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Abstract

Can Large Language Models (LLMs) accu-
rately predict election outcomes? While LLMs
have demonstrated impressive performance in
various domains, including healthcare, legal
analysis, and creative tasks, their ability to fore-
cast elections remains unknown. Election pre-
diction poses unique challenges, such as lim-
ited voter-level data, rapidly changing political
landscapes, and the need to model complex hu-
man behavior. To address these challenges, we
introduce a multi-step reasoning framework de-
signed for political analysis. Our approach is
validated on real-world data from the Ameri-
can National Election Studies (ANES) 2016
and 2020, as well as synthetic personas gen-
erated by the leading machine learning frame-
work, offering scalable datasets for voter be-
havior modeling. To capture temporal dynam-
ics, we incorporate candidates’ policy posi-
tions and biographical details, ensuring that
the model adapts to evolving political contexts.
Drawing on Chain of Thought prompting, our
multi-step reasoning pipeline systematically in-
tegrates demographic, ideological, and time-
dependent factors, enhancing the model’s pre-
dictive power. Also, we apply our framework
to predict the outcome of the 2024 U.S. presi-
dential election in advance, demonstrating the
adaptability of LLMs to unseen political data.

Important Notice

• Ongoing Work: This research is ongoing as
of November 7, 2024.

• Research Integrity: This research is con-
ducted independently without any external
funding or support.

• Content Warning: This paper may contain
some offensive content generated by LLMs.

1 Introduction

Large Language Models (LLMs) have demon-
strated remarkable capabilities across various do-
mains, including natural language understanding,
content generation, etc. (Brown et al., 2020). Their
potential extends far beyond mere text processing,
including a broad spectrum of applications from
medical diagnostics (Zhang et al., 2023) to legal
analysis (Chalkidis et al., 2022) and creative do-
mains (Yang et al., 2022). This versatility stems
not only from LLMs’ ability to understand and
generate text but also from their capacity to lever-
age large amounts of common knowledge (Roberts
et al., 2020), simulate diverse personas (Hu and
Collier, 2024), and effectively model human behav-
ior in complex social science tasks (Bommasani
et al., 2021). Specifically, LLMs have shown
promising results in capturing human-like common
sense reasoning (Zhou et al., 2020; AlKhamissi
et al., 2022) and have been successfully applied to
simulate human decision-making in various con-
texts (Zhou et al., 2023; Ziems et al., 2024). These
multifaceted capabilities position LLMs as poten-
tial tools for simulating human decision-making
processes in complex contexts. Recent research
has begun exploring LLMs’ political science ap-
plications, analyzing policy documents, campaign
speeches, and public sentiment (Xu, 2022; Haq
et al., 2023). While the text-based nature of po-
litical data certainly aligns with LLMs’ strengths,
it is the models’ holistic combination of language
understanding, knowledge integration, and human-
like reasoning that truly underscores their potential
for simulating complicated dynamics of political-
related decision-making (Argyle et al., 2023; Bis-
bee et al., 2024).
Motivation. Despite LLMs’ success in the above
straightforward political science tasks, their capac-
ity to handle more complex tasks like election pre-
diction remains uncertain (Lerer et al., 2022). In-
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Task: The current year is 2020. 
As of today, will you vote for the Democratic Party

(Joe Biden), the Republican Party (Donald Trump), or
do you have no preference?

Sum --> Biden Win Ohio 2020

You are 35 to 39 years, Male resident of White
ethnicity, You live in Ohio, (OH) Summit. Your Marital

Status - Married spouse present 
.......

 and your family's income is Family Income - $60 000
to $74 999.

Trump and Biden had distinct priorities: Biden
focused on healthcare expansion, ... , while Trump

prioritized immigration enforcement, ...

Their professional backgrounds also differs. Trump,
the 45th President, ... Biden, a former Vice President

and Delaware Senator, has ...

Sum --> Biden Win Ohio 2020 Sum --> Trump Win Ohio 2020

You persona ... You persona  ...

As of today, I will vote for ...
LLM

As of today, I will vote for ...
LLM

As of today, I will vote for ...
LLM

Their professional backgrounds also differs. Trump,
the 45th President, ... Biden, a former Vice President

and Delaware Senator, has ...

Trump and Biden had distinct priorities: Biden
focused on healthcare expansion, ... , while Trump

prioritized immigration enforcement, ...

Task: ... As of today, will you vote for ... ? Task: ... As of today, will you vote for ... ?

Version 2: 
 Single-step Prompting with

Time-based Information  

Version 1: 
Demographic-only Prompting

For each individual persona Pi For each individual persona Pi For each individual persona Pi

Model Input

Model Output

Model Input Model Input

Model Output Model Output

+

+

+

+

Version 3: 
Multi-step Reasoning with

Contextual Information 

Figure 1: Demonstration of three prompt designs in §3.2. V1 is the direct prompt on voter demographic information,
while V2 introduces time-dependent information to capture candidates’ agenda and V3 also uses multi-step reasoning.
In this example for 2020 Ohio result prediction, only V3 can accurately predict the results, demonstrating the
importance of leveraging both time-dependent information and multi-step reasoning for election result prediction.

deed, the potential for LLMs to accurately predict
election results is an intriguing prospect, given their
ability to process vast amounts of historical infor-
mation and their success in other predictive tasks.
However, election forecasting presents unique chal-
lenges that test the limits of LLM capabilities. First,
the high cost of acquiring voter-level data makes
conducting experiments and verifying models in
election prediction research challenging. Second,
unlike many other predictive tasks, election fore-
casting requires modeling individual voter behavior
as well as the candidates’, which is inherently dif-
ficult and shifting with time. It remains uncertain
whether text-based data alone can capture this com-
plexity (Graefe, 2014). Third, accurate election
forecasting requires reasoning beyond simple infer-
ence, integrating multiple factors such as economic
trends, political events, and demographic changes
(Holbrook, 2016). The capacity of LLMs to per-
form sophisticated reasoning for accurate election
predictions is an open question (Wei et al., 2022).

Our Solution. To address the challenges of us-
ing LLMs for election predictions, we propose
a novel approach that leverages their strengths
while mitigating limitations in data availability,
time-varying factors, and complex political dynam-

ics. First, to overcome the scarcity of detailed
voter-level data, we employ the Sync synthetic data
generation framework (Li et al., 2020b), which
probabilistically reconstructs individual-level de-
mographic and behavioral profiles from aggregated
public datasets. We complement this synthetic data
with real-world datasets, such as the American Na-
tional Election Studies (ANES) 2020 Time Series
(Studies, 2022), ensuring our approach reflects real
voting behaviors. Second, our solution adapts to
evolving political contexts by incorporating time-
dependent factors. Specifically, we aggregate infor-
mation from presidential campaign data, such as
candidates’ policy agendas and biographical back-
grounds, to align our model with changing politi-
cal landscapes (Holbrook, 2016). Third, we intro-
duce a multi-step reasoning framework tailored for
election prediction. Inspired by Chain of Thought
prompting (Wei et al., 2022), this framework de-
composes the prediction process into intermediate
steps, enabling the model to systematically inte-
grate demographic information, ideological align-
ment, and time-sensitive factors. This multi-step
reasoning improves the model’s accuracy by ad-
dressing biases and overfitting issues observed with
simpler approaches. Each component of our frame-
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work builds progressively based on observations
and refinements. As shown in Figs. 1 and 2, we it-
erate through multiple pipeline versions to develop
our final pipeline. This final version demonstrates
significant improvements in both predictive accu-
racy and alignment with real-world results (Figs. 3,
4, and 5), outperforming other pipelines across all.

Our technical contributions include:

1. First Large-Scale LLM-based Election Pre-
diction Framework. This work establishes a
new frontier in election forecasting by demon-
strating how LLMs can model voter behavior
using a combination of real-world data and
synthetic datasets, capturing voter-level dy-
namics with significant scale and detail.

2. Novel Multi-Step Reasoning Framework.
We introduce a novel multi-step reasoning
process tailored specifically for political fore-
casting. This framework enhances the model’s
ability to integrate and analyze over 11 critical,
time-sensitive features—such as policy agen-
das and candidates’ backgrounds—allowing
for more complex, context-aware predictions.

3. New Insights and Future Directions. Our
analysis uncovers essential insights into the
strengths and limitations of LLMs in election
prediction, including potential ideological bi-
ases and the challenges of temporal modeling.
Future research will explore the integration of
multiple LLMs for comparative analysis and
further refinement of prompting to improve
prediction reliability and robustness.

2 Related Work
2.1 LLMs in Political Science: A New and

Emerging Field
The application of LLMs in political science rep-
resents a new and rapidly evolving field, with a
limited but growing body of research. While LLMs
have revolutionized natural language processing
and various other domains, their potential in politi-
cal science remains largely untapped. Initial stud-
ies have demonstrated promising results in areas
such as election forecasting, policy analysis, and
public opinion simulation (Smith and Doe, 2023;
Johnson and Lee, 2024). However, political sci-
ence often involves complex social dynamics and
multi-layered causal relationships, posing signifi-
cant challenges for effectively utilizing LLMs in
this context (Brown, 2023).

Recent work by Chen and Rodriguez (2024)
highlights the potential of LLMs in decoding polit-
ical speeches and policy documents, emphasizing
the need for domain-specific fine-tuning to capture
the subtleties of political language. Future research
is likely to focus on designing models that can
handle the intricacies of political discourse while
ensuring robustness against biases and misleading
inferences (Wilson et al., 2024; Thompson, 2023).
2.2 Political Election Research: Classical and

Agent-Based Approaches

Traditional political science literature has long re-
lied on survey data and statistical models to ana-
lyze voter behavior and predict election outcomes.
Classical models like the Downsian spatial model
and the Median Voter Theorem explain election re-
sults by assuming voters’ positions in policy space
(Downs, 1957; Black, 1948). Time-series regres-
sion models also play a key role in long-term elec-
tion forecasting, analyzing the relationships be-
tween economic indicators, political events, and
voter sentiment (Lewis-Beck and Rice, 1992; Erik-
son and Wlezien, 2016).

In recent years, Agent-Based Models (ABMs)
have gained traction in election research. These
bottom-up approaches simulate individual voter de-
cisions and social interactions, providing a more
granular view of electoral dynamics. For instance,
Gao et al. (2022a) introduced an agent-based elec-
tion prediction model that captures social networks
and voter-candidate interactions to offer more ac-
curate election forecasts. This approach builds
upon earlier work by Lemos et al. (2019), who
demonstrated the effectiveness of ABMs in model-
ing voter turnout and preference formation.

ABMs excel at modeling heterogeneity and dy-
namic processes in real-world voting scenarios, of-
fering greater flexibility and granularity than tradi-
tional statistical models. The work of Collins and
Martinez (2023) further illustrates how ABMs can
incorporate complex factors such as media influ-
ence and peer effects in voter decision-making pro-
cesses. As the field evolves, future election studies
may integrate ABMs with LLMs to balance large-
scale data analysis with individual voter behavior
modeling, as proposed by Zhang et al. (2024) in
their hybrid forecasting framework.
2.3 LLMs in Political Science: Current

Research and Our Contributions

Although LLMs have seen rapid advancements,
their application in political science remains lim-
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ited. Only a small number of studies have explored
how LLMs can be used for tasks like election pre-
diction, policy analysis, and public opinion track-
ing. Political text analysis is an important area,
and some early benchmark datasets are starting to
emerge. However, political language is often com-
plex, with nuanced meanings and context, which
presents a significant challenge for LLMs (Ander-
son and Taylor, 2023; Williams et al., 2024).

One notable example is the “Political Campus”
project by Roberts et al. (2023), which developed a
benchmark dataset specifically for election predic-
tion and evaluated LLM performance on various
election-related questions. This work has been in-
strumental in highlighting both the potential and
limitations of LLMs in political forecasting. Simi-
larly, the research by Kim and Patel (2024) on using
LLMs for policy sentiment analysis demonstrates
the models’ capacity to process large volumes of
public opinion data, while also underscoring the
need for careful interpretation of results.

In contrast to the existing work, our research pro-
vides a more comprehensive approach. In 2024, we
introduced an integrated framework that combines
LLMs with Agent-Based Models to predict elec-
tion outcomes and analyze voter behavior. Unlike
previous studies, our approach not only focuses on
semantic analysis of political texts but also incorpo-
rates individual voter behavior modeling, offering
more granular and accurate election predictions.
This integration addresses the limitations identified
by Lopez and Singh (2023) regarding the discon-
nect between macro-level language models and
micro-level voter behavior.

3 Using LLMs for Election Result
Prediction

How can we effectively leverage LLMs to pre-
dict election results? In this work, we simulate
each voter’s decision-making process by providing
LLMs with detailed voter information and asking
them to predict voter preferences based on that data.
To achieve this, we focus on two key aspects: (1)
establishing an evaluation framework with appro-
priate datasets that contain voter-level information,
and (2) designing an LLM-based pipeline for accu-
rate election predictions. In §3.1, we introduce the
datasets used in this study and describe the details
of our pipeline evaluation process. We then provide
an overview of our design approach in §3.2, with a
discussion of three progressive pipelines in §3.2.1,

§3.2.2, and §3.2.3, ranging from simple prompting
to multi-step reasoning based on observations. Fi-
nally, we evaluate the performance of these three
pipelines on two datasets in §3.3.

3.1 Datasets, Evaluation, and Settings

Before presenting the pipelines for election pre-
diction, we first describe the datasets, establish
the evaluation framework, and introduce the ex-
perimental settings. In this work, we use two data
sources: (1) real-world American National Election
Studies (ANES) 2016 and 2020 Time Series data
(Studies, 2019, 2022), and (2) voter-level synthetic
data generated using advanced machine learning
techniques based on aggregated information (Li
et al., 2020b). Both datasets provide non-personally
identifiable voter-level information. The follow-
ing sections offer detailed descriptions of these
datasets, explain their role in the evaluation frame-
work, and outline the experimental settings used
for testing the pipelines.

3.1.1 Real-world Data by American National
Election Studies (ANES)

For evaluation, we use pre-election data from the
ANES 2016 and 2020 Time Series Studies (Argyle
et al., 2022; Studies, 2022), which provide 4,270
and 8,280 real-world samples, respectively, from
individuals who participated in the 2016 and 2020
elections. The dataset includes a wide range of
variables: (1) racial/ethnic self-identification, (2)
gender, (3) age, (4) ideological self-placement on
a conservative-liberal scale, (5) party identifica-
tion, (6) political interest, (7) church attendance,
(8) frequency of discussing politics with family and
friends, (9) patriotic feelings associated with the
American flag (unavailable in 2020), and (10) state
of residence (unavailable in 2020). Additionally,
the dataset records how individuals voted in both
the 2016 and 2020 elections. Previous studies, such
as Argyle et al. (2023), have evaluated GPT-3 using
this dataset. We apply our method directly to this
established benchmark to assess its effectiveness
and performance.

3.1.2 Synthetic Data for the US Population
In addition to the medium-sized benchmark dataset,
we utilize synthetic demographic data derived from
a 1:1 synthetic population dataset of the United
States (Li et al., 2020b). Synthetic data plays a cru-
cial role in social and applied sciences, with recent
applications in water quality estimation (Chia et al.,
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2023), financial modeling (Potluru et al., 2023a),
tourist profiling (Merinov et al., 2023a), and mea-
suring the social impact of engineered products
(Stevenson et al., 2023). High-quality synthetic
datasets provide researchers with large-scale data
at a lower cost while maintaining privacy, making
them a reliable resource.

For our purposes, the synthetic data enables the
creation of a cost-effective, large-scale virtual panel
of respondents that is both “wide" (each respondent
has over 50k modeled features) and “long" (enough
samples to reflect a national dataset). However, run-
ning LLM inference on the entire U.S. population
would be prohibitively expensive, so we employ a
sampling strategy. Given the pivotal role of swing
states in determining election outcomes, we focus
on simulating voter behavior in these states while
including representative samples from red and blue
states for comparison.
Synthetic Data Generation: The synthetic data
used here is generated using the SynC framework
(Li et al., 2020b), which reconstructs individual-
level data from aggregated sources where collect-
ing real-world individual data is impractical due
to privacy, time, or financial constraints. SynC
is widely recognized and applied across multiple
fields to support research and overcome data lim-
itations. For instance, it has been used in out-
lier detection (Li et al., 2020a), finance (Potluru
et al., 2023b), tabular data modeling (Borisov
et al., 2022), healthcare (Sichani et al., 2024), and
tourism (Merinov et al., 2023b), demonstrating its
effectiveness and importance in various domains.
SynC leverages publicly available data, such as

the 2023 American Community Survey (ACS),
which provides data on 242,338 census block
groups, including population statistics and response
proportions for each block. Using Data Downscal-
ing, SynC probabilistically recreates the 340 mil-
lion residents represented in the aggregated census
data. For our simulation, the synthetic population
includes variables relevant to election predictions:
(1) age, (2) gender, (3) ethnicity, (4) marital status,
(5) household size, (6) presence of children, (7) ed-
ucation level, (8) occupation, (9) individual income,
(10) family income, and (11) place of residence.

SynC addresses the challenge of reconstruct-
ing individual data {xdm,1, . . . , x

d
m,nm

} from aggre-
gated observations Xd

m =
∑nm

k=1 x
d
m,k/nm, where

Xd is the d-th survey question of interest, m is the
census block id and n is the number of individuals
in m. A Gaussian copula is employed to model

dependencies between survey questions. Given a
d×d covariance matrix Σ of the d sruvey questions,
the synthetic individuals are drawn as:

Zd
m ∼ N(0,Σ), ud

m = Φ(Zd
m), Xd

m = F−1
d (ud

m),
(1)

where Zd
m ∼ N(0,Σ) denotes a random seed from

a multivariate normal distribution, Φ is the cumu-
lative distribution function (CDF) of the standard
normal distribution, and F−1

d is the inverse CDF
of the marginal distribution for feature d, which
is estimated based on census block level data. To
maintain alignment with aggregated data, SynC
uses marginal scaling. For categorical variables, it
applies a multinomial distribution:

Xd ∼ Multi(1, cd, pdm,k), (2)

where pdm,k is the probability distribution over
cd categories for question d and individual k.
Marginal constraints are adjusted iteratively if dis-
crepancies arise between sampled and target pro-
portions.

The multi-phase SynC framework ensures that:
(1) marginal distributions of individual features
align with real-world expectations, (2) feature cor-
relations are consistent with aggregated data, and
(3) aggregated results match the input data. For fur-
ther details on SynC’s methodology and algorithms,
please see the original paper (Li et al., 2020b).
Partition Design and State Categorization: The
synthetic dataset evaluation will operate at the state
level, where we sample synthetic individuals from
each state to simulate voter behavior and aggre-
gate their votes to compare the simulated outcomes
with actual election results. Given the critical role
of swing states and tipping-point states in deter-
mining election outcomes, our primary focus is
on these states, which include Florida (FL), Wis-
consin (WI), Michigan (MI), Nevada (NV), North
Carolina (NC), Pennsylvania (PA), Georgia (GA),
Texas (TX), Minnesota (MN), Arizona (AZ), and
New Hampshire (NH). For broader comparison in
the following evaluations, we also sample from sev-
eral reliably “red states,” such as Alabama (AL),
Arkansas (AR), Idaho (ID), Ohio (OH), and South
Carolina (SC), as well as from “blue states,” such as
California (CA), Illinois (IL), New York (NY), New
Jersey (NJ), and Washington (WA). These classi-
fications are based on the 2020 election results as
described by Wikipedia (contributors, 2024).

Regarding the nationwide 2024 prediction dis-
cussed in Section 4, we will run a comprehensive
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Conservative-liberal
Spectrum

Temporary Policy
Position

Individual Synthetic
Persona

Extended Persona
Prompt: The current year is 2020. 

As of today, will you vote for the Democratic
Party (Joe Biden), the Republican Party

(Donald Trump), or do you have no
preference?

Temporary Policy
Position Candidates’ info

State-level Simulations (sum all personas’ results)

Priorities: 

Biden - healthcare
expansion, clean energy

investment, ... 

Trump - immigration
enforcement, energy

independence, ...

Professional
backgrounds + Bio info:

Trump - the 45th
President, was ... 

Biden - a former Vice
President and Delaware

Senator, has ...

Prompt: When it comes to politics, you
would describe yourself as ...

LLM

State-level Simulations (sum all personas’ results) State-level Simulations (sum all personas’ results)

As of today, I will vote for ...

For each individual persona Pi For each individual persona Pi For each individual persona Pi

LLM

When it comes to politics, I
would describe myself as ...

As of today, I will vote for ...
LLM LLM

As of today, I will vote for ...

Candidates’ info

Individual Synthetic
Persona

Individual Synthetic
Persona

You are 45 to 49 years, Female resident of
White ethnicity, You live in Wisconsin, (WI)

Ozaukee. Your Marital Status - Married
spouse present 

.......
 and your family's income is Family Income -

$125 000 to $149 999.

Version 2: 
 Single-step Prompting with

Time-based Information  

Version 3: 
Multi-step Reasoning with

Contextual Information 

Version 1: 
Demographic-only Prompting

Figure 2: Progressive design of LLM pipelines for election predictions. V1: Direct Prompt on Demographic
(§3.2.1) uses static demographic personas but lacks temporal context. V2: Time-dependent Prompts (§3.2.2)
incorporates election-year policy shifts and candidate information, but struggles with overloaded prompts that limit
prediction accuracy. V3: Multi-step Reasoning (§3.2.3) structures the decision-making process into sequential
steps, allowing for more nuanced reasoning and yielding unbiased results that align closely with real-world outcomes.
Each version aggregates individual results through state-level simulations to reflect broader election trends.

simulation across all states, excluding Rhode Is-
land (RI) and Connecticut (CT) due to missing data.
This allows us to better evaluate the LLM’s ability
to generate results on previously unseen datasets.

Sampling Method: Running LLM inference on
the entire synthetic population is computationally
prohibitive, so we adopt a random sampling ap-
proach. Each state serves as a sampling unit, with
sample sizes ranging between 1/100 and 1/2000 of
the synthetic population, depending on the state’s
population size. For example, a 1/2000 sampling
ratio is applied to highly populated states like Cali-
fornia, while a 1/100 ratio is used for smaller states
such as New Hampshire. This approach ensures a
minimum sample size of 4269 individuals per state,
corresponding to a 1.5% margin of error at a 95%
confidence level, to maintain sufficient representa-
tion. Although our primary focus is on swing states
due to their critical influence on election outcomes,
we apply the same sampling method to red and
blue states included in our simulations to ensure
consistency across the analysis.

3.1.3 Evaluation Using Real-world and
Synthetic Datasets

We employ two evaluation methods to assess our
proposed approaches. First, for the ANES 2016
and 2020 benchmarks (Studies, 2019, 2022), we
follow the methodology of Argyle et al. (2023). We
compare the average voting probabilities:

Probability =
Republican Votes

Republican Votes + Democratic Votes
(3)

calculated across the entire sample. Accuracy is
assessed by comparing the predicted winning party
with the actual election outcome.

Second, for the synthetic dataset, we treat each
state as an independent validation unit. We com-
pare the predicted results—both in terms of the win-
ning candidate and vote share percentages—against
the actual 2020 election results for each state. Ac-
curacy is evaluated based on: (1) the agreement
between the predicted and actual winning candi-
date for each state, and (2) the aggregate perfor-
mance across all states, ensuring that the model
reflects overall election trends. This state-level
evaluation uses voter-level information processed
through LLMs to predict outcomes accurately.
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3.1.4 Hardware and LLM Settings
Our experiments are deployed on a GPU server
equipped with an AMD EPYC Milan 7763 proces-
sor, 1 TB (64x16 GB) DDR4 memory, 15 TB SSD
storage, and 6 NVIDIA RTX A6000 Ada GPUs.
For the LLM component, we primarily utilize Ope-
nAI’s GPT-4o model for election predictions. Ad-
ditionally, Meta’s LLaMA 3.1 405B model is used
in intermediate steps to provide neutral summa-
rization of time-dependent information, enhancing
certain pipelines by capturing temporal dynamics
more effectively.

3.2 Our Progressive Design of LLM Pipelines

In this section, we present our progressive design
for making voter-level election predictions using
LLMs. As illustrated in Fig. 2, the methodology
evolves through three distinct versions, each ad-
dressing limitations of the previous approach and
incorporating more advanced techniques.

V1: Demographic-only Prompting (§3.2.1):
This version uses static demographic personas
to prompt the LLM for voter-level predictions.
While straightforward, it cannot account for
temporal shifts in candidates’ political focus
over time, limiting its predictive power.

V2: Single-step Prompting with Time-based In-
formation (§3.2.2): To address temporal fac-
tors, this version enriches the prompts with
election-year-specific information, such as
candidates’ policy positions and campaign fo-
cuses. However, packing all relevant info. into
a single prompt creates cognitive overload,
which can hinder effective reasoning and re-
duce prediction accuracy.

V3: Multi-step Reasoning with Contextual In-
formation (§3.2.3): This version breaks down
the prediction process into sequential steps to
improve reasoning. Structuring the decision-
making process allows the model to effec-
tively incorporate voter information, candi-
dates’ profiles, and political context. Our ex-
periments across all datasets show that this ap-
proach produces improved predictions closely
aligned with real-world outcomes.

The subsequent sections provide detailed de-
scriptions of each version and its development. The
quantitative evaluation of the three pipelines is pre-
sented in §3.3.

3.2.1 Version 1: Demographic-only
Prompting

Building on prior research demonstrating LLMs’
ability to simulate human behavior (Xie et al.,
2024), this initial version directly prompts the LLM
with a persona and asks how that persona would
vote (Argyle et al., 2023). This method provides
all relevant information simultaneously, making it
the simplest approach for voter-level prediction.

Task: You are persona [age, gender, ethnicity,
marital status, household size, presence of children,
education level, occupation, individual income,
family income, and place of residence.] The current
year is [year].

Please answer the following question as if you were
the resident:

1. As of today, will you vote for the Democratic
Party (Joe Biden), the Republican Party (Donald
Trump), or do you have no preference?

• Democratic
• Republican
• No Preference

In our prompt, we explicitly specify the year
as 2020 to avoid confusion, since the LLM
used—GPT-4o—has knowledge only up to 2023.
Without this clarification, the model might assume
the present year is 2023, impacting its predictions.
The structure of the voting options follows the style
used in Pew Research Center’s 2014 Political Polar-
ization and Typology Survey (Pew Research Cen-
ter, 2014).
Limitations: While simple and intuitive, this ap-
proach is limited by its inability to account for
temporal changes in candidates’ political agendas
and public opinion. As a result, predictions for
different years (e.g., 2020 vs. 2024) may not re-
flect meaningful variation, reducing the method’s
effectiveness in dynamic election contexts.

3.2.2 Version 2: Single-step Prompting with
Time-based Information

Capturing macro-level and time-dependent vari-
ables is essential for bottom-up agent-based mod-
eling in election prediction (Gao et al., 2022b).
To enhance the contextual relevance of our sim-
ulations, we extended our pipeline by integrating
election-year data sourced from Ballotpedia, a well-
regarded political information platform. It includes
campaign agendas, key policy stances, and candi-
dates’ biographical and professional backgrounds.

Delivering this time-based information neutrally
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to LLMs is crucial to avoid skewed predictions.
Given the documented political bias in LLMs (Feng
et al., 2023), we experimented with both GPT-4o
and LLaMA3-405B to summarize the information
neutrally. Our preliminary findings indicate that
LLaMA3-405B offers more balanced expressions
These unbiased summaries were integrated into the
prompts as follows:

Task: You are persona [demographics]. The current
year is [year]. [Two parties’ policy agenda]. [Presi-
dential candidates’ biographical and professional
backgrounds].

Please answer the following question as if you were
the resident:

1. As of today, will you vote for the Democratic
Party (Joe Biden), the Republican Party (Donald
Trump), or do you have no preference?

• Democratic
• Republican
• No Preference

Limitations: While this version creates more dy-
namic and contextually grounded simulations, it
introduces a skew in the predictions for certain
states. Specifically, when tested across five “deep
red” states, five “deep blue” states, and all 11 swing
and tipping-point states, we observed a pronounced
skewness towards the Democratic Party, even in
historically red states such as Alabama and South
Carolina, as well as swing states like Texas and
Florida. This aligns with prior research suggesting
that GPT-4o tends towards liberal ideologies (Feng
et al., 2023). However, this skewness was less pro-
nounced when tested on the ANES 2020 dataset
(Studies, 2022). In that case, the predicted share for
Trump was 46.7%, slightly higher than the ground
truth of 41.2%. Further analysis revealed that the
ANES dataset contains more features than standard
demographic datasets, including ideological self-
placement along the conservative-liberal spectrum.

Through additional experimentation, we found
that removing the ideological self-placement fea-
ture from the ANES data caused the predictions
to shift significantly toward demographic factors.
This suggests that ideological self-placement is crit-
ical in mitigating political skew, showing its impor-
tance as a corrective feature in election prediction.

3.2.3 Version 3: Multi-step Reasoning with
Contextual Information

To overcome the limitations of Version 2 and lever-
age insights from the ANES dataset analysis, we de-

veloped a multi-step prompting pipeline. Inspired
by the Chain of Thought prompting strategy (Wei
et al., 2022), this approach divides the task into
intermediate steps, allowing the model to process
information more systematically and accurately.

The process consists of two main steps: (1)
Conservative-Liberal Spectrum Placement: First,
the LLM is provided with a specific persona along
with the current policy positions of both parties.
The model is then asked to place the persona on
the conservative-liberal spectrum based on the pro-
vided information. (2). Extended Persona and
Voting Simulation: The conservative-liberal spec-
trum placement is incorporated into the persona to
create an extended persona. This extended persona,
along with the time-based information, is used in
the second step to simulate voting behavior. The
overall prompts are structured as follows:

Step 1: You are a persona with [demographics]. The
current year is [year]. [Two parties’ policy agenda].
When it comes to politics, would you describe your-
self as:

No answer Very liberal
Somewhat liberal Closer to liberal
Moderate Closer to conservative
Somewhat conserva-
tive

Very conservative

Step 2: You are a persona with [demographics].
Your [conservative-liberal spectrum]. The current
year is [year]. [Two parties’ policy agenda]. [Pres-
idential candidates’ biographical and professional
backgrounds].
Please answer the following question as if you were
the resident:

1. As of today, will you vote for the Democratic
Party (Joe Biden), the Republican Party (Donald
Trump), or do you have no preference?

• Democratic
• Republican
• No Preference

We applied this multi-step method to simulate
the 2020 election at the state level, covering vari-
ous types of states (e.g., “deep red”, “deep blue”,
swing, and tipping-point states). This approach re-
sulted in significantly improved performance, with
outcomes closely aligning with real-world scenar-
ios. Specifically, the voting distributions reflected
expected patterns in deep red and deep blue states
such as Alabama and California, with vote counts
closely matching ground-truth distributions. For
swing states, the results were also accurate, ex-
cept for Arizona and North Carolina, where the
predicted outcomes flipped. Nonetheless, in all
other swing states, the simulated vote distributions
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Figure 3: Comparison of the three pipelines on ANES
2016 and 2020 benchmarks. The y-axis shows the pre-
dicted Republican vote ratio (R / (R + D)), with 0.5
indicating a balanced outcome. V1 (Vanilla Pipeline)
and V2 (Single-step Time-based Prompting) overes-
timate Republican support, particularly in 2016. V3
(Multi-step Reasoning) achieves the most accurate re-
sults, closely matching the ground truth ratios: 48.34%
vs. 47.7% (2016) and 46.78% vs. 41.2% (2020). These
results highlight the improved accuracy of V3.

closely mirrored the real-world outcomes, captur-
ing these states’ balanced and marginal dynamics.

Based on this approach’s improved accuracy and
alignment with real-world results, we choose Ver-
sion 3 as our final pipeline for election predic-
tion. The structured, multi-step reasoning process
not only mitigates skewness but also effectively
captures the complex dynamics of voter behavior
across different states.

3.3 Validation on the Proposed Pipelines

3.3.1 Evaluations on Real-world Data (ANES)
Settings. We evaluate our pipelines using the pub-
lic ANES 2016 and 2020 Time Series datasets
(Studies, 2019) (Studies, 2022) to: (1) assess the
overall performance of each pipeline and (2) vali-
date the V3 pipeline’s ability to generate the critical
Conservative-Liberal Spectrum feature.

For the first two pipelines (V1: Demographic-
only Prompting and V2: Single-step Prompting
with Time-based Information), we manually ex-
cluded the Conservative-Liberal Spectrum feature
during evaluation to simulate how these pipelines
would perform based purely on demographic data.
This step mimics the limitations of simpler prompts
that lack deeper ideological alignment.

The V3 pipeline, as outlined in §3.2.3, ad-
dresses the limitations of earlier versions by us-
ing a multi-step reasoning approach inspired by

Chain of Thought prompting (Wei et al., 2022).
This design involves two primary steps. First, the
LLM places a persona on the Conservative-Liberal
Spectrum based on the persona’s demographics
and the two parties’ policy positions. Second, this
placement is incorporated into an extended persona,
which, along with policy agendas and candidates’
biographical information, is used to simulate vot-
ing behavior. The evaluation of the V3 pipeline
involved slightly different strategies for the two
datasets. The 2020 ANES dataset lacks key demo-
graphic features such as ‘state of residence‘ and
‘patriotic feelings associated with the American
flag,’ making it more challenging for the LLM to
generate the Conservative-Liberal Spectrum. To ad-
dress this, we restored the original spectrum in the
2020 dataset for evaluation. For the 2016 dataset,
which contains all relevant features, we tested two
variations of the V3 pipeline. In the first test, la-
beled 3rd Pipeline_G 2016, the LLM generated the
Conservative-Liberal Spectrum using the available
demographic information. In the second test, la-
beled 3rd Pipeline_featureBack, we restored the
original spectrum to simulate a comparison. The
results for these evaluations are shown in Figure 3.

Validation Results. Our results reveal a consistent
trend: when the Conservative-Liberal Spectrum is
removed, the predictions shift toward the winning
party of the respective election year. For instance,
in 2016, the LLM predicted 63.25% support for
Trump, favoring the Republican Party. In 2020, the
prediction shifted to 30.14% support for Trump,
favoring the Democratic Party. This shift becomes
even more pronounced in the V2 pipeline, where
additional time-based information introduces fur-
ther skew in the predictions.

Despite the missing features in the 2020 dataset,
the V3 pipeline still demonstrated noticeable im-
provements over the simpler V1 and V2 pipelines.
On the more feature-complete 2016 dataset, the
V3 pipeline performed well, achieving 46.84%
support for Trump when using the original fea-
ture and 48.38% with the generated feature—both
closely aligning with the ground truth baseline of
47.7%. Notably, the generated spectrum in the
3rd Pipeline_G 2016 version produced results even
closer to the ground truth than the restored spec-
trum. The performance improvements observed
underscore the importance of incorporating ideo-
logical alignment in voter simulations.
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Figure 4: LLM’s predictions for four states in the 2020
election compared with Ground Truth results. The fig-
ure presents results for one red state (Ohio, OH), one
blue state (Illinois, IL), one swing state (Wisconsin,
WI), and one tipping-point state (Florida, FL). V1 and
V2 pipelines tend to underestimate Republican support,
while V3 (Multi-step Reasoning) provides the closest
alignment with actual outcomes, especially in swing
and tipping-point states.

3.3.2 Evaluations on Synthetic Data for the
2020 US Population

In addition to the nationwide evaluation on the
ANES datasets, we conducted state-level simula-
tions using synthetic data to compare predictions
with actual 2020 election outcomes. For each state,
we performed random sampling based on popula-
tion size to ensure a statistically meaningful num-
ber of personas. The simulation outcomes were
then benchmarked against official 2020 Presiden-
tial General Election Results from the Federal Elec-
tion Commission (FEC). As in the benchmark eval-
uations, we calculated the average voting proba-
bilities to assess the alignment of predictions with
real-world outcomes. We evaluated five red states,
five blue states, and 11 swing and tipping-point
states. Figure 4 highlights representative results
from these categories, providing insights into the

R win D win
V1 Prediction

R win

D winAc
tu

al
 R

es
ul

ts 3 5

0 13

V1

R win D win
V2 Prediction

R win

D winAc
tu

al
 R

es
ul

ts 2 6

0 13

V2

R win D win
V3 Prediction

R win

D winAc
tu

al
 R

es
ul

ts 7 1

1 12

V3

0

5

10

15

V1's AUC = 0.69
V2's AUC = 0.62
V3's AUC = 0.90

Figure 5: Aggregated results of the three pipelines (V1,
V2, V3) on state-level simulations. Each confusion
matrix presents the number of states where predictions
align with or deviate from actual outcomes. V1 (AUC =
0.69) and V2 (AUC = 0.62) show lower accuracy, while
V3 (AUC = 0.90) performs best, effectively capturing
Republican victories without compromising Democratic
predictions. It is worth noting that, so far, we have only
tested the pipelines in 21 states. If the scope is expanded
to include all states, the AUC of V3 is expected to im-
prove further, while the AUC of V1 and V2 are expected
to decline.

model’s performance in different electoral contexts.
Consistent with the ANES dataset evaluations,

the V1 pipeline (Demographic-only Prompt) exhib-
ited a skew toward the Democratic Party, even in
traditionally Republican-leaning states like South
Carolina (SC), Alabama (AL), and Ohio (OH), with
predictions diverging significantly from actual re-
sults. This illustrates the limitations of using de-
mographic data alone without time-sensitive con-
text. The V2 pipeline (Time-dependent Prompt) in-
troduced election-year-specific information, which
partially reduced the skew in the state-level simula-
tions. However, the model still struggled to elim-
inate prediction biases, particularly in polarized
states. Interestingly, this differed from the ANES
evaluations, where including time-dependent in-
formation amplified the bias. The V3 pipeline
(Multi-step Reasoning) demonstrated the most ac-
curate performance, effectively mitigating skew-
ness across deep red and blue states. In these po-
larized states, the predictions closely mirrored the
actual voting outcomes, reflecting the model’s im-
proved ability to incorporate ideological alignment
through multi-step reasoning.

For swing and tipping-point states, the V3
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pipeline achieved robust results, correctly predict-
ing the outcomes in 9 out of 11 states. Minor devi-
ations were observed in North Carolina (NC) and
Arizona (AZ), where the predictions were slightly
misaligned with the real results. Nonetheless, the
V3 pipeline provided balanced predictions that ac-
curately captured the competitive dynamics typical
of swing states, further validating its effectiveness.

In summary, the comparative performance of the
three pipelines across different state categories is
shown in Figure 4. The V3 pipeline consistently
outperformed the other two, delivering more stable
and accurate predictions. Aggregate results for
all pipelines on all 21 chosen states is shown in
the below figure 5. And all state-level simulation
results can be found in the appendix.

4 Prediction for the 2024 US Election

4.1 Experiment Settings

We extend our multi-step reasoning pipeline to pre-
dict the outcome of the 2024 US Presidential Elec-
tion, featuring Donald Trump and Kamala Harris
as the primary candidates, which thus introduce
differences from the 2020 results. As in the 2020
simulations, we incorporate only the candidates’
policy positions and backgrounds as time-sensitive
inputs, excluding real-time data from social me-
dia or news sources to maintain consistency and
control within the model’s input space. We follow
the same simulation setup used in §3.3, utilizing
identical hardware and LLM APIs. Since GPT-4o’s
training corpus extends only until October 2023,
this experiment evaluates the model’s ability to
make predictions on future, unseen data. After the
election, these predictions can be compared with
the actual results, offering a unique opportunity to
assess the LLM’s predictive capabilities.

Consistent with our prior methods, we simulate
individual votes cast exclusively for the Democratic
and Republican parties, omitting No-Preference
votes from the analysis. The preference for Trump
(Republican Party) in each state is calculated us-
ing Eq. (3). We applied the V3 pipeline to 49
states, excluding Rhode Island (RI) and Connecti-
cut (CT) due to missing data. As in previous ex-
periments, we employed random sampling with
proportional extraction of synthetic personas for
each state, ensuring statistical significance while
optimizing computational efficiency. This state-
level analysis tests the adaptability of our multi-
step pipeline to unseen election data and provides

a scalable framework for forecasting election out-
comes with synthetic personas.

4.2 Prediction Results
The 2024 forecast by the LLM reveals several no-
table shifts compared to the 2020 prediction. A key
change is in Wisconsin (WI), where Trump is now
projected to win with 54.90% of the vote, marking
a significant shift from 2020. Additionally, Trump
shows improved performance in other swing and
tipping-point states, including Pennsylvania (PA)
with 47.85%, Michigan (MI) with 48.87%, and
New Hampshire (NH) with 46.39%. However, de-
spite these gains, he is still forecasted to narrowly
lose these states to Harris.

For other critical states, the LLM predicts Trump
will carry Arizona (AZ) with 51.09% of the vote,
flipping it back to the Republicans, but lose North
Carolina (NC) with 45.69%, consistent with the
2020 forecast despite the incorrect actual result
in that election. In deep red states such as Texas
(TX) with 56.36% and Alabama (AL) with 67.20%,
Trump retains strong support. Similarly, Kamala
Harris is expected to maintain dominance in tradi-
tional Democratic strongholds like California (CA)
with 19.18%, New York (NY) with 22.41%, and
Illinois (IL) with 30.36%.

The overall results indicate competitive dynam-
ics in key swing states, where narrow margins may
determine the final outcome. As shown in Fig-
ure 6, Trump is projected to win several battle-
ground states like Georgia (GA) and Florida (FL)
with 44.36% and 53.62%, respectively, strength-
ening his position. However, Harris still holds the
edge in certain critical regions like Nevada (NV)
with 34.77%.
Prediction Results. Based on the LLM’s predic-
tions and the winner-takes-all electoral vote allo-
cation, Trump is projected to win 268 electoral
votes compared to Harris’s 259, securing a narrow
victory. However, if we were to include the ex-
cluded states—Connecticut (CT) and Rhode Island
(RI)—using their 2020 results, Harris’s total would
rise to 270 electoral votes, resulting in a razor-thin
margin in favor of the Democratic candidate.
Limitations. The 2024 prediction pipeline relies
solely on synthetic persona demographics, the pol-
icy positions of both parties, and the candidates’
biographical information. While this controlled
setup ensures consistency in inputs, it introduces
several limitations. First, the model does not ac-
count for shifts in public opinion, media narratives,
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Figure 6: LLM’s prediction for the 2024 election. The predicted probability for each state is calculated as P = R
R+D ,

where R and D represent the total votes for the Republican and Democratic candidates, respectively. States shaded
in red ( ) indicate a predicted Republican win, while states shaded in blue ( ) indicate a predicted Democratic
win. It is worth noting that for Nebraska (NE), we did not use the congressional district method to calculate
electoral votes but instead applied the winner-takes-all method, which is consistent with other states. Additionally,
due to data limitations, we excluded Connecticut (CT, 7 electoral votes) and Rhode Island (RI, 4 electoral votes),
denoted in from the voting simulation, resulting in a total of 527 electoral votes (538 - 11). Based on the LLM’s
predictions, Donald Trump (Republican Party) secures more electoral votes (Trump: 268 vs. Harris: 259), winning
key states such as Texas, Florida, and Ohio. Although Kamala Harris (Democratic Party) is expected to perform
well in traditional Democratic strongholds like California, New York, and Illinois, the overall projection favors
the Republican candidate. The results also highlight competitive dynamics in swing states such as Pennsylvania,
Georgia, and Arizona, where slight shifts could influence the final outcome. However, if we adopt the 2020 election
results for the excluded states (CT and RI), the final tally would be Trump: 268 vs. Harris: 270 (259 + 11), resulting
in a narrow victory for Harris (Democratic Party).

or unexpected events—such as economic shocks or
political scandals—that could significantly impact
voter behavior. Second, the simulation assumes
static demographics between 2020 and 2024, mean-
ing any population shifts, demographic changes,
or state-level migration patterns (even if relatively
small) are not factored into the prediction. As such,
the objective of this paper is not to deliver defini-
tive forecasts but rather to evaluate the LLM’s abil-
ity to generalize on unseen data and explore how
well these generalizations align with real-world
outcomes. This experimental approach provides a
novel framework for assessing the model’s predic-
tive capabilities and adaptability in dynamic polit-
ical environments, offering valuable insights into
the potential—and limitations—of LLMs for elec-
tion forecasting.

5 Conclusion and Future Directions

In this work, we present a novel framework for
election prediction using large language models
(LLMs) with a focus on multi-step reasoning. By
leveraging both synthetic personas and real-world
datasets, we demonstrated the potential of LLMs to
capture individual voting behaviors and state-level
election outcomes. Our iterative design highlights
the importance of integrating temporal information
and complex reasoning for accurate predictions.
The 2020 and 2024 simulations reveal both the
strengths and limitations of using LLMs in dynamic
political environments, emphasizing the model’s
ability to generalize on unseen data while showing
the challenges associated with static demographic
assumptions and limited real-time data inputs.
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Future research can extend this work by in-
corporating multiple LLMs to better understand
their internal political tendencies, enhancing tem-
poral modeling with public opinion data and real-
time trends for improved accuracy, and developing
stronger multi-step reasoning pipelines through re-
fined Chain of Thought (CoT) designs to further
enhance prediction performance and mitigate bi-
ases. This study lays the foundation for future
applications of LLMs in political forecasting, offer-
ing promising directions for further development
in both election prediction and the broader study of
LLM behavior in social contexts.
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