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ARE ALL CROWDS EQUALLY WISE? A COMPARISON OF POLITICAL ELECTION
FORECASTS BY EXPERTS AND THE PUBLIC
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Abstract

Four groups made forecasts of the outcome of the Swedish Parliamentary election in the fall
of 2006. They consisted of members of the public, political scientists, journalists writing
about domestic politics in Swedish daily newspapers, and journalists who were editing
sections of readers’ letters in daily newspapers. They estimated, using a 12-step category
scale, which percentage of the votes that they believed 7 parties would get in the election.
Data were then obtained on the outcome of the election, and on the two opinions polls closest
in time to it. When median forecast were compared across groups, it was found that the group
from the public was most successful in forecasting the outcome of the election. This was in
spite of the fact that the median error made by individual members of that group was about 50
percent larger than the median error made by members of other groups. The two polls were
less efficient than the group from the public and overestimated the span between the
incumbent government and the opposition by a factor of 2. The members of the public and
journalists showed some wishful thinking in their forecasts. There were large and consistent
individual differences in forecasting ability. Men performed better than women, as did those
who expressed more interest and knowledge in politics.
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Judgments are prone to bias, as shown by Kahneman and Tversky [1]. However, they studied
individual judgments, not aggregated results of judgments made by several judges. Under
some circumstances, average errors made by individual judges cancel each other and the
average judgement may be quite valid [2]. This is especially the case when the judges are
independent and do not have a chance to influence each other, and when all the judges have at
least some valid information on which they can base their judgments. The averaging approach
is being applied to predictions of different social, political, and economic events, with some
success [3-5]. Prediction markets often are surprisingly accurate in predicting a number of
different events, from political elections to Nobel Prize winners [6-9]. Surowiecki coined the
phrase ”The Wisdom of Crowds” to describe the phenomenon [2].

One interesting possibility concerns the prediction of the outcome of political elections [10-
13]. In comparison to election forecasts based on opinion polls, judgments in betting markets
have been found to be superior [14-16]. Historical data on betting in US presidential elections
show that the winners were picked with good accuracy [17]. Voters have been found to have a
considerable degree of forecasting ability [18], yet they are likely to exhibit some wishful
thinking. For example, Babad found very strong signs of wishful thinking in a study of Israeli
voters [19].

It is interesting to consider the comparison of experts and non-experts. Experts in politics
performed well in a German study [20]. Previous research, however, has thrown doubt on the
claims often made by experts to make valid forecasts [21-23]. One example is that of
stockbrokers [24] who have been found to be no more efficient, even less efficient, than non-
experts are. Yet, they have typically been found to be confident about the validity of their
judgments.

Expertise can be based on different claims [25]. One is that of academic credentials. A person
with a Ph. D. in political science, and active in an academic setting, would seem to have
reasonable claims to expertise in the area of political forecasting, due to knowledge about
relevant theory and empirical research in the field. Another approach is to form a group of
experts consisting of journalists who write about political issues in daily newspapers. They
follow the development in the political arena, and they are professionally articulate about it.
They also make qualified, although subjective, analyses of the political process leading up to
the election. A third group to consider is that of journalists who work as editors of op-ed
letters sent to daily newspapers. Especially in election times, such letters tend to be political in
nature, and the editors read many such letters daily. This broad social input could be a valid
basis for making forecasts. The editors probably also make their own subjective analyses, but
possibly less sophisticated ones than their colleagues who publish analyses and comments on
the election campaign events.

All three groups mentioned have of course access to public opinion polls. The polls make up
an important type of information, even if they have often been critically assessed. In the
Swedish case, there is the problem of low response rates (usually about 50 - 60 percent)?,
unwillingness to disclose one’s political preferences, and memory error. The latter bias is
important because the pollsters attempt to correct for low response rate by asking the
respondents about their choice in the previous election [26]. Some people have mistaken
memories, or are unwilling to disclose which party they voted for. Some did note vote at all
(typically 20 - 15 percent). Other problems have to do with the exact phrasing of the poll

2 People with a high level of education are usually over represented among the respondents.



questions [27]. All these errors make opinion polls uncertain, and it is an open question just
how much you can trust them. Empirical results are, despite these possible biases, usually
good when compared to the election outcome. Corrections based on memory have improved
their forecasting ability”, in spite of the memory problems.

Summing-up, the three expert groups discussed above, and the public, can be assumed to have
access to the following information:

- Political scientists: Opinion polls, research evidence and experience, a few personal
contacts

- Journalists: Opinion polls, qualified and articulate subjective analyses, a medium
number of contacts

- Editors: Opinion polls, less qualified subjective analyses, many contacts

- Public: Opinion polls, unqualified subjective analyses, a few personal contacts

In addition, members of all groups of course also have access to their own preferences, for
what that information may be worth. People overestimate the similarity between themselves
and others, and they overestimate the stability of their own opinions [28]. Yet, they are
probably aware of, and influenced by, the personal appeal and charisma (or lack of it) of party
leaders. This is a factor, which is coming to be seen to be of crucial importance for political
attitudes, comparable to policy [29]. Emotional reactions are good predictors of policy
attitudes [30].

Comparisons of experts and the public tend to show that experts vary less than the public [31].
The knowledge base for making judgments is probably more varying and vague when it
comes to many members of the public. In addition, information from other people is probably
an important basis for making political forecasts. Beliefs are affected by social validation, i.e.
partly based on what others communicate [32; 33]. It is likely that the variability of social
contacts is larger in samples from the public than in a group of academic researchers or even
journalists.

The purpose of the present study was to test the “Wisdom of the crowds” in predicting the
outcome of a political election, comparing three groups of experts and journalists with a group
from the public. In addition, data from polls were used for comparison purposes. The
following hypotheses were to be tested:

(1). Average judgments made by experts and the public are better at forecasting the outcome
of an election than late* opinion polls.

(2). Forecasts made by the members of the public will be more variable than forecasts made
by the other three groups.

(3). All groups will show wishful thinking, making more optimistic forecasts for their
preferred parties than for other parties.

3 Nicklas Kallebring, Temo, personal communication, October 5, 2006

4 It is assumed that the last opinion polls before an election should be the best predictors in the set of polls. This
assumption presumes that there are no biasing factors working against the last polls before the election more than
they affect other polls.



The election

The election investigated here was for the Swedish Parliament on September 17, 2006. It was
covered intensively in media and it was strongly contested. The incumbent government, run
by the Social Democrats since 1994, was challenged by an alliance of four non-socialist
parties and polls showed that the outcome was very uncertain. The Social Democrats had been
supported by the Left Party and the Greens, forming a socialist block with them.

When the questionnaires had just been mailed, a major event occurred. It was made public
that some members of the Liberal Party had gained illegal access to a database managed by
the Social Democrats, containing secret election planning material. It was widely expected
that this event would hurt the Liberal Party in the election’. It will be referred in the following
as the “Spy affair”.

Many opinion polls were published during the month before the election, giving varying
results. Most of them predicted, however, the non-socialist opposition would win with a small
margin. See Table 1.

Table 1 here

The table shows that the 22 polls varied strongly. Five predicted a socialist victory, 17 a
victory for the non-socialist alliance. The span between the two blocks was computed for each
poll. See Fig. 1 for the distribution of spans.

Figure 1 here

The range in estimated share of the votes was large, as shown in Table 1 and Fig. 1. Anyone
trying to form an opinion about the coming election result was likely to be confused by the
variation in results from the polls, if he or she read about them all. In case reports about just
one or a few polls were read, the result may have been less confusing but of course it could
have been misleading, depending on which poll was studied.

The election results were in some ways unique. A non-socialist majority was achieved, for
only the fourth time since 1932. The Social Democrats got their worst result since 1921; the
Conservatives their best since 1928. All seven parties represented in Parliament since 2002
were again represented, and no new party succeeded to achieve 4 percent or more of the vote,
which was required for representation in the Parliament. The turnout was 82 percent, a normal
figure in Swedish Parliament elections.

Method
The four groups were located in the following ways:

e Public: A group of 150 people who had participated in a previous survey study [34]
and had been part of a strictly random sample of the population. They had responded

> Decline of the Liberal party in opinion polls had started, however, already before these events.



to that survey and then marked that they would like to take part in future survey
studies. Although many did so, they of course diverged from the population at large.
In previous research, we have found that a group like this gives responses similar to
those from a strictly random sample with a response rate about 50-60 percent [35].

e Political scientists: All faculty members with a Ph.D. degree in political science listed
on the home pages of the universities of Lund, Géteborg, Stockholm, Uppsala, and
Umed, 218 persons.

e Journalists: Names of journalists writing about domestic politics were obtained from
recent issues of a large number of Swedish daily newspapers, 79 persons.

e Editors of sections on readers’ letters: Names were obtained from daily newspapers,
30 persons.

A brief questionnaire was mailed to the respondents two weeks before the election. No
reminders were sent. The members of the sample from the public were given a lottery ticket
worth SEK 25. No incentives were used for the other groups.

An English translation of the questionnaire can be found in Appendix 1°. Judgments were to
be made of the 7 parties then represented in the Swedish Parliament for the share of votes they
could expect to gain. The format for making these judgments used a 12-step category scale,
with each category specified as a range of percentages. The reason for using this format was
to avoid the otherwise likely clustering of percentage ratings in a few modal values.

The respondents also answered questions about which party they preferred, how certain they
were about their judgments, interest in politics, knowledge about politics, and demographics
(gender, age, and education). The number of returned questionnaires, and response rates, in
each group are given in Table 2.

Table 2 here

The response rates varied and were high in the group from the public, lower in the groups of
experts. For the latter groups, response rates were normal for a first mailing. (No reminders
were sent). The reason for the high response rate of the group from the public was probably
that they had previously stated that they were willing to take part in a new survey study, and
that they were given a reward for doing so.

The forecasts made in the four groups were to be compared with election results and two
polls: a poll carried out by Temo and an exit poll. The Temo poll was conducted September
13-16 and it involved telephone interviews with 1689 persons. The response rate was 51
percent’. The exit poll was conducted with “about 10 000 voters”, the response rate was
“estimated” to have been 70-75 percent®.

Results
Demographics and questions about party preference, interest, and confidence

The distributions of the respondents’ gender, age, and education are given in Table 3.

% All groups made ratings on the same scales. The questionnaires differed slightly since they explained how the
group, to which the respondent belonged, had been defined.

” Nicklas Killebring, personal communication, October 5, 2006.

8 Soren Holmberg, personal communication, October 3, 2006.



Table 3 here

It can be seen that the group from the public varied more in demographics than the other three
groups and that it had, on the average, a lower education. Its education was still higher than
that of the Swedish population. The three groups of experts were dominated by male
respondents while the sample from the public was evenly divided between men and women.
Table 4 gives information about the party preferences of the respondents.

Table 4 here

The variability in political preference among the groups was statistically significant, y* = 35.9,
df=21, p=0.022. In particular, it is interesting to see the low preference for the conservatives
among the experts, who instead preferred other non-socialist parties. Table 5 gives the level of
confidence they expressed in their judgments.

Table 5 here

It is noteworthy there was no significant variation among groups in confidence. Even among
the political scientists, there was much uncertainty about the forecast they had made.

Table 6 gives data on rated interest and knowledge about politics. The differences among the
groups with regard to self-rated knowledge about politics were highly significant, > = 96.9,
df =12, p<0.0005. The data on interest were similar to those on self-rated knowledge, and
highly significant, y* = 122.7, df=15, p<0.0005.

Table 6 here

Many members of the public have only a low degree of interest in politics [36] , while
political scientists and journalists naturally can be expected to be much more interested and to
have a higher degree of self-rated knowledge.

Forecasting performance and wishful thinking

Table 7 shows the average forecasts made by the four groups, poll data, and the election
results. The data from the public were skew, with a few deviating values. Both arithmetic
means and medians are provided for all groups in the tables, but interpretations will be based
on medians.

Table 7 here

The main conclusion from Table 7 is that all groups performed quite well. The mean forecasts
computed on the basis of median estimates provided by the four groups have been plotted
against election results in Fig. 2.

Figure 2 here

The figure shows a high degree of accuracy of forecasts, with only a slight problem in the
case of the Social Democrats (noted as “s” in the figure), which were given a somewhat too
high estimate.



The crucial aspect of the election was the distribution of votes across the two blocks of
socialist and non-socialist parties. The election resulted in a span of 2.1 percent in favour of
the non-socialist alliance. There were clear differences in forecasting performance among the
four groups and the two polls. Fig. 3 shows how close the different groups were to the
election span between the two blocks, based on median of forecasts.

Fig. 3 here

The best over-all result was achieved by the public. Journalists and political scientists made
relatively large errors. Both polls also made relatively large errors, and overestimated the span
between the two blocks by a factor of 2. Hypothesis (1), which stated that subjective forecasts
would outperform polls, is supported by these results.

According to Hypothesis (2), there should be a larger variability of forecasts in the group
from the public than in the other groups. The standard deviations of the forecasts are given in
Table 8. The table shows the experts varied much less in their forecasts than the members of
the public did. The standard deviations varied by a factor of 3 between the public and the
other three groups, which were similar in this respect, supporting Hypothesis (2). The
interquartile ranges varied by a factor of 2 between the public and the other three groups.

Table 8 here

Hypothesis (3) is a statement about wishful thinking. Wishful thinking was assessed by
comparing mean and median judgments for each party under two conditions: when it was the
preferred party and when it was not. A positive difference between these two values can be
interpreted as the result of wishful thinking. See Table 9 for the results’. Wishful thinking was
clearly present for the public and journalists. The over-all level of wishful thinking was at a
relatively low level, with the exception of the group from the public.

Table 9 here
Individual differences

Errors were computed for each judgment by forming the absolute difference between the
judgments and the election result for each of the 7 parties. The intercorrelations among the 7
error scores, in the group from the public, can be found in Table 10.

Table 10 here

An index measuring forecasting ability was formed by taking the mean of the 7 error scores.
Coefficient alpha [37] was 0.84 for this index, showing a high level of consistency'’. The
mean error scores were 4.4, 1.9, 1.9, and 2.0 for the public, political scientists, journalists, and
editors, respectively. The corresponding medians of error scores were 3.1, 1.9, 1.7, and 2.0.
Individual error scores varied between 1.01 and 23.07.

In the public group, the error score was negatively correlated with interest in politics (r = -
0.20, p=0.026) and self-rated knowledge about politics (r =-0.23, p = 0.012). However, the

? Data for editors are not reported because the sample size was too small. In several cases, no or only very few
editors had reported a party as their preferred one.
' The alpha coefficient was 0.84 also when estimated for the entire data set, including all 4 groups.



correlation with confidence in the judgments was smaller (r = -0.13, n.s.). There were also
non-significant correlations with age (r = - 0.13, n.s.) and level of education (r = -0.07, n.s.).
There was a large gender difference, t(120)=4.66, p<0.0005. Men were better election
forecasters than women were. The standardized difference was 0.76, a large difference
according to standard criteria [38].

The error scores were standardized across all four groups, and means and medians were
computed. The distribution of standardized error scores in the public group was skew, see Fig.
4. There were a few very deviating values of people who had made very inaccurate
judgments.

Figure 4 here

A one-way ANOVA of the standardized scores gave the value of F(3,213) = 12.58,
p<0.0005.

The mean standardized error scores were:

= Public: mean 0.34, median -0.07

= Political scientists: mean -0.49, median -0.45
= Journalists: mean -0.44, median -0.50

= Editors: mean -0.41, median -0.41

The means exaggerate the difference between the public and other groups, but the public
diverged clearly from the other groups also when medians were used as a basis for making the
comparison.

A final check was done to see to which extent gender alone could account for the group
differences in forecasting ability. In this analysis, the groups were still quite different, F(3,
206) = 7.52, p<0005, and so was the gender * group interaction with an F(3, 206) = 2.45,
p=0.023. Although the interaction accounted for a minor effect, it was interesting, see Fig. 5.
The figure shows that men and women differed mainly in the public group.

Figure 5 here
Discussion

The present results confirm earlier research showing the existence of a “wisdom of crowds”
and partly support Hypothesis (1). Median forecasts made by members of the public were
quite efficient in predicting the outcome of the election. This was in spite of the fact that no
monetary incentive was offered for correct predictions. Research on the importance of
incentives and real rather than play money rewards tends to agree with this finding: monetary
incentives are not necessary for valid predictions [39].

The data show large variability of forecasts in the public group, much larger than in the other
three groups. This finding supports Hypothesis (2). In the group from the public, there were
large individual differences in ability to make a correct prognosis. Blaisa and Mathieau
reported a similar result in a Canadian study [40]. There was a group of respondents who



made very incorrect judgments. No such group existed among the experts. It is interesting that
forecasting ability was only related to gender, not to education or age.

As a group, the members of the public performed well. Should you trust forecasts made by
experts or members of the public? It was found that individual members of the public made
considerably more erroneous forecasts than experts. On the other hand, “the wisdom of
crowds” was very real in the present case. Average forecasts made by a group of the public
were quite efficient; individual errors cancelled out.

People betting on the Swedish election also predicted a victory of the alliance. The Betsson
company had the odds 1.75-1 for an alliance victory, while the Social Democrats and their
backers had the odds 2.08-1. Ladbrokes had 1.90-1 for the Social Democrats and their backers
while the odds on the alliance were 1.80-1''. As mentioned above, most opinion polls made
the same prediction, but there were some notable exceptions. SIFO, a well-known Swedish
pollster, reported a small advantage for the socialist block as late as September 15.

Forecasts based on opinion polls are faced with the difficult problem of ensuring
representativeness of the samples investigated. SIFO and other pollsters are always keen on
reporting the number of interviews they have completed, in the case mentioned here N=1581.
The exit poll was based on “about 10 000” respondents. The institutes seem to regard the size
of the sample as a decisive indicator of quality, and they almost never mention the much more
important dimension of response rate. Response rates are usually only moderate, about 50-60
percent, and it is well known that the people who cannot be reached or refuse to answer are
systematically different from those who do respond. Due to methodological problems, polls
cannot be expected to give a fully accurate prediction of the outcome of an election, even if
there is a perfect relationship between stated intentions and actual behavior.

The approach used in the present paper does not need representativeness, only a wide range of
people who contribute valid information in their judgments. The present results show that
judgments made by members of the public outperformed polls in forecasting efficiency. It
should be noted, however, that the judgments made probably used polls as an important
information base. If polls had not been available, it is unlikely that judgments had been as
efficient as in the present study. People seem to be able to profit from the information in polls
and at the same time to add to it more information, which improves their forecasting ability.
Human judgment has often been found to improve on forecasts [41].

The group differences in forecasting ability were not accounted for by the large variation in
gender composition, but it was found that females in the public sample diverged from other
groups in having especially high average error scores. It is clearly important to control for
demographics when experts and the public are compared, as illustrated in work on experts’
risk perceptions [42].

Wishful thinking was fairly strong in the group from the public and journalists. These findings
agree with previous work on political forecasts [19; 43-45]. The present findings on wishful
thinking support Hypothesis (3).

In the heat of an important political election, forecasts play a major role for all actors.
Uncertainty is typically at a high level, and many interpretations of events and trends of the
polls are possible. The situation is likely to create wishful thinking [46]. Wishful thinking is,

"' http://news.monstersandcritics.com/europe/article_1201674.php. (Retrieved October 8, 2006)
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in general, undesirable, but an unrealistic level of optimism may turn into a self-fulfilling
prophesy, since optimism contributes to vigorous action and hence to success. Among voters,
the party expected to win may attract voters for that very reason, a so-called bandwagon
effect, which is more likely than the opposite, the “underdog” effect [47].

It would be interesting to include a group of active politicians in future research on political
forecasts of the present kind. Possibly, they would show more wishful thinking, at least that is
what they often express in media on the eve of an election (and at other times as well). Few
studies have been reported on this issue; one showed the opposite effect [48] , but this may be
an exception. Granberg and Holmberg [49] found stronger wishful thinking in elite groups
than in the public, in a study of attitudes towards nuclear power. Dolan and Holbrook [50]
found strong wishful thinking effects in US presidential elections, but the effects were
attenuated by political knowledge. This finding agrees with the present results showing the
political scientists to be low in wishful thinking.

Judgments are often biased and inefficient, whether made by experts or non-experts. Political
experts are usually no exception [51]. The present study tells a different story. The likely
reason is that most respondents had access to opinion polls, as well as a wealth of other
relevant information. The volume of information is, however, of little use if it cannot be
integrated and utilized in an efficient manner, as shown by other prediction studies [22; 23].
The information used by the respondents in the present study was seemingly of sufficient
quality and useful, good enough to make their average judgments realistic but no guarantee
that individual experts or members of the public made correct predictions.

In a study of a German election, Andersson et al. [20] got only a small difference in
forecasting ability between experts and voters. Andersson et al. discussed the difference they
observed between experts and voters in terms of information superiority of experts, in
particular availability of data from polls. They did not analyze their data for gender effects,
although it is likely that most of their experts were male. The level of expertise of their
experts was probably lower than that of the political scientists in the present study. Besides,
their sample of voters was a convenience sample of students in Mannheim and did not vary
much in demographic dimensions such as age and level of education. Hence, their experts and
voters were probably more similar than the present groups of experts and voters. Their results
are not comparable with the present ones due to differences in research design.

Andersson et al. [20] focused on opinion polls as the main information used to make
forecasts. Although this seems reasonable, one must remember that polls are doubted by many
and even strongly criticised. In addition, different polls seldom agree more than
approximately. The strong variation among polls published in the period of data collection for
the present study is illustrated in Table 1 and Fig.1. It was noted above that the two last polls
before and just after the election both erred with a factor of 2 in predicting the gap between
the two blocks. This was an error much larger than the error made by the sample from the
public. The well-known biases of opinion polls and variation among them from institute to
institute and day to day, probably motivate many people concerned with making a forecast to
think more independently.

Such independent thinking has its virtues but also its dangers. Goran Persson, the then prime
minister who was voted out of office on September 17, 2006, made the headlines in August
2006. He claimed that he knew intuitively and with almost perfect accuracy (“down to a half
percent”’) what the opinion in the country was like, just from strolling a few minutes on a
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street in central Stockholm'?. At the same time, he dismissed opinion polls, and seemingly
believed firmly he would win the election. Maybe it would have been better to listen to the
polls, or better still, to listen to the forecasts made by voters, journalists and experts — as
groups, not individually. It is hard to beat the wisdom of crowds, and hard not to fall prey to
wishful thinking.

2 The lowest mean error score among the present 217 participants was 1.01 percent.
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Table 1. Means and ranges for percentage of vote for 22 polls published during the data

collection period. Percent of the vote.

Conservatives
Liberal Party

Center Party
Christian Democrats
Green Party

Social Democrats
Left Party

N

22
22
22
22
22
22
22

Range
5.20
4.10
2.10
3.50
2.40
3.60
2.60

Minimum
23.30
7.20
5.40
4.80
4.10
33.10
5.10

Maximum
28.50
11.30
7.50
8.30
6.50
36.70
7.70

Mean
25.50
9.02
6.55
7.18
5.61
34.87
6.51
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Table 2. Number of respondents taking part in the study and response rates.

Group

Political scientists
Journalists
Editors

Public

Number of returned
questionnaires

53

32

10

123

Response rate, percent

24
41
33
82

13



Public Political Journalists Editors of
scientists readers’ letters
0.0

25-34 0.0
_————
45-54 15.4 17.0 21.9 20.0
_____
65-74
_____
Education:
_____
Secondary
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Table 4. Party preferences of the respondents, column percent.

Preferred party Public Political Journalists Editors of
scientists readers'
letters
Center Party 9.0 14.3 19.4 30.0
Liberals 9.0 24.5 19.4 20.0
Christian Democrats 49 2.0 12.9 10.0
Green Party 9.0 14.3 6.5 0.0
Conservatives 24.6 8.2 16.1 0.0
Social Democrats 30.3 32.7 12.9 30.0
Left party 7.4 4.1 12.9 10.0
Other party 5.7
Total 100 100 100 100
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Table 5. Level of confidence in judgments made by the respondents, column percent.

Level of confidence

Very confident
Rather confident
Neither/nor
Rather uncertain
Very uncertain
Total

Public

34
35.6
41.5
17.8

1.7

100.0

Political
scientists

2.0
39.2
27.5
23.5

7.8

100.0

Journalists

3.2
48.4
323
16.1

0.0

100.0

Editors of
readers'
letters

0.0
50.0
40.0
10.0

0.0

100.0
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Table 6. Self-rated knowledge about and interest in politics, column percent.

Knowledge:

Very knowledgeable

Rather knowledgeable
Some knowledge

Very little knowledge

No or almost no knowledge

Interest in politics:

Very strong interest
Strong interest
Some interest
Slight interest
Almost no interest
No interest

Public

2.5
36.1
46.7
13.1

1.6

2.4
9.8
45.5
31.7
8.9
1.6

Political
scientists

48.1
48.1
3.8
0.0
0.0

43.4
453
11.3
0.0
0.0
0.0

Journalists

34.4
59.4
6.3
0.0
0.0

313
46.9
21.9
0.0
0.0
0.0

Editors of

readers'
letters

40.0
60.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

50.0
20.0
20.0
10.0
0.0
0.0
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Table 7. Forecasts of election outcome of the four groups, polls and election results.

Group Center Social Conserva- Liberals Christian Green Left Party
Party Democrats tives Democrats

Public, medians

Political scientists,
medians

Journalists,
medians

Editors of readers'
letters, medians

Exit poll

18



Table 8. Standard deviations of forecasts.

Group

Public
Political
scientists
Journalists
Editors of

readers'
letters

Center

Party

6.84
2.55

3.27
2.06

Social
Demo-
crats

6.87
3.05

2.84
3.50

Conserva-
tives

8.12
3.47

3.46
4.83

Party

Liberals
6.75
2.73

2.16
2.74

Christian
Demo-
crats

4.88
1.85

2.52
2.26

Green
Party

6.52
1.15

1.06
.95

Left Party

6.24
1.18

1.34
1.45
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Table 9. Wishful thinking in making election forecasts, means and medians.

Public

Means  Medians
Wishful thinking about the Center Party -2.9 0.0
Wishful thinking about the Liberals 4.4 4.5
Wishful thinking about the Christian 56 23
Democrats i ;
Wishful thinking about the 0.7 0.0
Conservatives ’ ’
Wishful thinking about the Green Party 1.4 3.0
Wishful thinking about the Social

3.6 5.0

Democrats
Wishful thinking about the Left party 5.0 7.5
Mean wishful thinking 2.5 3.2

Political scientists

Means

2.6

0.8

1.2

0.9

0.8

Medians

1.5

0.0

0.0

-2.5

0.0

0.0

1.5

0.1

Journalists
Means  Medians
2.4 -1.5
-1.0 0.0
3.9 7.3
4.0 5.0
1.4 1.5
2.8 5.0
1.2 1.5
2.1 2.7
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Table 10. Intercorrelations among error scores, data from the public sample.

Error,
Center
Party
Error, Center Party 1
Error, Liberals 0.78
Error, Christian 0.51
Democrats
Error, 0.42
Conservatives
Error, Green Party 0.43
Error, Social 0.27
Democrats
Error, Left Party 0.50

Liberals

0.78

0.49

0.47

0.38
0.30

0.47

Error,

Christian Conser-

Demo- vatives

crats
0.51 0.42
0.49 0.47

1 0.31

0.31 1
0.55 0.40
0.10 0.40
0.32 0.26

Error,
Green

0.43
0.38
0.55

0.40

0.07

0.36

Error,
Social
Demo-

crats

0.27
0.30
0.10

0.40

0.07
1

0.37

Error,
Left

Party

0.50
0.47
0.32

0.26

0.36
0.37
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Fig. 1
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Fig. 2
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Fig. 3
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Fig. 4
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Fig. 5
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Figure Captions
Figure 1. Distribution of differences between the two blocks in 22 polls.
Figure 2. Mean forecasts, based on all four groups, plotted against election results. S=Social
Democrats, C=Conservatives.
Figure 3. Differences between the block difference according to the election results, and
forecasted block difference, based on medians of forecasts.

Figure 4. Mean error scores for men and women and four groups.

Figure 5. Distribution of error scores in the sample from the public.
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APPENDIX
Questionnaire

WHAT DO YOU THINK WILL BE THE RESULTS OF THE ELECTION?

We ask you to make a judgment of the results you expect in the upcoming election this fall.
We know that it may appear to be difficult, but make a try! Check the square for each party
which matches the share of the vote you think it will get in the election. You don't have to
check if the sum of the percentages add to 100.

Party | Less than | 4-6 7-9 10-15 16-20 [21-25 |26-30 [31-35 36-40 |41-45 |46-50 | More
4 than 50

c

fp

kd

m

mp

S

v

c= Center Party, fp=Liberal Party, kd=Christian Democrats, m=Conservatives, mp=Green Party,
s=Social Democrats, v=Left Party

Which political party do you like best (or dislike least) today when it comes to national politics?
O Center Party

O Liberal Party

O Christian Democrats

O Green Party

O Conservatives

O Social Democrats
O Left Party
O Other party than the ones above

How confident are you in your judgment of the upcoming election results?

O Very certain

O Rather certain

O Neither certain nor uncertain
O Rather uncertain

O Very uncertain

How interested are you in politics?

O Very strongly interested
O Strongly interested
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O Rather interested

O Somewhat interested

O Hardly interested at all
O Definitely not interested

How knowledgeable are you when it comes to politics?

O Very knowledgeable

O Rather knowledgeable

0 Have some knowledge, but not much

0 Have very little knowledge

O Know nothing or almost nothing about politics

Gender:
O Man
O Woman

Age:

O Younger than 18 years
O 18-24

0 25-34

0 35-44

0 45-54

O 55-64

O 65-74

O 75 or older

Education (check the ’highest” education you have fully completed to a diploma or degree)

O Elementary school, 9-year compulsory school
O High school (or other secondary education)
O College
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