respectively. As in [99],
we compute three Jaccard indices using different demographic data: [JE

i,j ], [J
B
i,j ], and [JH

i,j ], for 1 ≤ i, j,≤ M . We
use demographic data on education levels (for [JE

i,j ]) from the U.S. Census Bureau [93] for elections from 2004–
2020 and from the Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis[51, 52] for elections in 2022 and 2024. We use state-level
demographic data on the fraction of non-Hispanic Black individuals (for [JB

i,j ]) and on the fraction of Hispanic indi-
viduals (for [JH

i,j ]) from the U.S. Census Bureau for 2004–2020 [94], 2022 [95], and 2024 [96]. For each simulation
of Eqns. (4)–(5), we uniformly at random select one of these three Jaccard indices and then use it as the covariance
for dWR(t) and dWD(t), which have multivariate normal distributions with mean zero. See [99] for details.

B Numerical implementation

We follow the approach [99] to numerically implement our methods. Briefly, we format polling data and simulate
Eqns. (4)–(5) in MATLAB. We use the Euler–Maruyama method [61] to solve Eqns. (4)–(5) numerically with a time
step of ∆t = 1 day and noise strength of σ = 0.0015 from 1 January to Election Day of the same year. Because
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we reduce our system to two equations per region i using that Ri(t) + Ui(T ) + Di(t) = 1, we conserve the total
population in time. Our parameter-fitting approach follows the one in [99]: we perform optimization of our objective
function with constraints for non-negativity using the OPTIM function in R [36, 77] with a time step of δt = 3 days
for T months. As in [99], we approximate every month as 30 days long when fitting parameters and simulating
opinion dynamics. For example, because Election Day 2022 was 8 November, we simulate Eqns. (4)–(5) for 308
days to produce our forecasts.

C Supplementary material

This supplementary material contains the following:
• Sect. C.1.1: additional sen. and gub. results using our baseline approach;
• Sect. C.1.2: additional sen. and gub. results using our extended approach; and
• Sect. C.2: superstate definitions for each election.

C.1 Additional senatorial and gubernatorial results

The main manuscript focuses on presidential elections and briefly discusses senatorial and gubernatorial races. For
completeness, here we provide more detail on our forecasts—first using our baseline approach and then using our
extended approach—for elections of senators and governors from 2012–2022.

C.1.1 Additional sen. and gub. results using our baseline approach

In Figures SM1 and SM2, respectively, we show the state ratings and MOV errors that we find using our baseline
approach for senatorial elections. Notably, we call two senatorial election outcomes incorrectly for 2018: Indiana and
Missouri, one less than FiveThirtyEight [87], which incorrectly leaned more Democratic for Florida. Figure SM2(a)
further shows that our baseline approach produces lower MOV errors for 2018 than does FiveThirtyEight’s classic
model [87]. In comparison, for 2020 and 2022, we perform worse than FiveThirtyEight by both success rate and
MOV error.

Similarly, in Figures SM3 and SM4, we provide the state ratings and MOV errors that we produce using our
baseline approach for gubernatorial elections. Our average MOV errors tend to be higher for gubernatorial elections
than for senatorial and presidential elections (see Fig. 6 in the main manuscript), yet Fig. SM3 highlights that we
incorrectly call between zero and five state gubernatorial races per year for elections between 2012–2022. For 2020,
for example, despite high MOV errors in Fig. SM4, we correctly identify the winning gubernatorial candidate by
party in every state; see Fig. SM3(e). It is also important to note that in several cases polling data were not available
from our sources for some state gubernatorial elections. This is the case for Delaware in 2020, for instance, as is
visible by the row of white squares for Delaware in Fig. SM3(e) and the MOV error equaling the true MOV for
Delaware (21 percentage points for the Democratic candidate) in Fig. SM4(c).

C.1.2 Additional sen. and gub. results using our extended approach

Using the MOV error in swing states as our method for measuring forecast performance, we compare our baseline
and extended approaches for 2012–2022 senatorial and gubernatorial elections in Figures SM5 and SM6, respec-
tively. Across these two figures, blue-ish tones (i.e., positive numbers) denote net improvement by our extended
approach, and red-ish or yellow-ish tones (i.e., negative numbers) indicate that our baseline approach performs bet-
ter by MOV error in swing states. For completeness, complementing Fig. 9 in the main manuscript, we also provide
summary statistics on mean MOV error in time and calibration for gubernatorial forecasts using our two approaches
in Fig. SM7(a)–(b).

Figure SM5 shows that our extended approach generally performs better than our baseline approach for senatorial
elections. However, the race for the Senate in 2014 stands out as an exception. We see similar behavior in Fig. SM6
for gubernatorial elections, with our baseline approach again out-performing our extended approach for 2014. This
observation that 2014 displays different behavior than the other election years that we consider is further visible
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Figure SM1: Ratings in time using our baseline approach to forecast senatorial elections between 2012–2022. There
are 100 seats in the U.S. Senate, and they are broken up into three classes that rotate holding elections. We show
the ratings that we generate from our baseline approach each month from July to November for senatorial races in
(a) 2012 and 2018 (Class 1), (b) 2014 and 2018 (Class 2), and (c) 2016 and 2022 (Class 3). In (b) and (c), we also
provide some ratings from FiveThirtyEight (classic version) [87–89] for reference and context. Following the same
approach that we use in Fig. 4 in the main manuscript, we show ratings for every state individually, although some
states are forecast as part of our Red or Blue superstates; see Sect. C.2 for superstate definitions. We denote election
outcomes by the color of the state abbreviation, and we indicate state races that we call incorrectly in gray.

in Fig. SM7(c)–(d). For swing states in both 2014 senatorial and gubernatorial elections, our baseline approach
produces monthly forecasts that are about 2 percentage points closer to the true margin on average, when compared to
our extended approach. Figures SM5(b) and SM6(b) show that our extended approach performs particularly poorly
in New Hampshire in 2014. However, we do correctly identify New Hampshire’s elected senator and governor
(the Democratic candidate in both cases); see Figures SM1(b) and SM3(b). Notably, for the 2014 senatorial and
gubernatorial elections in New Hampshire, our extended approach increases the MOV error because adjusting for
pollster history pushes our forecasts overly Democratic. This highlights that past pollster lean does not necessarily
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Figure SM2: MOV errors in time for forecasts of senatorial elections in swing states. We show the MOV errors that
we produce using our baseline approach for senatorial elections in (a) 2012, (b) 2014, (c) 2016, (d) 2018, (f) 2020,
and (h) 2022. Additionally, we show the MOV errors that we compute for FiveThirtyEight’s senatorial forecasts
(classic version) in (e) 2018, (g) 2020, and (i) 2022 for reference [87–89]. We indicate state races for which the
MOV error from our baseline approach is lower (i.e., better) than that from FiveThirtyEight [16] in green. We round
all MOV errors and display two significant figures.

25



color of!
state !
denotes!
election !
result

DE
IN

MO
MT
NH
NC
ND
UT
VT

WA
WV

AL
AK
AZ
AR
CA
CO
CT
FL
GA
HI
ID
IL
IA
KS
ME
MD
MA
MI

MN
NE
NV
NH
NM
NY
OH
OK
OR
PA
RI

SC
SD
TN
TX
VT
WI

WY

DE
IN

MO
MT
NH
NC
ND

UT
VT

WA
WV

OR

AL
AK
AZ
AR
CA
CO
CT
FL
GA
HI
ID
IL
IA

KS
ME
MD
MA
MI

MN
NE
NV
NH
NM
NY
OH
OK
OR
PA
RI

SC
SD
TN
TX
VT
WI

WY

DE
IN

MO
MT
NH
NC
ND
UT
VT

WA
WV

AL
AK
AZ
AR
CA
CO
CT
FL
GA
HI
ID
IL
IA

KS
ME
MD
MA
MI

MN
NE
NV
NH
NM
NY
OH
OK
OR
PA
RI

SC
SD
TN
TX
VT
WI

WY

2012 2014 2016 2018 2020 2022

race called!
incorrectly!
in November

Ju
ly

Se
pt

.

N
ov

.

Ju
ly

Se
pt

.

N
ov

. Ju
ly

Se
pt

.

N
ov

.

Ju
ly

Se
pt

.

N
ov

.

Ju
ly

Se
pt

.

N
ov

.

Ju
ly

Se
pt

.

N
ov

.

100%

80%

100%

60%

80%

60%

gubernatorial!
ratings

month of forecast

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f)

Figure SM3: Ratings in time using our baseline approach to forecast gubernatorial elections each month from July
through November. We show ratings for gubernatorial elections in (a) 2012, (b) 2014, (c) 2016, (d) 2018, (e) 2020,
and (f) 2022. We indicate election outcomes by the text color of the state abbreviations, and highlight races that we
called incorrectly in gray. While we combine some states into Red or Blue superstates for 2014, 2018, and 2022
(see Sect. C.2), we show state ratings for all states individually here. Less gubernatorial polling data are available
compared to senatorial and presidential polls, and, in some cases, no polls are available from our data sources for
states that we forecast individually. When this occurs (i.e., see Delaware in 2012 and early 2020), we report the race
as a toss-up.

translate into current pollster lean.

C.2 Superstate definitions

To reduce the number of equations and parameters in the cRUD model [99], as well as to account for differences in
the amount of polling data available for different states, we combine reliably Republican (respectively, Democratic)
states or districts into a Red superstate (respectively, Blue superstate). The state and district races that we forecast
as part of the Red or Blue superstates depends on the election type and year; we base these choices on the ratings
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Figure SM4: MOV errors in time for forecasts of gubernatorial elections in swing states using our baseline approach.
We show the MOV errors from July through November for gubernatorial elections in (a) 2012, (b) 2014, (c) 2016,
(d) 2018, (e) 2020, and (f) 2022. As is also visible in Fig. 6 in the main manuscript, these results highlight that our
MOV error improves as the forecast date nears Election Day.

collected by 270toWin (consensus version) [14], as well as those reported by FiveThirtyEight [87–90], Sabato’s
Crystal Ball [79], The Huffington Post [64], Inside Elections [57], The New York Times [23], and the Cook Political
Report [19] for some years.

We summarize the state and districts that make up our Red and Blue superstates for each election type and year
below. (We use an asterisk to denote special elections.)

• 2004 presidential races:
– Red superstate (23 states): Alabama (AL), Alaska (AK), Arizona (AZ), Arkansas (AR), Georgia (GA),

Idaho (ID), Indiana (IN), Kansas (KS), Kentucky (KY), Louisiana (LA), Mississippi (MS), Missouri
(MO), Montana (MT), Nebraska (NE), North Dakota (ND), Oklahoma (OK), South Carolina (SC), South
Dakota (SD), Tennessee (TN), Texas (TX), Utah (UT), West Virginia (WV), and Wyoming (WY);

– Blue superstate (15 races or districts): California (CA), Connecticut (CT), Delaware (DE), District of
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Figure SM5: Comparison of our baseline and extended approaches for senatorial elections by MOV error in swing
states. We show the difference in the MOV errors generated by our baseline and extended approaches for (a) 2012,
(b) 2014, (c) 2016, (d) 2018, (f) 2020, and (h) 2022. In (e), (g), and (i), we also provide the associated MOV-error
differences between our extended approach and FiveThirtyEight (classic version) [87–89]. Positive values denote an
improvement by our extended approach over the approach in comparison.

Columbia (DC), Hawaii (HI), Illinois (IL), Maine (ME), Maryland (MD), Massachusetts (MA), New
Jersey (NJ), New York (NY), Oregon (OR), Rhode Island (RI), Vermont (VT), and Washington (WA);
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Figure SM6: Comparison of our baseline and extended approaches for gubernatorial elections by MOV error in
swing states. We show the difference in the MOV errors resulting from our baseline and extended approaches for
(a) 2012, (b) 2014, (c) 2016, (d) 2018, (f) 2020, and (g) 2022. For context, in (e) and (h), we also present the
associated MOV-error differences between our extended approach and FiveThirtyEight (classic version) [87, 89].
Positive values indicate that our extended approach is better, based on MOV error, than the approach in comparison.
Panel (b) highlights that our extended approach performs poorly in 2014; also see Fig. SM7.

• 2008 presidential races:
– Red superstate (20 states): AL, AK, AZ, AR, GA, ID, KS, KY, LA, MS, NE, ND, OK, SC, SD, TN, TX,

UT, WV, and WY;
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Figure SM7: Summary statistics on the performance of our extended approach for gubernatorial and senatorial
elections. (a) Across gubernatorial elections in swing states, the mean MOV error that our extended approach pro-
duces is similar to that from our baseline approach. For reference, we show the range of FiveThirtyEight’s forecasts
from the three versions of their model (lite, classic, and deluxe) [87, 89] for 2018 and 2022. (FiveThirtyEight did
not forecast the 2020 gubernatorial elections.) (b) For gubernatorial elections, our baseline approach appears to be
better calibrated than our extended approach. We report calibration using all of our forecasts from July–November
for 2012–2022. (c)–(d) Figures SM5(b) and SM6 highlight that our extended approach performs particularly poorly
in 2014. Comparing the mean MOV errors from our baseline (solid) and extended (dashed) approaches in swing
states further stresses this point. In (c) senatorial and (d) gubernatorial races, we generally see our extended approach
performing similarly or slightly better than our baseline approach, with the significant exception of the 2014 election
(red arrows).

– Blue superstate (16 states or districts): CA, CT, DE, DC, HI, IL, ME, MD, MA, NJ, New Mexico (NM),
NY, OR, RI, VT, and WA;

• 2012 presidential races:
– Red superstate (23 states): AL, AK, AZ, AR, GA, ID, IN, KS, KY, LA, MS, MO, MT, NE, ND, OK,

SC, SD, TN, TX, UT, WV, and WY;
– Blue superstate (16 states or districts): CA, CT, DE, DC, HI, IL, ME, MD, MA, NJ, NM, NY, OR, RI,

VT, and WA;
• 2016 presidential races:

– Red superstate (23 states): AL, AK, AZ, AR, GA, ID, IN, KS, KY, LA, MS, MO, MT, NE, ND, OK,
SC, SD, TN, TX, UT, WV, and WY;
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– Blue superstate (16 states or districts): CA, CT, DE, DC, HI, IL, ME, MD, MA, NJ, NM, NY, OR, RI,
VT, and WA;

• 2020 presidential races:
– Red superstate (20 states): AL, AK, AR, ID, IN, KS, KY, LA, MS, MO, MT, NE, ND, OK, SC, SD, TN,

UT, WV, and WY;
– Blue superstate (16 states or districts): CA, CT, DE, DC, HI, IL, ME, MD, MA, NJ, NM, NY, OR, RI,

VT, and WA;
• 2024 presidential races:

– Red superstate (22 states): AL, AK, AR, ID, IN, IA, KS, KY, LA, MS, MO, MT, NE, ND, OK, SC, SD,
TN, TX, UT, WV, and WY;

– Blue superstate (17 states or districts): CA, CO, CT, DE, DC, HI, IL, ME, MD, MA, NJ, NM, NY, OR,
RI, VT, and WA;

• 2012 senatorial races:
– Red superstate (6 states): MS, NE, TN, TX, UT, and WY;
– Blue superstate (14 states): CA, DE, HI, ME, MD, Michigan (MI), Minnesota (MN), NJ, NM, NY, RI,

VT, WA, and WV;
• 2014 senatorial races:

– Red superstate (16 states): AL, ID, KY, ME, MS, MT, NE, OK, OK*, SC, SC*, SD, TN, TX, WV, and
WY;

– Blue superstate (9 states): DE, HI*, IL, MA, MI, NJ, NM, OR, and RI;
• 2016 senatorial races:

– Red superstate (13 states): AL, AK, AR, GA, ID, IA, KS, KY, ND, OK, SC, SD, and UT;
– Blue superstate (8 states): Colorado (CO), CT, HI, MD, NY, OR, VT, and WA;

• 2018 senatorial races:
– Red superstate (5 states): MS, MS*, NE, UT, and WY;
– Blue superstate (15 states): CT, DE, HI, ME, MD, MA, MI, MN, NM, NY, Pennsylvania (PA), RI, VT,

VA, and WA;
• 2020 senatorial races:

– Red superstate (11 states): AR, ID, KY, LA, MS, NE, OK, SD, TN, WV, and WY;
– Blue superstate (10 states): DE, IL, MA, MN, NH, NJ, NM, OR, RI, and VA;

• 2022 senatorial races:
– Red superstate (15 states): AL, AK, AR, ID, IN, Iowa (IA), KS, KY, LA, ND, OK, OK*, SC, SD, and

UT;
– Blue superstate (8 states): CA, CT, HI, IL, MD, NY, OR, and VT;

• 2024 senatorial races:
– Red superstate (10 states): IN, MS, MO, NE, NE*, ND, TN, UT, WV, WY;
– Blue superstate (15 states): CA, CT, DE, HI, ME, MD, MA, MN, NJ, NM, NY, RI, VT, VA, WA;

• 2012 gubernatorial races:
– No superstates;

• 2014 gubernatorial races:
– Red superstate (15 states): AL, AZ, AR, ID, IA, NE, Nevada (NV), NM, OH, OK, SC, SD, TN, TX, and

WY;
– Blue superstate (7 states): CA, HI, MN, NY, OR, PA, and VT;

• 2016 gubernatorial races:
– No superstates;

• 2018 gubernatorial races:
– Red superstate (13 states): AL, AZ, AR, ID, MD, MA, NE, New Hampshire (NH), SC, TN, TX, VT,

and WY;
– Blue superstate (10 states): CA, CO, HI, IL, MI, MN, NM, NY, PA, and RI;

• 2020 gubernatorial races:
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– No superstates;
• 2022 gubernatorial races:

– Red superstate (15 states): AL, AK, AR, ID, IA, NE, NH, OH, OK, SC, SD, TN, TX, VT, and WY;
– Blue superstate (7 states): CA, HI, IL, MD, MA, NY, and RI.

• 2024 gubernatorial races:
– No superstates;

Because there were not many states holding gubernatorial elections in 2012, 2016, 2020, and 2024, we do not use
superstates for these years.
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