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A case study for alternative methods of election
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Abstract

We compared and analyzed the relationship between vote intention, vote expectation, and party approval rate
using the 19th Presidential Election and the 7th Nationwide Simultaneous Local Election (Regional Local
Government Election) poll data. The case study provides an alternative method of predicting the winner

using vote expectation and a party approval rate that can improve the accuracy of election forecasting.
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RE} uke XA o} AEolrk IFTiE, “GAL oWl AN 7} gag Aolgtn A
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HEBAA (20179 59 9Q)NN FRAZL FAE o] F AN 67 AAJREA NN FA7sA
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FRAs AHA JPo] 2L uhe o] HET FuAe] A of e} BAglo] ST AL
7Fs7d (vote expectation) AFo] AA FxPL 2= th2 7] wEe FA7FsAdl tigt Sz
& 249 2352 o Aol 49 89 4492 Fuo) o T Ik 9
N R EEERE TN S FAH F3014] 1 ol4L ot
Vet (Hayes, 1936). Lejuh AAZ FA 74 X—Er of thell SHAFES A1 Fxo T 2+
%, BRL BE QE 59 Cjel 4RI Bustel Bt ABAoz Sus Bk meb H2 S
AME A7 E o83 AASZ] HA 5718k ot (Lewis-Beck¥} Skalaban, 1989; Lewis-
Beck¥} Stegmaier, 2011; Lewis-Beck3} Tien, 1999; Graefe, 2014; Miller 5, 2012; Murr, 2011, 2015;
Rothschild2} Wolfers, 2013).
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B ARAE FHAA (FEF) 2 FAFSA 2] JES Mwskn, FAFSH o RE
SEg] O 244L SEh = Ryu (2019)04 thERte 2ol APAAEL B nesta
o AR, FEAAE, 2en APAAET] BASES AT, 37b) PHES WL Ak

RN B e A8 @TES Awskn sgelAL Alor) BhERAARES AT8 A

FHEAAFAARZE o] gaA] MEL AAGS uyl o] S A3
2, Mol 42

193213 w5t S AN A Hol| Fx3t2the AFEEolA Apale] AAZ R FA gle] o
L 3H7 A8 A7t 7S ot 42 A7} Table 2.10 A A= o] ltt (Hayes, 1936; 917
W3}). Table 2.10]A4 AEE Hol1 YA &2 Thomas XA A= B} AFAH O Z Rooseveltd] T
A7Fs A4S vl A4 B Qi

AAAEEY BFA7VeAT FRAA G (e TEHATE)Y Aozt BAs=t], o|& 7/t & (wishful
thinking bias)elg} gttt SR 9, FAREC] AZdehe FA7FeAdE 259 SHARA S 4

T
=
o

K]y
=t Granberg®} Brent= BA17Fs/d3 SHAA &S] AFdo] 0.82 ¥ *J%ﬂrﬂlﬂ PSS Ho
ZF31 9t} (Graef, 2014, p.208). 3% Rothschild?} Wolfers (2013)] 2]5}d 195258 2008d7}
A BE F D9 naEHAARARE AHE A 04200 2 SHEHAN LR /«l vs)7t 571

S ) e Rl o) A RS el Bk QU AR ek o A
e ARAA R FARE v AFsHA A58 4 e, °]& Y4535H7] 18] Condorcet’s Jury
Theorem©] ©]€Ht} (Murr, 2011, 2015; Graefe, 2014).

Lewis-Beck3} Skalaban (1989)2 1956‘5 B 1984 371X 89 u|ZtEHAANA FAREL
69%7F HEeRB3AAE FEsA AS5HASS HoFn Ut B2 AREY 952 19769 e
AAY BAE AYsties 259 50 a}ﬁ(:ﬂ_,_ﬂ.go] 50:50)8tA] ¢kskEtl, ol AIWIES A5
o] At AL 9ugitt. 181 o2 AT AEE oA ANEY A HAEHE e
QAR e & S0 o2 BN A

= —130.85 4 3.63S (2.1)

(—4.65) (7.14)
R?*=10.895, N =38,

AN et FAAE A 53 o AAZAY WELolT St ThEY FAR e
F SE&(%)°Y BE £L gtelth. 2ol B2 ARAS T N2 Aelsolch
4 (@21 Y FAAL A F SEE(S)0] ALLE BFEY A5 ZIY(F)o] ATk A4
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Table 2.1. 1932 US presidential election (%vﬂ: %)
ERoE AA ExAT Hoover B4 7154 Roosevelt G4 714

Hoover(+3}9) 39.7 72.0 23.4
Roosevelt(T15) 57.4 6.5 90.7
Thomas(AHs] ) 2.2 25.3 70.0

< SIS E=T) Lewis-Beckd) Tien (1999)2 1956dFE 19963 71A] 11¥e] nj= 5= A A

FA7Fe AR FAAE T1% e AdSE HoFal, gV e 2R FAA A A

AZ THO 518 VE o507 93t A4S T8t

V =39.45" +0.21"E (2.2)
(13.55) (5.11)
R*=0.74, SEE=3.2, N=11.

E+ American National Election Studies (ANES) ]H AAF TR PN (%) olth x= 79
T 1%A FAHLE e Y 25 £ tgho]i, SEE= F3 X9 Eﬁéiﬂolt}. e
31 R*3} N& 247t AR A S0} Abel o]t

Graefe (2014)+ 1988 dRE 2012d7A] 72H9] v]=F S A ANA HA w2 1009 24, &
/d7]._/\4 z,\}ﬂ_ 47H_/] %]ZE] H]—H—]‘:(’é‘_l—lj_x];(] }_/\} osﬂz/\]zl- 0]:7!41:!@__] j_lq %7}7 )Elﬂ-

SEET PHAE Boh BAA ASAEE HolEUrh 193207 2012970 217709 PAi7ks
4 28 AN SEES FARAG. 24 AANL The 2ok
V =41.040.17E (2.3)

(20.4) (78.5)
R?*=10.66, SEE =22

2] (2.2 2.3)2 TS o)8slA TEAS ExES FHS ﬁ‘ﬂtﬂ EdAa s
o] 40% #Zo]t}. o] Campbell (1996)¢] 238t “u)=3} 2o 9
T A4 A0%E EXT 5 A3, B3 ol & FE 60%E 97 A"+ ZZ-"]' g gttt AAZ
1932 d5¥ 2016 71| 22819 nl= thE A ANA FARRe] Ex&0] 60%E 2Ist 49+ 19361
W3 Roosevelt(60.8%), 1964 W= Johnson(61%), 22131 19723 &3} Nixon(60.7%
3HolR T FAEFE S| 40%°f & 1 ]‘_ 3= 59 (36.5%39.7%) ol A THH 7] 2} W)= o5 A
A3).
G=2o] Fox A7 2AE & FdodS(citizen forecasting)®] A E48 93] Lewis-
Beck¥} Stegmaier (2011)+= 1951 3dFE] 2005371A] 1399 A= FMAEE AFRSIF =], SHA)
60.2% 7t AAZAINE BEsA ASsInt 28al 252 2006 dE=7HAY] AR E o] §3fA] 2010 A
AolA =39 JHLE 53 Al FE3ATH
Rothschild2} Wolfers (2013) = T3 HES o834 Sx&S A5stetl, 748 7%t
O 2 gt dFo] TRAA R} FEe FA7Fe AT TRAAEHS] Aok TAHLRE {253
IARAES o] AU AT S 0%
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Table 3.1. Correlation in the 19th presidential election poll

T 754 S HA A& B &
T 754 1
SHRAA & 0.5326 1
AFAA & 0.5092 0.8734 1

AE7F Erh Eg o5 9J3tH, 2004'd Bushe} Kerry®] -9 THAAES WEo| AR
A7FsAL A& LT Bush 7t A A Oﬂ AFsE Zlolgkal o &3t} 2008“1 Obama®] Z$= A A 2ulx]
177] 2] BAZSHL Obamad] 282 ]Ahs}%lr/} Rothschild®} Wolfers (2013)+& 3417154

AFORNY At Aol o] FHAA) AROTHE At ARGuTt B WSS S8 BYL of
83%0] fsfle), aelu a5 040 1 A ERY 90} 2EHINE FAISA ZAE

o1 gslA AANSE ABSA B 4 ek AL HolFgirk,

Graefe (2016)= 2013d =Y MAdESAZERE iAo BEI FM7SAH ZAE 83 A
Hg9] SIS AT + Y3, BT &R A 71€Y dEHA ABTARY FA
Z(prediction markets) 2+ AAH ¥ Eo] AGEA T v HAAE FHHIR] A4S F UY2S
F3stsie.

3. AR+

270 A ek vke} o] FujollAs FAd7FeA AES o83 AdANS A Wk A7t

l
2158 Ael A
Aejolth. B vlol} 59, 4% 53} 2L A AL FAASA BRES 088 A7

ol AFelNE FFAAGRZAIAAY FoolHe] FEF o] Yt HAJBEARIE (bttp://
www.nesde.go.kr/) FoA A19t] A ALt A73] AZFAAFAANA AAE A 7A]E22AA}
E5e ARSIt ol ARE o838t FAl7Es A, FEAAE, 1Ea A-AA SN AARH S
ol A= AANS e TFede HES 2

3.1. M1otf tHsSEHHA

FHAAY A108x ATl w2t SFAAARZAE] DS FollolA ol S5 A9 HE P A
#aA AR 2L F TEAF B o] F 20179 49 174RE 52 997HA] AAE 677 FollA FATs
A

d, TRAAE 283 APFAAE ZAL FAlOl o] Fo|R 1979 RAE tdo =z B39t
Ryu (2019)+ ABAAEES o838t AACNSS HEdx AR
FE AFIA T FRAAEE 7oz st AFH A ol ok of
degict. 2 A7 E AGARES A 23T

Table 3.1 A 19t HEHFAAABRZAARERE A7, TEHARE, 281 AGAAE o
St A4BAAE HAFT ok 7|4 ARSS A5 SHA A AEE o)8F ¢ glo] 2AME A
AAEE ARSI wetAl 2=te] At dTet AR vl dhe dle A7 ok SRR Y A1t ti s
BAARZ A Aol ABFAA 0.532 Rothschild$} Wolfers (2013) 7} 3+ ABHA 0.42HTH= =
31, Granberg®} Brent7} -3 AA#F#A 0.8KH = W2 2ot} (Graefe, 2014, p.208). FA 7154
I AZAAELS] AAE FERAAEHS] A vst £ 0510tk 2y FRARET AT
A A &3] AL 0.872 mj$ =

(o

FHAA LI} M ZEASA A
Fow AT AR A7} i
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Table 3.2. The 19th presidential election poll

FA7Hs 4 FTHRAAE AIFA A&
3 70.01 44.20 44.88
E=HAx 9.44 4.74 5.45
ALk 44.88 26.35 25.15
Ak 84.77 49.39 50.91
BE4 19 19 19
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Figure 3.1. The trend of ratio for president-elect by date.

HEFAAAZRAINA 37FA] AEE] ot 71242 FAEAZIE Table 3.29] vt A4 B
AA7E AR L EFEL 41.08% L, FRAA G AIAA &) BF 27} 44.20%9} 44.88% %
. 28y FA7sA2 B 70.01%E e =gtk vE fElvele A AAm sl £45H] 9
2| gkot ml=r3} o] 71 717t e A5 A4S AR ZIMGAE, 8t He| EHAAANSE 24
3t A3l= Lewis-Beck3} Skalaban (1989)2] 69%2} Lewis-Beck3} Tien (1999)9] 71%<} AL &2 &
Folth

TS 5 AAL S G w2 3712 Ao o st v]&-2 Figure 3.1 AA= ] . o
714 22 IRl o] e ZAPL AAE ASE FEIV)N e 7 H 7 ihE ARt Figure
3104 TRAAEY] AGAAEL A 22 55 FASL AAL 2R Z 2|7} gl
Hid ol FA7Me AL FHRAA G| AGAAERY FA 52 £Fol, AL 7ME+F EolA
I ok EE olyst "o e AANA FASE A& o B2 A AR E0] FHHoof /e
ZAoltt.

A9t e HFAAAZRAARE o] 83l FAAY] ExXES

EPHSE A0l T5HsE OB AR Sx &0l 4

:“.:

V =2249* +0.31"E (3.1)
R?*=0.32, SEE=4.04, N =19.

1 527} g Zeolzhar Azshe SHAES] HI& (%)L, x5 fFol5F 5%lA A4
< Yeh i SEEE F4x9 T2 Aoty 18T R*3} NS AR ASe} Al 5olth.
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Table 3.3. Correlation in the 7th regional local government election poll

TN 7 A FTHRAAE AR &
FA 74 1
STHAR & 0.5232 1
AFAA & 0.4145 0.8833 1
21 (2.2)8) A (2.3)NAME HASREEC] 40% FEold o), SElvtete] A9t S HAAAS TS A
S de FAR] HAEREL 22% =0 Bt B AT *JEHZJ.QE w2 Holoh
ol fEjvete] A AMHE ST wiE At o], 19t G4 AL S50 7|8t Aew B
T Atk FE A5Eo] SHEHY Bt ZEsl dS0] 7Med AoR AdHn). 9 JPAAEES o
S3 FAzle] 24 Ex8L 4 (3.2)8 2o
V =10.11" +0.76* P (3.2)

R?*=0.76, SEE=12.38, N =19.

o SRS &; -194 EEeAolth T3 B3 N2 22 A9ASe) Aol h

AYAAES 01§ A 40] FAZFSHL o83 I AN G| Ao Sk ot 9F
o AR QAN E THEA B SA4olth BE APAA et AR G ARl FHAA
AR £90] 09 o Jehluz o5 0@ Ashe s bet Al Aol7t 9L 4 9

o}.

3.2. 72| B=SAIKSHIH- SGEHASHH

ATE AREAARAANRZAAT 5 FHASE (20184 59 259) olF ANH L FRAAlRZ
AR A% FoolA o] 55D F 57149 AANEENAR FolA FABAFA A et 12049
A5E thgow BASYTh THEAA 1047, AZGAFAA 3357, Te)n AYAAEEA 127
I Ga7ks Aol Big ARl A ATt BAelA ASTh. 177 BABAZAANAE B
BN, RAGAN, AFFRA, FAE, FHEE, AekRE, AP 5 7 FAuAgA A ER
Aol BAZs e B Aol 2¥HA skalth web 107 FADATAANEZANEE ALE
331 o] FoIME 3709 ARol FAO) TFW 37/ 2AAE B BAO R SHelch JFFAAL
AFe o St WHe] FATAFAAL A FHE PO ] mhEe] AE B4 A4
7 Aol BB AR EA4el Aol ek

FADAFAAAEZA A 3747 D] RIAL Table 3.37} Lrh. AFSEAZFR A58
° ARIRGL BT FALOR Fuidtel FA QY] WRe] P £ PPl e AAw
£ WG 4 GolA AASTE AT AFEAAPAAL FAVAFAAJEZN A 3744 DE
o the JEAL A19T) thE A A B2 39} w5,

gAAERANA 37H4 BEE) e 7|24 BARA I Table 3490 Atk 2410
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AR 107] Bk GRS AA Sxg FFS 54.79%0I0k. A SuE $Xé A FHAA &
9] HFE 56.84%°]2 Aol Tt FFAANEL 56.22% = o|7} JTHAFEEA ] F5FFHE=
oo wio] AL EiE). Wil BA7FsE B 65.96% 2 FHAA SO FFAA SR

oF 4 =T
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Table 3.4. The 7th regional local government election poll

A7+ FHAAE AGA A&
3 65.96 56.84 56.22
EE=93 7.39 5.83 8.63
A4k 48.73 47.48 36.65
2z 82.46 69.39 69.71
HE4 37 37 30
5 HAANAML} v R A73] FARA G DA E o] &4 AR SRES A5 9
A FARAE AAEAY. SHHSE A7l FE5HsE FAGA FAAY SxFEoltt
F39 52 &2 4 (3.3)F 2t}
V =26.62" + 049" F (3.3)
R?*=0.34, SEE=4.81, N =37.
Ex 3HA7 GAE Aojgtal Ak SHAEY HIE(%) 0l s+ FY5E 1%NA FAZS=E &
9]+ YehH SEEE 429 &9 Aoty 12|1 R*3} N2 zhzt AR A S0 Aol th.
St AR &S o] &35 FAHA] FARRe] Sx-& FG4L 4] (3.4)9 2Tt

V =24.73" 4+ 0.59* P (3.4)
R*=0.78, SEE =276, N =30

s Aol ok AR gL, v FOI4E 1%014 EARCR FoFES Yein
27479) £2 9 3olch,
d

A50] A9 A AFAAES ol g 97 o] FATFSHL o] 87 HAA Rt B

AANA FANEL] AL SEE 50%, TR A9t 53 40%E FAAeE 2} (Ryu,
2018). Al19t] hE = dﬂ% U n g XFo 7] wio] SEE0] 40% o]dol HOME A E ).
Aol A73] AFFAIATAANA FAGANG AAE ok FEHAAT, A 3
o} wehr] Sx;E0] 50% o)/dolojof FAHEL (A Al THES SR8 BF 50% owolu})
FAAE Bt AL FATFsA ) 50% oo AN Aot FEAAGAME IAHE 50%,
A 40% oS 4 Aol wide] SR AAE RALe} WVF—“ ZAFe] A2 Azt
AA SxEO] FEAALY AEY vl o FRAAE AR 52 4Fet 2
& FA7FSA 50% o1E A AL H/MIE T3ty hde] A= 75‘-‘%% =
2 3l AP A= AT BE 2AR] AZeFEo] 95%o|ng, Paly
F4ES 5% =2 3t

Table 3.5°] <J3H, A9t hEFAAABZRA A FA7FeAT THAXE AR FAA; oS54
FEL 2okl wbde] A|73 FADGAFAANM = ZA s o] FRAAGHL} GalRtel TSt o=
dEEl EUTH
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Table 3.5. Predicted success rate for winner

A9t 5P A A7E FASAFA 7
N iCh % N e %
FRARAE 19 18 94.7 37 32 86.5
7454 19 18 94.7 37 36 97.3

Table 3.6. Accuracy of vote intention and vote expectation

A9t fFHAA A78 FATFAFAA
N A % N A %
R PAPA S 19 4 21.1 37 20 54.1
A7 19 18 94.7 37 33 89.2

Table 3.7. Mean absolute error of 3 methods

A9t o5 A1 A A7 F A A A
BAsd  FEAAE  AGAAE FA7s FHEHAAE  ATAAE
g At et 3.6965 4.6691 4.4305 5.0596 4.3860 4.4230
N 19 19 19 37 37 30

S FA7Fs AT SRAA O EH Xéi“é% 7333 AFe]7k gl Table 3.600 oJstd A|190) &
HAAJZZA A FATFsA Y ABAL 94.7% 2 whHo] TH A& 21.1%0 Bt @A
2L SExE] g AR ?HXIXI Ol AAE 221e] MLE Hojvls A-97F 197 ZAFA 15700
= dck A7 FAAAGFAAL] AT FATFeA ZAVE TRAA G AR R A5t o
23t Ake 7|20 AME FEARES o] &3 AAd S dAE B = glon, PGS o83
AE5E 2L thto g A7 4 9lrt

Table 3. 7—0— A X}Oﬂ st 538 X AA Sx&3e] HFZ Y 22 (mean absolute error) & U
3 2 2] (3.2)9 A (3.4)F °o]&3to

WAL Az 2AN Fu7} 5

A7) k) wgel] Ao =

98 olgol) S 3

%«‘iX} Sxes ﬂ-‘ﬂ—%’@ S Aol st B Eeateltt. thE
=2

o
oft
£
)
&
2

ol A wrdE . WA vleE PRl i SxE& AL T
e 76“[‘ %314“413?}7} 7P AL, AEAAE 7

o,
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>
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oh

il
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4. 72

B APAE 71Ee] AA RN AGE “25o] AALelehE GAL oA FET AU
AP ehe EROIF AR} ol AANA FAL F7h FAD Aolekn AT ehe B
2 B: A%, 290 AYAXSE @ eiste] AAJE2AANE Hm BTt

9

A7bs7dol FERAAEEY GAAE T At oSska o5 AP HANE ¢3S =9
AR & 5 ek 2y Eluste) Aee vAvbs e 2 ARl AvideR Aa ol
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3l o= AT Q7] wlEel], B AFoHe= A9t tiE BN A2z} A73] AFFAIA A A (F
AR GAA) AZRZALE o83ttt FAVFeAS TRAXE, 281 FFAAEHY FAHAE
B gAY FRAAEY AL g5 EAANAE 0.530]1 FAEAF A AdAME 0.522 A
o] 22 FFoltt. 1y FEAA ST AGA ALY 42 EHFAAE 0.870]1 FITHA G A
£ 0.88Z ¢ T} 1971 tEFAAARZAE Gk G 7R F 70.01%< vEE
SHAAE FFS 44.20%°]3, 37 FIAAGHAAAZRZAIET oA G| FATFsA HgL
65.96%, THAA S AL 56.84% 2 FA7I5A FZA SHARAE ZAMRTE Gz} o &0] A3
Atk FAAE dSESshedl oA FATFsAd ] e EAANA s FEsred, AT A
o] A9 ¥53 =Uurh = A9t thEHAAL} A7 FADAFAANAN G A F
BAA g 2ART 5 A3

PRSI AFAA L SAUFE A A SHEL ST AFANS FEska A
SRS FA%%] FFANLAE PaAh AT HEFAANNE FHASAS o8 A9
AL g Agdeh o] A73) FARAGAANN FHAA G 2ALe] BRFA LA} A
Shed, ol FABAPAA 24 A7t VT A3, A S40] FE BFekn 24 ARE
Ve B 042 A8 Aol Aoz wuEc

£ Aol A8 A8/ S ARH T wF BE ARE] AL S A48/} oI 2APEE A
9 Apgol7] WEe] R4 W7t A ek, G5 AAAERA GANSH £HE TG 24
Bl 3 3 SRAPE AREo] AR W thaka AEYE A7 /b Rolth. gAAoR GAl

s
7Fs A ABAAEE A AAGSE By AFsA & 4 9ty eHH Graefe (2014, 2015)<}
o8 ZAFES st ASse PHS AAEIL e, 9714 & FAlv)
A HET AESte] oSl ARSSHE AT vlEABi TS 2 2] ZAIA S
< AU Aeletal ARl £251 SHEA G ASE B EE FEISHY
o Aew 1 a7t Yt} (Lehrer 5, 2019).
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