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Abstract

Can Large Language Models (LLMs) accu-
rately predict election outcomes? While LLMs
have demonstrated impressive performance in
healthcare, legal analysis, and creative applica-
tions, their capabilities in election forecasting
remain uncertain. Notably, election prediction
poses unique challenges: limited voter-level
data, evolving political contexts, and the com-
plexity of modeling human behavior. In the first
part of this paper, we explore and introduce a
multi-step reasoning framework for election
prediction, which systematically integrates de-
mographic, ideological, and time-sensitive fac-
tors. Validated on 2016 and 2020 real-world
data and extensive synthetic personas, our ap-
proach adapts to changing political landscapes,
reducing bias and significantly improving pre-
dictive accuracy. We further apply our pipeline
to the 2024 U.S. presidential election, illustrat-
ing its ability to generalize beyond observed
historical data. Beyond enhancing accuracy,
the second part of the paper provides insights
into the broader implications of LLM-based
election forecasting. We identify potential polit-
ical biases embedded in pretrained corpora, ex-
amine how demographic patterns can become
exaggerated, and suggest strategies for miti-
gating these issues. Together, this project, a
large-scale LLM empirical study, advances the
accuracy of election predictions and establishes
directions for more balanced, transparent, and
context-aware modeling in political science re-
search and practice.

1 Introduction

Large Language Models (LLMs) have shown
strong capabilities across diverse domains, includ-
ing drug discovery (Liu et al., 2024), legal anal-
ysis (Chalkidis et al., 2022), and creative tasks
(Yang et al., 2022). Their strength lies in not
only understanding and generating text but also
leveraging vast common knowledge (Roberts et al.,
2020), simulating diverse personas (Hu and Collier,

2024), and modeling human behavior in complex
social contexts (Bommasani et al., 2021). LLMs
excel in human-like reasoning (Zhou et al., 2020;
AlKhamissi et al., 2022) and have been applied to
simulate decision-making in various settings (Zhou
et al., 2023; Ziems et al., 2024).

Notably, recent work has extended LLMs to po-
litical science, analyzing policy documents, cam-
paign speeches, and public sentiment (Xu, 2022;
Haq et al., 2023; Li et al., 2024b). Beyond language
processing, their ability to integrate knowledge and
apply human-like reasoning positions them as pow-
erful tools for simulating the intricate dynamics
of political decision-making (Argyle et al., 2023;
Bisbee et al., 2024).
Background. Despite LLMs’ achievements in
more straightforward political science tasks, their
capacity to handle more challenging efforts, such
as election prediction, is not well understood (Lerer
et al., 2022). LLMs’ access to extensive historical
data suggests potential for forecasting, but elec-
tion prediction introduces unique challenges. First,
the high cost of acquiring voter-level data com-
plicates both experimentation and model valida-
tion. Second, election forecasting involves model-
ing not only voter behavior, but also the shifting
political context, making it unclear whether text-
based data alone can capture the full complexity
(Graefe, 2014). Third, accurate predictions require
reasoning about multiple factors(Holbrook, 2016).
Whether LLMs can perform this more advanced
reasoning remains unknown. (Wei et al., 2022).
This Work. We present a large-scale empirical
study to address two key questions in election pre-
diction with LLMs: (i) how can LLMs be leveraged
to achieve accurate election predictions, and (ii)
beyond accuracy, what additional considerations
are crucial for understanding LLM capabilities in
election forecasting tasks?
Contribution 1: Multi-Step Reasoning Frame-
work for Accurate Election Prediction (§2). To
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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 ...

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

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

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

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

Model Input

Model Output

Model Input Model Input

Model Output

+

+

Version 3: 
Multi-step Reasoning with

Contextual Information 

Your persona  ...

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

Trump and Biden had different professional
backgrounds.

Task2: ... As of today, will you vote for ... ?

For each individual persona Pi

Model Output

+
Trump and Biden had distinct politics

priorities

Task1: ...Your conservative liberal political
ideology?

+

Figure 1: Demonstration of three prompt designs in §2.2. 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.

handle the scarcity of detailed voter-level data, we
employ the Sync synthetic data generation frame-
work (Li et al., 2020b), which probabilistically re-
constructs individual demographic and behavioral
profiles from aggregated public datasets. We pair
this synthetic data with real-world datasets, notably
the American National Election Studies (ANES)
Time Series (Studies, 2022), ensuring that our
model aligns with actual voting behaviors. Our ap-
proach also adapts to evolving political conditions
by incorporating time-dependent factors. We aggre-
gate information from presidential campaign data,
including candidates’ policy agendas and back-
grounds, to align the model with changing political
environments (Holbrook, 2016). Finally, we intro-
duce a multi-step reasoning framework guided by
Chain of Thought prompting (Wei et al., 2022). By
breaking down the prediction process into interme-
diate steps, the model can systematically integrate
demographic details, ideological alignment, and
time-sensitive information. This approach strength-
ens the model’s accuracy and mitigates biases and
overfitting issues observed in simpler models. As
shown in Figs. 1 and 2, we refine our pipeline
through iterations. The final version significantly
improves predictive accuracy and alignment with
real-world data via extensive experiments.
Contribution 2: New Insights and Directions Be-
yond Accurate Prediction (§3). Our experiments

uncover several key insights that extend beyond
raw predictive accuracy. First, while our multi-step
reasoning pipeline reduces bias and improves align-
ment with real-world outcomes, residual skewness
persists, highlighting the influence of pretrained
corpora on political predictions. Second, although
LLMs can replicate known demographic voting
patterns, they tend to exaggerate these differences,
raising concerns about reinforcing stereotypes. Fi-
nally, our results indicate that integrating richer
contextual information and refining prompt strate-
gies can further enhance predictive reliability. We
thus propose meaningful future directions on re-
ducing political skewness in pretrained corpora and
mitigating stereotype biases in election prediction.

2 Part 1: Accurate Election Prediction via
a Multi-Step LLM Pipeline

How can we effectively leverage LLMs to pre-
dict election results? In this work, we simulate
each voter’s decision-making process by provid-
ing LLMs with detailed voter information and ask-
ing them to predict voter preferences. To achieve
this, we focus on two key aspects: (1) establishing
an evaluation framework with appropriate datasets
that contain voter-level information, and (2) de-
signing an LLM-based pipeline for accurate elec-
tion predictions. In §2.1, we describe the datasets
and the evaluation methods. We then provide an
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overview of our design approach in §2.2 with three
progressive pipelines. Finally, we evaluate the per-
formance of the pipelines on datasets in §2.3.

2.1 Datasets, Evaluation, and Settings

Datasets. This study leverages two primary data
sources: (1) Public Benchmarks: The American
National Election Studies (ANES) 2016 and 2020
Time Series data (Studies, 2019, 2022), which
provide comprehensive demographic and political
ideology information for real respondents. This
dataset is a benchmark to evaluate how accurately
LLMs simulate voter-level behavior in alignment
with real-world data. (2) For state-level voting
simulations, we use voter-level synthetic data gen-
erated via advanced ML techniques based on aggre-
gated information (Li et al., 2020b). Personas are
randomly sampled for each state at specified ratios,
and predictions are compared with actual election
outcomes from 2020 (Federal Election Commis-
sion, 2021) and 2024 (NBC News, 2024).

Both datasets contain non-personally identifi-
able1, voter-level information. Detailed partition
and sampling methodologies are in Appx. B.1.
Evaluation Method. To evaluate performance on
public benchmarks and state-level simulations, we
firstly assess how closely LLM simulations align
with actual voting results. The calculation follows
the approach outlined in (Xie et al., 2024; Argyle
et al., 2023) and is defined as:

Predicted Proportion Ratio P (s)

P (s) =
Republican Votes

Republican Votes + Democratic Votes
(1)

Here, s represents the unit of analysis: it can
refer to an individual persona (as in public bench-
marks like ANES) or an entire state (as in state-
level simulations). This ratio P (s) measures the
proportion of votes predicted for the Republican
Party relative to the total votes for the two major
parties, excluding those with no preference.
Hardware and LLM Settings. Our experiments
were conducted on a GPU server with an AMD
EPYC Milan 7763 processor with 6 NVIDIA RTX
A6000 Ada GPUs. For the LLM, we use OpenAI’s
GPT-4o model for election predictions. Meta’s
LLaMA 3.1 (405B) model is employed in inter-
mediate steps to provide neutral summarizations
of time-dependent information, enhancing certain

1This project has been reviewed by the IRB and considered
exempt as the datasets are non-personally identifiable.

pipelines for capturing temporal dynamics(Feng
et al., 2023).

2.2 Our Progressive Design of LLM Pipelines
In this section, we present our progressive design
for generating voter-level election predictions us-
ing LLMs. As shown in Fig. 2, we develop three
versions of the pipeline. Each version addresses a
key shortcoming of its predecessor and integrates
more detailed information and reasoning processes.
V1: Demographic-only Prompting (§2.2.1):

This initial version uses static demographic
personas to guide voter-level predictions. It
is simple but does not capture changes in
candidates’ focus over time.

V2: Single-step Prompting with Time-based In-
formation (§2.2.2): Here, we add election-
year-specific details, such as policy agendas
and candidate backgrounds, to make predic-
tions more dynamic. However, packing all in-
formation into a single prompt can overwhelm
the model, limiting its reasoning depth.

V3: Multi-step Reasoning with Contextual In-
formation (§2.2.3): This version separates
the prediction process into a sequence of steps.
By breaking down the reasoning, the model
can integrate demographics, candidate pro-
files, and political context better, for predic-
tions that better match real-world results.

2.2.1 Version 1: Demographic-only
Prompting

This initial version directly prompts the LLM with
a persona that includes demographic attributes (e.g.,
age, gender, income) and asks how that persona
would vote (Xie et al., 2024; Argyle et al., 2023).

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?
Options: Democratic, Republican, No Preference

Specifying the year as 2020 avoids confusion
because the LLM’s knowledge ends in 2023. The
listed voting options follow Pew Research Center’s
2014 Political Polarization and Typology Survey
(Pew Research Center, 2014).
Limitations: This version cannot adapt predictions
to different time periods. Without incorporating
temporal changes in candidates’ agendas or public
opinion, predictions remain static, limiting their
usefulness for evolving electoral contexts.
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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: Demographic-only Prompting
(§2.2.1) uses static demographic personas but lacks temporal context. V2: Time-based Prompting (§2.2.2) adds
election-year policy shifts and candidate information, but the single-step prompt setup leads to overloaded inputs
that reduce prediction accuracy. V3: Multi-step Reasoning (§2.2.3) divides the decision-making process into
multiple steps, improving reasoning quality and producing results that closely match real-world outcomes. All
versions aggregate individual predictions into state-level results to capture broader election trends.

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

Accurately modeling elections requires accounting
for macro-level factors and time-specific variations
(Gao et al., 2022b). To improve realism, we ex-
tend our pipeline by incorporating election-year
data from Ballotpedia, a widely used platform that
provides campaign agendas, key policy positions,
and candidates’ biographical details.

Ensuring that this time-based information is con-
veyed neutrally is important, given documented
political biases in LLMs (Feng et al., 2023). We
compared GPT-4o and LLaMA3-405B for summa-
rizing these details, and found that LLaMA3-405B
provided more balanced outputs. We then inte-
grated these balanced summaries into the prompts:

Task: You are persona [demographics]. The current year is [year].
[Two parties’ policy agenda]. [Presidential 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?
Options: Democratic, Republican, No Preference

Limitations:. Although adding time-dependent
context makes predictions more dynamic, it intro-
duced a skew towards Democratic candidates in

both “deep red” states and key swing states. For ex-
ample, predictions across five historically Republi-
can states (e.g., Alabama, South Carolina) and mul-
tiple swing states (e.g., Texas, Florida) leaned more
Democratic than expected. This pattern aligns
with earlier observations that GPT-4o leans liberal
(Feng et al., 2023). Interestingly, when tested on
the ANES 2020 dataset (Studies, 2022), which in-
cludes ideological self-placement, the skew was
less pronounced. Additional analysis showed that
removing ideological self-placement shifted out-
comes significantly, suggesting that such ideolog-
ical cues help correct biases introduced by purely
demographic or time-based prompts.

2.2.3 Version 3: Multi-step Reasoning with
Contextual Information

To address the limitations in Version 2, we intro-
duce a multi-step prompting pipeline. Drawing
on the Chain of Thought prompting strategy (Wei
et al., 2022), this approach decomposes the predic-
tion process into intermediate steps, enabling more
systematic reasoning and improved accuracy.

The procedure involves two main steps: (1)
Conservative-Liberal Spectrum Placement: The
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model is given a persona and current policy posi-
tions of both parties, and is asked to position the
persona on a conservative-liberal spectrum. (2)
Extended Persona and Voting Simulation: This ide-
ological self-placement is then incorporated into
the persona. Together with time-based information,
this enriched context is used in the second step to
simulate voting behavior.

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 yourself as:

No answer Very liberal
Somewhat liberal Closer to liberal
Moderate Closer to conservative
Somewhat conservative Very conservative

Step 2: You are a persona with [demographics]. Your [conservative-
liberal spectrum]. The current year is [year]. [Two parties’ policy
agenda]. [Presidential 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?
Options: Democratic, Republican, No Preference

Applying the multi-step method at the state level
for the 2020 election, we evaluated its performance
across a range of scenarios, including “deep red”
states (e.g., Alabama), “deep blue” states (e.g., Cal-
ifornia), and 11 swing and tipping-point states (de-
tails in Appendix C). This method demonstrated
significantly improved accuracy, with predicted
vote distributions closely aligning with actual re-
sults across almost all Chosen states.

Given these accuracy gains and enhanced align-
ment with real-world data, we adopt Version 3 as
our final pipeline for election prediction. By struc-
turing the reasoning process into multiple steps,
this approach effectively mitigates skewness and
captures the complex dynamics of voter behavior
across diverse state contexts.

2.3 Empirical Validation and Comparative
Analysis of the Proposed Pipelines

2.3.1 Public ANES Benchmark Evaluation
We first evaluated the pipelines using the ANES
2016 and 2020 Time Series datasets (Studies, 2019,
2022) to assess their overall performance and to
verify V3’s ability to generate the Conservative-
Liberal Spectrum feature. For V1 (Demographic-
only Prompting) and V2 (Single-step Prompting
with Time-based Information), we excluded the ide-
ological spectrum, relying solely on demographic
data. In contrast, V3 employs multi-step reason-
ing, inspired by Chain of Thought prompting (Wei
et al., 2022), to incorporate ideological alignment
alongside demographics and time-sensitive fac-

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Ra
tio

 (R
 / 

(R
 +

 D
))

Reference Line (0.5)
Ground Truth Baseline 2016 (0.477)

63.25% 66.38%

46.84% 48.34%

Pipelines on ANES 2016 Benchmark

Reference Line (0.5)
Ground Truth Baseline 2020 (0.412)

30.14%

10.02%

46.78%

Pipelines on ANES 2020 Benchmark

Vanilla Pipeline (V1)
2nd Pipeline (V2)

3rd Pipeline_featureBack
3rd Pipeline_G 2016 (V3)

Figure 3: Comparison of the three pipelines on ANES
2016 and 2020. The y-axis shows the predicted ratio
(Eq. 1), with 0.5 indicating balance. The red baseline
represents ground truth ratios from the ANES dataset.

tors. While the 2020 dataset lacked certain de-
mographic variables—requiring restoration of the
spectrum—the 2016 dataset allowed a direct com-
parison between LLM-generated (3rd Pipeline_G)
and restored (3rd Pipeline_featureBack) spectra.

As shown in Fig. 3, excluding the spectrum-
skewed predictions toward the election winner,
V1 and V2 favored Republicans in 2016 (63.25%,
66.38% support for Trump) and Democrats in
2020 (30.14%, 10.02%). By contrast, V3 closely
matched the actual results (e.g., 48.38% vs. an ac-
tual 47.7% for Trump in 2016). Notably, the LLM-
generated spectrum in V3 slightly outperformed
the restored version, showing the model’s ability
to produce meaningful ideological features. These
highlight the importance of incorporating ideologi-
cal alignment to improve accuracy and reduce bias.

2.3.2 2020 State-Level Evaluation
State-level simulations using synthetic data were
conducted to compare the model predictions
against the official 2020 election outcomes reported
by the Federal Election Commission (FEC). We
selected five red states, five blue states, and 11
swing or tipping-point states. The V1 pipeline
(Demographic-only Prompt) displayed a consistent
bias toward the Democratic Party, even in histori-
cally Republican states such as South Carolina (SC)
and Ohio (OH), underscoring the limitations of re-
lying solely on demographic features. Introducing
time-dependent, election-year-specific information
in V2 (Time-dependent Prompt) reduced this bias,
but the predictions still skewed Democratic.

In contrast, the V3 pipeline (Multi-step Reason-
ing) demonstrated the highest accuracy and effec-
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tively mitigated bias, closely aligning its predic-
tions with real outcomes. It correctly forecasted
the results in 9 out of 11 swing states, with only
minor misestimations in North Carolina (NC) and
Arizona (AZ), and accurately captured voter behav-
ior in deeply red and blue states. These findings
highlight V3’s capability to model complex voter
dynamics and closely track actual election trends.
Detailed results are provided in Appx. C.

2.3.3 2024 State-Level Evaluation
Before the official 2024 results were available, we
employed V3 to forecast outcomes across all 50
states. For consistency and cost-efficiency, V1 and
V2 were evaluated on the same subset of states.
This analysis tested V3’s predictive performance in
an unseen future context and allowed for compar-
isons with previous research (Zhang et al., 2024a).

V3 performed robustly in 2024, which accurately
predicted outcomes in all traditional red and blue
states (with the exception of Alaska) and success-
fully forecasted Trump’s wins in Arizona (AZ),
Wisconsin (WI), Florida (FL), and Texas (TX), as
well as Harris’s victories in New Hampshire (NH)
and Minnesota (MN). Although V3 slightly mis-
predicted several swing states, these errors were
significantly smaller than the pronounced Demo-
cratic bias exhibited by V1 and V2.

Overall, these evaluations confirm V3’s strong
ability to simulate voter behavior, reduce politi-
cal bias, and improve alignment with real-world
election patterns. Further details on the 2024 pre-
dictions are presented in Appx. D.

3 Beyond Accuracy: Insights and Future
Directions Beneath Results

In §2, we proposed a voting prediction pipeline
(§2.2.3) that demonstrated high accuracy using the
ratio metric Eq. (1). This section delves deeper
by introducing additional evaluation metrics and
analyzing the broader implications of the results.

Using these metrics, we revisit the 2020 and
2024 state-level predictions to evaluate pipelines’
overall accuracy and examine systematical biases
toward political parties (§3.1). Finally, we ana-
lyze how LLM simulations align with real-world
demographic trends and discuss strategies for miti-
gating bias and enhancing the robustness of future
LLM-based election forecasting methods (§3.2).
Additional Evaluation Metrics. We consider ad-
ditional three evaluation metrics to assess our pre-
dictions against actual election results: Weighted

Absolute Error (WAE) (Eq. (A4)), Weighted
Mean Squared Error (WMSE) (Eq. (A5)), and
Bias Metric (BM) (Eq. (A6)). These metrics pro-
vide a comprehensive evaluation of model perfor-
mance. WAE and WMSE measure the degree of
alignment between predicted proportions and ac-
tual outcomes, with WMSE placing greater em-
phasis on larger errors due to its squared formu-
lation. BM quantifies systematic biases, indicat-
ing whether the predictions consistently favor one
party over the other. Together, these metrics offer
a nuanced understanding of both the magnitude of
prediction errors and the potential biases within the
pipelines. See Appx. B.2 for details.

3.1 Result Analysis on Systematical Accuracy
and Bias

To align our evaluation of the 2020 and 2024
pipelines with other studies, we selected 11 swing
and tipping-point states as the scope for analysis.

Metric Vanilla (%) V2 (%) V3 (%)
Weighted Absolute Error 22.78 14.97 5.24

Weighted Mean Squared Error 5.46 2.34 0.37
Bias Metric (BM) -22.78 -14.97 0.34

Table 1: Evaluation metrics for the 2020 election simu-
lation across three pipelines (Vanilla, V2, and V3). V3
achieves the lowest errors and minimal bias, showing
substantial improvement over the simpler approaches.

Metric Vanilla (%) V2 (%) V3 (%) C (%)
Weighted Absolute Error 21.35 25.96 3.49 4.70

Weighted Mean Squared Error 4.83 6.89 0.22 0.30
Bias Metric (BM) -21.35 -25.96 -2.95 1.26

Table 2: Evaluation metrics for the 2024 election simula-
tion comparing three pipeline versions (Vanilla, V2, V3)
and one external comparison model (C, from (Zhang
et al., 2024a)). As with 2020, V3 achieves the most ac-
curate results (lowest WAE and WMSE). Although BM
remains slightly negative for V3, it is greatly reduced
compared to the Vanilla and V2 pipelines, indicating
a less biased prediction. The comparison model (C)
performs competitively, but does not surpass V3.

Results Analysis of 2020. We begin our extended
analysis by examining the model performances on
the 2020 election. Table 1 presents the results for
three pipelines: Vanilla (V1), V2, and V3. Here,
WAE and WMSE serve as measures of how closely
predicted vote proportions match the actual results,
while the BM indicates the presence and direction
of any systematic lean. For the 2020 simulation,
the Vanilla pipeline shows substantial bias towards
Democratic Party, as evidenced by its large neg-
ative BM value and correspondingly high error
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rates. Incorporating time-dependent information
in V2 reduces both WAE and WMSE compared to
Vanilla, but still a notable Democratic skew persists,
indicated by a still-negative BM. In contrast, V3
significantly lowers both absolute and squared er-
rors and nearly eliminates bias, achieving a BM
close to zero. This improvement confirms that
the multi-step reasoning approach employed by
V3—incorporating ideological placement and time-
sensitive data—effectively counters the model’s
initial skew and enhances overall accuracy.
Results Analysis of 2024. We next turn to the
2024 predictions. Table 2 compares the same three
pipelines with an additional external comparison
model (C) from (Zhang et al., 2024a). The pattern
observed in 2020 holds true in 2024: Vanilla and
V2 again exhibit marked bias toward the Demo-
cratic Party, reflected in large negative BM values.
Although V3 still shows a slight Democratic lean
(BM = -2.95), it is significantly less than in the sim-
pler pipelines. V3 also attains the lowest WAE and
WMSE, outperforming both the earlier pipelines
and the comparison model C. Not only does this
suggest that the design principles in V3 gener-
alize well across different election years, but it
also demonstrates that structured reasoning, richer
contextual inputs, and ideological self-placement
can improve forecasting accuracy and reduce skew
even when compared to other leading approaches.
Future Direction 1: Addressing Embedded Polit-
ical Skewness in Pretrained Corpora. The per-
sistent Democratic skew in simpler pipelines and
the residual bias in V3 hint at deeper sources of
imbalance in the pretrained corpus. These biases
could arise from uneven coverage of political per-
spectives or disproportionate representation of cer-
tain ideologies in the training data (Jenny et al.,
2024). Addressing this challenge involves exam-
ining the corpus composition, adopting balanced
data selection strategies, and exploring model-level
techniques—such as adversarial debiasing or tar-
geted prompt engineering—to mitigate inherent
skew. By addressing these root causes, future
election forecasting models can achieve more bal-
anced and trustworthy predictions, ultimately pro-
viding a more reliable tool for political analysis
and decision-making (Li et al., 2024a).

3.2 Result Analysis on LLM-Simulated Voting
Patterns

Beyond examining aggregated errors and direc-
tional biases, it is important to determine whether

Margin (% Dem.-Rep.)

99.4Ethnicity- Asian

99.4Ethnicity-Black

92.3Ethnicity- Hispanic

33.3Ethnicity-White

87.7Gender- Female

8.4Gender-Male

V1

Margin (% Dem.-Rep.)

98.2

96.2

83.9

16.5

85.7

-20.0

V2

Margin (% Dem.-Rep.)

89.5

72.7

34.1

-20.0

45.6

-47.6

V3

Margin (% Dem.-Rep.)

44.0

84.0

21.6

-12.2

11.1

-2.0

2020 Pew Review Report

(a) Gender and Race Gap: LLM Simulated vs. Pew Report

Margin (% Dem.-Rep.)

56.818-29

55.130-49

36.150-64

50.865+

V1

Margin (% Dem.-Rep.)

48.3

44.0

14.7

29.8

V2

Margin (% Dem.-Rep.)

11.6

19.8

-17.1

-15.6

V3

Margin (% Dem.-Rep.)

24.0

12.0

-6.0

-4.0

2020 Pew Review Report

(b) The Age Gap: LLM Simulated vs. Pew Report
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90.0College grad+

43.1Some college or less

V1

Margin (% Dem.-Rep.)

93.0

82.7

46.1

8.0

85.6

26.9

V2

Margin (% Dem.-Rep.)

78.9

67.5

20.6

-35.4

70.9

-9.2

V3

Margin (% Dem.-Rep.)

35.0

14.0

-1.0

-15.0

24.0

-8.0

2020 Pew Review Report

(c) The Education Gap: LLM Simulated vs. Pew Report

Figure 4: LLM-simulated voting gaps across various
demographic dimensions: race and gender (a), age (b),
and education (c). Each subfigure shows how the LLM’s
predictions vary across key demographic factors.

the LLM’s predictions capture the demographic pat-
terns observed in real-world voting behavior. We
focus on four demographic dimensions—gender,
ethnicity, age, and education—identified by Pew
Research Center’s 2020 study, Behind Biden’s 2020
Victory (Center, 2021), as pivotal factors influenc-
ing voter preferences. To facilitate this comparison,
we aggregated over 200,000 simulated personas
across all selected states in 2020, categorizing each
persona as either Republican or Democratic based
on their predicted votes (excluding non-preference
votes). We then examined how these personas’
preferences aligned with the demographic patterns
reported by Pew.

Figure 4 illustrates these comparisons. Direc-
tionally, the LLM aligns with Pew’s observations:
men, white voters, older adults, and those with
lower educational attainment lean more Republi-
can, mirroring established voting patterns. How-
ever, the magnitude of these differences is substan-
tially overstated. For instance, while Pew’s data
suggest that males only had about a 4% margin in
favor of Trump and females about an 11% margin
in favor of Biden, the LLM’s simulations inflate
these margins to 47.6% among males and 45.6%
among females. Similarly, Pew’s data show more
modest differences across racial and educational
groups, whereas the LLM produces far larger gaps,
implying a tendency to reinforce stereotypes rather
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than reflect real-world proportions.
Future Direction 2: Mitigating the Exacerba-
tion of Stereotypical Biases. While the LLM’s
ability to replicate the directional trends found in
real-world data is encouraging, the large overem-
phasis on these demographic distinctions raises
concerns(Chang et al., 2024). Such exaggerations
risk reinforcing harmful stereotypes and potentially
misrepresenting demographic groups. Moving for-
ward, research should concentrate on developing
techniques to calibrate LLM outputs, refine prompt
designs, or incorporate counterbalancing informa-
tion, all aimed at producing simulations that are
both directionally accurate and proportionally real-
istic(Park et al., 2024). Ensuring that LLM-based
electoral forecasts maintain fairness, rather than
amplifying stereotypes, is a critical step toward
building more ethical and reliable computational
social science tools.

4 Related Work
Applying LLMs in political science represents a
new and rapidly evolving field. Although LLMs
have revolutionized natural language processing
and a variety of other domains, their potential in
political science remains largely untapped. Initial
studies have demonstrated promising results in elec-
tion forecasting, policy analysis, and public opinion
simulation (Smith and Doe, 2023; Johnson and Lee,
2024). However, political science involves complex
social dynamics and multilayered causal relation-
ships, which pose significant challenges to effec-
tively utilize LLMs (Brown, 2023). Recent work,
e.g., Chen and Rodriguez (2024), emphasizes the
need for domain-specific fine-tuning to accurately
capture the nuances of political discourse, high-
lighting the limitations of general-purpose LLMs.

LLMs’ applications in election forecasting is
still in its early stages. For instance, the “Political
Campus” project by Roberts et al. (2023) created
a benchmark dataset for evaluating LLM perfor-
mance on election-related tasks, highlighting both
potential and limitations in political forecasting.
Similarly, the work by Kim and Patel (2024) using
LLMs for policy sentiment analysis underscores
the need for careful interpretation of results due to
the challenges associated with the inherent com-
plexity of political language. Our research aims
to address these challenges by integrating LLMs
with ABMs to predict election outcomes and com-
prehensively analyze voter behavior. This inte-
grated framework combines macro-level political

discourse analysis with micro-level voter behavior
modeling, bridging the gap identified by previous
studies such as Lopez and Singh (2023) regarding
the disconnect between large-scale text analysis
and individual-level decision-making. For a more
comprehensive related work, please see Appx. A.

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 informa-
tion and complex reasoning for accurate predic-
tions. The 2020 and 2024 simulations reveal both
the strengths and limitations of using LLMs in dy-
namic political environments. These results high-
light the model’s ability to generalize on unseen
data, while also underscoring several challenges,
including: (1) evaluating and addressing biases em-
bedded within the LLM’s pretrained corpus, (2)
mitigating stereotypical and overly simplistic repre-
sentations in persona simulations, and (3) overcom-
ing static demographic assumptions and the lack of
real-time data integration.

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.

Broader Impact Statement
This work explores the application of LLMs to
improve election forecasting through enhanced rea-
soning and data synthesis, which can inform poli-
cymakers, researchers, and journalists, aiding them
in understanding voter behavior and electoral out-
comes. By offering a more transparent and adapt-
able approach to prediction, this research may help
demystify complex political processes, reduce re-
liance on narrow historical data, and guide strategic
resource allocation for stakeholders.
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Ethics Statement
This work uses only public or synthetic data with
no personally identifiable information. Conse-
quently, an institutional review board determined
the study to be exempt from further review. While
our framework aims to enhance election forecasting
accuracy, no model is entirely free of bias. We en-
courage stakeholders to interpret results carefully,
consider domain expertise, and remain vigilant in
identifying and mitigating potential biases. Also
note that we used ChatGPT exclusively to improve
minor grammar in the final manuscript.

Limitations

First, our approach to time-dependent modeling
does not account for dynamic factors such as shifts
in public opinion, evolving media narratives, or
unforeseen events—such as economic disruptions
or political scandals—that could significantly influ-
ence voter behavior. Incorporating these variables
would require real-time data integration, which is
beyond the scope of this study.

Second, while our analysis reveals potential po-
litical biases within the LLM’s pretrained corpus,
we have not quantitatively measured or compared
the intrinsic political tendencies of different LLMs.
Without a systematic framework to quantify and
contrast these inclinations, it remains challenging
to understand how model-specific political leanings
might influence predictions and outcomes.

It is key to emphasize that this study does not
seek to provide definitive election forecasts. Rather,
it serves as an exploratory effort to demonstrate the
potential of LLMs to generalize to unseen data. By
evaluating how closely these models align with real-
world patterns, this work offers a proof of concept
for their predictive capacity while acknowledging
the limitations inherent in the current framework.
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Supplementary Material

A Extended Related Work

A.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).

The latest work by Li et al. (2024a) presents the
first systematic framework for integrating LLMs
into computational political science. The authors
propose a novel taxonomy that categorizes exist-
ing work into two main perspectives: political sci-
ence applications and computational methodolo-
gies. From the political science perspective, they
highlight LLMs’ capabilities in automating predic-
tive and generative tasks, simulating behavior dy-
namics, and enhancing causal inference. From the
computational perspective, they detail advances in
data preparation, fine-tuning approaches, and eval-
uation methods specifically tailored for political
contexts. The paper identifies critical challenges,
including the need for domain-specific datasets,
addressing bias and fairness issues, incorporating
human expertise effectively, and developing eval-
uation criteria that are aligned with political sci-
ence requirements. Our work differs from Political-
LLM by giving more in-depth analysis on the elec-
tion forecasting.

A.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. (2024b) in
their hybrid forecasting framework.

A.3 LLMs in Political Science: Current
Research and Our Contributions

Although LLMs have seen rapid advancements,
their application in political science remains lim-
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).
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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.

B Details of Multi-Step LLM Pipeline

B.1 Dataset Details

B.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.

B.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.,
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-
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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),
(A1)

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), (A2)

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).
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.

B.2 Detailed Evaluation Metrics
To comprehensively evaluate our proposed ap-
proaches, we employ multiple metrics for both
benchmark datasets (ANES 2016 and 2020 (Stud-
ies, 2019, 2022)) and state-level simulations. For
the ANES benchmarks, we follow the methodol-
ogy of Argyle et al. (2023), comparing the average
voting probabilities:

1. Predicted Proportion (P (s))

Probability =
Republican Votes

Republican Votes + Democratic Votes
(A3)

For state-level comparisons, we introduce the
following additional metrics:

2. Weighted Absolute Error (WAE)

WAE =

∑
s∈S E(s) · |P (s)−R(s)|∑

s∈S E(s)
(A4)

where:

• P (s): The predicted proportion, calculated
as the ratio of Republican votes to total votes
(Republican + Democrat) for each state (A3).

• R(s): The actual proportion of votes in state
s.

• E(s): The electoral votes assigned to state s,
serving as weights.
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• S: The set of all selected states.

3. Weighted Mean Squared Error (WMSE)

WMSE =

∑
s∈S E(s) · (P (s)−R(s))2∑

s∈S E(s)
(A5)

where:

• (P (s)− R(s))2: The squared error between
the predicted and actual proportions for each
state.

4. Bias Metric (BM)

BM =

∑
s∈S E(s) · (P (s)−R(s))∑

s∈S E(s)
(A6)

where:

• Positive Value: Reflects a systematic overes-
timation of P (s), indicating a bias toward the
Republican Party.

• Negative Value: Reflects a systematic under-
estimation of P (s), indicating a bias toward
the Democratic Party.

These metrics are calculated across the entire
sample to evaluate both the magnitude and direc-
tion of errors. Accuracy is further assessed by com-
paring the predicted winning party with the actual
election outcome.

For the synthetic dataset, we treat each state as
an independent validation unit. The predicted re-
sults—both in terms of the winning candidate and
vote share percentages—are compared against the
actual 2020 election results for each state. Accu-
racy is evaluated based on:

1. Agreement between the predicted and actual
winning candidate for each state.

2. Aggregate performance across all states, en-
suring the model captures overall election
trends.

This state-level evaluation leverages voter-level
information processed through LLMs to generate
accurate predictions, providing a robust assessment
of model performance across diverse electoral sce-
narios.

Baseline - 2020 Election Result
2020 Vanilla Pipeline (V1)'s Prediction
2020 2nd Pipeline (V2)'s Prediction
2020 3rd Pipeline (V3)'s Prediction
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Figure A1: LLM’s predictions for four states in the
2020 election compared with Ground Truth results. The
figure 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.

C 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 A1 highlights representative results
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Figure A2: 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.

from these categories, providing insights into the
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

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 A1. 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 A2. And all state-level simulation
results can be found in the Figure A3.

D Additional Results on 2024 Prediction

The 2024 state-level predictions offer deeper
insights into the performance of the proposed
pipelines across diverse electoral contexts. As
discussed in §3.1, simulations for the 2024 elec-
tion indicate a systematic bias toward the Demo-
cratic Party across the 11 swing and tipping-point
states. This bias may reflect the LLM’s sensitivity
to candidate-specific factors in the 2024 context.
Specifically, prior to the election, V3 (§2.2.3) was
evaluated across all 50 states, while V1 (§2.2.1) and
V2 (§2.2.2) were tested on selected swing states
and traditional red and blue states. The compara-
tive performance of these pipelines is presented in
Figure A4.

At the state level, several notable shifts are
observed compared to 2020 predictions. For in-
stance, Wisconsin (WI) demonstrates a significant
change, with Trump projected to win 54.90% of
the vote. Gains are also observed in Pennsylvania
(PA) 47.85%, Michigan (MI) 48.87%, and New
Hampshire (NH) 49.49%, though these states re-
main highly competitive.

In other key battleground states, Arizona (AZ)
is forecasted to return to the Republicans with
51.09%, while Florida (FL) and Texas (TX) con-
tinue to show strong Republican support at 53.62%
and 56.36%, respectively. Conversely, in con-
trast to the actual results, Nevada (NV) at 34.77%,
Georgia (GA) at 44.36%, and Minnesota (MN)
at 42.95% are predicted to lean more toward the
Democratic Party, highlighting the complex dynam-
ics of these closely contested regions.

In traditional strongholds, the predictions align
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with historical trends. Republican-dominated states
like Arkansas (AR) and Alabama (AL) continue
to show robust GOP support, while Democratic
bastions such as California (CA), New York (NY),
and Illinois (IL) remain reliably blue. An exception
is Alaska (AK) 49.39%, where the model predicts
a closer contest compared to prior elections.

These state-level results, summarized in Fig-
ure A4, highlight the nuanced performance of the
pipelines. The varying prediction patterns under-
score both the strengths and limitations of the mod-
els, emphasizing opportunities for further refine-
ment to better capture the complexities of voter
behavior and electoral dynamics.
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Figure A3: Overall performance of the three pipelines (V1, V2, V3) in the 2020 election across all selected states.
These include five red states (Arkansas (AR), South Carolina (SC), Idaho (ID), Alabama (AL), Ohio (OH)), five
blue states (Illinois (IL), California (CA), New York (NY), New Jersey (NJ), Washington (WA)), 11 swing and
tipping-point states (New Hampshire (NH), Arizona (AZ), Pennsylvania (PA), Georgia (GA), Minnesota (MN),
North Carolina (NC), Wisconsin (WI), Florida (FL), Michigan (MI), Nevada (NV), Texas (TX)), and an additional
red state (Alaska (AK)). The red reference line corresponds to the official 2020 election results published by the
Federal Election Commission (Federal Election Commission, 2021), while the black reference line represents an
equal vote share (0.5) between the two parties.
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Figure A4: Overall performance of the three pipelines (V1, V2, V3) in the 2024 election across five red states
(Arkansas (AR), South Carolina (SC), Idaho (ID), Alabama (AL), Ohio (OH)), five blue states (Illinois (IL), Califor-
nia (CA), New York (NY), New Jersey (NJ), Washington (WA)), 11 swing and tipping-point states (New Hampshire
(NH), Arizona (AZ), Pennsylvania (PA), Georgia (GA), Minnesota (MN), North Carolina (NC), Wisconsin (WI),
Florida (FL), Michigan (MI), Nevada (NV), Texas (TX)), and an additional red state (Alaska (AK)). The red
reference line corresponds to the 2024 election results reported by the NBC News (NBC News, 2024), while the
black reference line represents an equal vote share (0.5) between the two parties.
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