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Therapeutic Indications



• Goal:


• Instead of estimating national vote (intention) shares, estimate 
constituency vote (intention) shares.


• Benefits:


• Direct: where we actually care about seats, and the votes to seats 
translation is not straightforward.


• Indirect: forces us to pay more attention to the composition of the 
electorate.


• Indirect: the required larger sample sizes also enable us to correct more 
potential sources of bias with our samples. 

Why use MRP?
Apply topically



Administration



• Population: Who can vote?

• Data from census, population surveys, electoral registration, past election results and surveys


• Need an answer for constituency x demographics x past vote 


• Turnout: Who will vote?

• Data from past election turnout and past and/or present surveys/polls 


• Need an answer for constituency x demographics x past vote


• Choice: Who will vote for whom?

• Data from current surveys/polls of vote intention 


• Need an answer for constituency x demographics x past vote


• Together, are there patterns in how peoples’ votes are changing 
that might add up to aggregate patterns in the election outcomes?

Decomposing the problem



Case Studies





• Population: Who can vote?

• We built a synthetic “sample” of the UK electorate consisting of 2.2 million weighted pseudo-

people for whom we “knew” Age x Gender x Qualifications x Ethnicity x Marital Status x 
Constituency x Local Authority x 2016 Referendum vote x 2017 General Election vote x 2019 
EU Parliament vote 


• Turnout: Who will vote?

• We built a model of UK general election turnout based on 4,246 validated respondents from 

the 2015 and 2017 British Election Studies


• Choice: Who will vote for whom?

• We built a multilevel regression / machine learning model with all of the individual-level 

characteristics in our population model, many constituency-level predictors, and interactions 
thereof.  105,612 respondents from final week of campaign in final version.

All the data
2019



• 2017


• Overestimated Con-Lab margin by 1.0 % points.


• Predicted hung Parliament, 305 Con seats (vs 317 actual)  

• 2019


• Underestimated Con-Lab margin by 3.1 % points 


• Predicted Conservative majority, 339 Con seats (vs 365 actual)

Performance



Seat Winners 
Correctly 
Predicted

Uniform National 
Swings 
(E, S, W)

YouGov MRP

2019 585

(92.6%)

590

(93.5%)

2017 580

(91.8%)

587

(92.9%)

Predicting Seat Winners
2017 & 2019

Despite misses on overall vote share, on individual seat predications these 
predictions outperformed uniform national swings, applied at the level of 
England, Scotland and Wales, using the correct national swings in each country. 



Predicting Non-Uniform Swing
2019



Constituency Example
Cities of London and Westminster

Con Lab LD Green

2019 
Result 40 27 31 2

2019 
MRP 38 25 32 3

2017 
Result 47 38 11 2



Health Warnings



• How did you construct your picture of how many people with 
different characteristics are in each constituency?


• How many 2019 Conservative voting 30-44 year olds are there in Nuneaton?


• How does your model incorporate the role of political context?


• Otherwise similar people who live in different constituencies do not generally 
behave the same way. 


• What is the electorate you are assuming will show up and vote? 


• In which ways will it look like 2019 and in which ways not?


• 2024 Bonus: How are you handling the boundary changes?

Three questions to ask
of any MRP you see


