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Introduction

The symposium of papers put together by Mike Lewis-Beck on forecasting the 2005 British General Election (Lewis-Beck, 2005), represents the first occasion that rival forecasting models have been used to predict the outcome of an election in Britain, prior to polling day.  This welcome development builds on work which goes back a long time in both Britain and the United States, but it has mainly developed since the 1970s (Sigelman, 1979; Whiteley, 1979; Lewis-Beck, 1985; Lewis-Beck and Rice, 1984; Lewis-Beck, Nadeau and Belanger, 2004; Lewis-Beck and Tien, 2005;  Rosenstone, 1983; Sanders, 1991, 1993, 2005; Campbell and Garand, 2000).   

Not everyone thinks that electoral forecasting is desirable or even possible (van der Eijk, 2005).  Campbell and Garand articulate this view when they write: 

Some serious political scientists consider forecasting beyond the bounds of the scientific study of elections and voting behavior.  The charge is that science explains and prediction is not explanation (2000:9).

They refute this particular charge with the assistance of several arguments.  Firstly, they point out that forecasting provides important information for politicians and the media, which help them and the wider public to understand the electoral process.  Secondly, forecasts are useful for making sense of political campaigns, in that they provide a baseline from which to evaluate the effects of campaign events which can influence the election.  Their strongest argument, though, is that forecasting helps the process of scientific theory building, particularly when there are rival forecasting models in play.  Uniquely in political science, election forecasts test the effectiveness of alternative models in predicting the outcome of an important event like an election.  While it is true that predictions can be made without theories, it is also true that sound theories should lead to reliable predictions.  So these forecasts can be of considerable importance in evaluating the overall effectiveness of theory.

With this point in mind, the purpose of this paper is to evaluate two of the rival forecasting models used in the symposium on the 2005 British general election.  The first of these models is the Belanger, Lewis-Beck and Nadeau (2005) model, and the second is my own model (Whiteley, 2005).  The aim is to evaluate how effective they are in accounting for British electoral behaviour, and to see if they can learn from each other with the aim of improving electoral forecasting in the future.  The paper begins by summarizing the models, and then subsequently it extends them to include data from the 2005 general election.  This leads into to a section which evaluates them with the help of encompassing tests, for the purposes of identifying the best version of a combined model.  In a final section, we use insights from the models to simulate the outcome of a general election in 2009 or 2010.  This simulation exercise leads to the fairly interesting conclusion that the outcome of the next general election is likely to be inconclusive, since it will very likely produce a hung Parliament. 

Rival Forecasting Models in 2005 

The Whiteley (2005) forecasting model explicitly concentrates on forecasting party seat shares in the House of Commons rather than vote shares.  This focus follows from the argument that winning a general election in Britain does not mean capturing a majority or even a plurality of the votes, but rather a majority or plurality of seats in the House of Commons.  The distinction between votes and seats is not a trivial point, since on two separate occasions since 1945, the party winning a plurality of the votes did not win a plurality of the seats.  This happened in the election of 1951, when Labour had a larger vote share than the Conservatives but gained fewer seats, and again in February 1974 when it was the other way round.  

The model is built on a generalisation of the cube rule, which provided a fairly accurate model for translating votes into seats when Britain was effectively a two-party system prior to the 1970s (Kendall and Stuart, 1950).  The theoretical forecasting model is:

                                                k
               Sit     =     ((Sit-1)(i . ((Pit)(i . (i
                                                                       i=1
where

Sit   are the seats captured by party i at election t

Pit   is party i’s percentage vote share in the polls 6 months prior to election t

α, β, γ are parameters to be estimated

(i  is an error term where E((i)=0,  var((i) = σ2
The model combines past information on seat shares with information on vote shares provided by the polls, to forecast seat shares at a general election.  The theoretical model cannot be estimated for all parties, because of collinearity among the variables.  In addition it is desirable to have a parsimonious version of the model given only 16 observations of elections between 1945 and 2001.  Consequently, the empirical models were estimated as follows: 

Lab(St)  =   2.58  +   0.47(LabSt-1)  +  0.47 (LabPt)  - 0.36 (ConPt)  -  0.20(Split)

                   (3.4)       (4.7)                   (3.3)                 (3.7)                   (4.0)

adj R-sq = 0.89,  SEE = 0.06,  Durbin’s h = -0.19,  N=15

Con(St)  =   1.54  +   0.55(ConS t-1)  -  0.44(LabPt)  +  0.72(ConPt)  + 0.15(Split)

                    (1.1)       (5.2)                    (2.7)                  (5.7)                 (2.2)

adj R-sq = 0.89,  SEE = 0.09,  Durbin’s h =  0.22,  N=15

LD(St)  =   6.18  +   0.67(LDS t-1)  +  0.27(LDPt)  - 1.64(ConPt)  +  0.37(Split)

                  (4.2)       (6.1)                   (1.8)                (5.0)                  (2.1)

adj R-sq = 0.89,  SEE = 0.23,  Durbin’s h =  -0.31,  N=15

where:

LabSt  is the number of Labour seats won in election t 

ConSt  is the number of Conservative seats won in election t 

LDSt  is the number of Liberal Democrat seats won in election t 

LabPt  is Labour’s vote intention share, 6 months prior to the election

ConPt is the Conservative vote intention share, 6 months prior to the election

LDPt is the Liberal Democrat vote intention share, 6 months prior to the election

Split equals 1 for the 1979 and 1983 elections, and 0 otherwise.  It measures the lead in and aftermath of the split in the Labour party of 1981.

(t-statistics are in parenthesis.  All variables are significant at the 0.05 level or above using one-tail tests. All variables are measured in natural logarithms).

-- Table 1 about here --


Using data from a December 2004 internet survey(, the model predictions made in January 2005 appear in Table 1.  
The remarkably close forecast of 358 seats for Labour, which gives an error of only 2 seats is, in part, a matter of good fortune as the regression error estimates show.  These are the errors resulting from using the actual vote shares in the general election of 2005 to predict the seat shares with the model, and are the consequence of the regression model not being a perfect fit.  Generally these errors are smaller than the actual forecasting errors, because they contain no survey sampling error or inaccuracies caused by changes in public opinion in the lead up to polling day.  These regression errors are smaller than the actual errors for the Conservative and Liberal Democrat forecasts, but this is not true for Labour.  Thus, the Labour forecast benefited from the chance fact that additional sources of error served to reduce the regression errors.  Setting such good fortune aside, however, the forecasting model for Labour still performed well.
 

Moving on to the Belanger, Lewis-Beck and Nadeau forecasting model (BLBN henceforth), this is based on the idea that voters reward an incumbent party for a positive performance in office, and punish it for a negative one.  This approach reflects a long tradition of research into voting behaviour, which goes back to Anthony Downs (1957) and V. O. Key (1968).  As BLBN point out:

‘It assumes that electoral support for the incumbent party in the UK (as in most other advanced industrial democracies) primarily rests on an overall evaluation of the government’s record as well as on the recent state of the economy in the country, with both factors measured six months ahead of the election’. (2005: 191).

The estimates of their core model for the period 1955 to 2001 are:

V  =      37.76  -   0. 81E    +     0.32P    -     2.13 T     +      e

             (7.08)       (3.57)           (3.43)           (2.07)

adj R-sq = 0.74;   SEE =2.70;  Durbin-Watson = 1.48;  N = 13.

where:

V =  The vote share in percentages obtained by the governing party in a 

general election

E  =  The annual change in the retail price index 6 months prior to the election

P  =  Public approval in percentages of the government’s record

T  =  The number of terms the governing party has been in office

(t-statistics are in parenthesis.  All variables are significant at the 0.05 level 

one tail tests). 

Thus the incumbent’s vote share depends on the performance of the economy as indexed by the inflation rate, as well as an overall evaluation of the government’s record, together with a ‘costs of government’ variable.  The latter variable reflects a persuasive argument by Paldam (1986) that democratic governments all face a loss of support over time, which amounts to a cost of being in office.   

A further modification of the model was based on the idea that the closeness of the election outcome makes the contest more competitive, and this arguably should affect support for incumbents.  The revised model is:

V  =      40.97  -   0. 68E    +     0.24P    -     1.71 T    -   0.19C  +      e

             (7.68)       (3.01)           (2.51)           (1.73)         (1.58)

adj R-sq = 0.78;   SEE =2.50;  Durbin-Watson = 1.82;  N = 13.

where


C =  closeness between the Conservatives and Labour in the polls 6 months                                                                             

         prior to the election

Since the forecasting model concentrates on the vote shares, BLBN translate these into forecasts of seat shares using a bivariate regression model.  Their core model prediction was that Labour would win 339 seats in a general election in May 2005, and their revised model predicted that it would win 373 seats.  This gives absolute errors of 17 seats for both versions, so that the model performed well.  

In the light of this discussion, we consider if the Whiteley and BLBN models can learn from each other so as to improve the forecasts even more.

Encompassing Tests of the Models


The variance explained by the Whiteley model is slightly higher than that of the BLBN model, but this does not mean that the latter cannot make an additional contribution to the forecasting accuracy of the former.  To investigate this we use encompassing methodology, a strategy for evaluating rival models which was pioneered in applied econometrics (Granger, 1999).   Model A encompasses model B if two conditions are met.  Firstly, model A should explain variance, which cannot be accounted for by model B; and secondly model B should be unable to explain variance, which cannot be accounted for by model A (Charemza and Deadman, 1997: 250).      

-- Table 2 about here --


We proceed first by updating both models to include the data from the 2005 general election.  Table 2 contains the estimates for the updated Whiteley model, and it is very similar to the earlier version.  For all three parties, the influence of seats won in the previous election is slightly stronger in the updated models compared with the originals.  For the Labour model, the influence of the polls is slightly weaker in the updated version, but in other respects the models are very similar.  For the Conservatives their own poll ratings have a slightly stronger effect than in the original, and the Labour poll shares are weaker. Additional diagnostic tests have been added to the models, including tests for residual autocorrelation, functional form, normality of the residuals, and for heteroscedasticity.  None of the diagnostics are statistically significant, apart from the functional form test for the Liberal Democrats.  This indicates that in general the models are well-behaved.   

-- Table 3 about here –

The updated BLBN core model appears in Table 3, which also contains additional diagnostic tests(.   Table 3 contains two versions of the core model, the first estimates the vote shares of the governing party, and the second its seat shares.  All of the variables in the updated vote model are statistically significant, and as the diagnostics show it is well behaved, although the goodness of fit is rather lower than in the original. The seat shares model has a rather poorer fit than the vote share model, and in this case government approval is not a statistically significant predictor.  This is not surprising, since the regression used by BLBN to translate votes into seats had an R-squared of 0.89, indicating that there would be a loss of fit if seats shares were used as the dependent variable directly.  In addition, the functional fit test for the seats model suggests that its specification could be improved.  

If we compare the rival models in Tables 2 and 3, the Whiteley model has a significantly better fit than the BLBN model, however, since the latter was not designed to predict seats directly, this is to be expected.  Having set out the two updated versions of the models, we can combine them in order to do encompassing tests.  This means incorporating the BLBN predictors into the Whiteley model, and the Whiteley predictors into the BLBN model.  The first of these exercises involves changing the predictors slightly, since in the BLBN model the dependent variable is voting support for the governing party.  The change consists of multiplying the extra variables by –1 when the given party is in opposition.  In the absence of such a change an incumbent Conservatives party, for example, would have its chances of winning seats boosted by the public approval variable.  However, if the party was in opposition, this variable will boost Labour and damage the Conservative’s chances.  The change makes the attribution of responsibility consistent, when the dependent variables are party seat shares rather than government support.

· Table 4 about here –

Table 4 shows that both approval and inflation from the BLBN model explain additional variance in the Whiteley Labour seats model.  However, the terms variable is no longer significant in this extended model.  Compared with the version in Table 1, the effects of the lagged seats variable is weakened by the inclusion of these measures.  But in other respects the Whiteley model is not greatly affected by the change, although the R-squared statistic has increased.  A new diagnostic is included in Table 4, the change in the Aikake information criterion (AIC) resulting from the inclusion of extra variables (Burnham and Anderson, 1998).  Unlike the R-squared statistic, the AIC penalises models for being less parsimonious than their rivals.  By this criterion, one would accept a model with additional variables if it reduced the size of the AIC.  But the table shows that the magnitude of the AIC increases rather than reduces by the change.  Thus, according to this criterion, the extended model is not unambiguously better than the original.  

The revised Conservative model has a slightly larger R-squared than the original, due to the impact of the approval variable.  In this case the change in the AIC is negative, indicating that the revised version is slightly better than the original, even though it is less parsimonious.  The coefficients of the revised version have not changed very much, except the Conservative poll share variable has a smaller impact.  This is not surprising, given the inclusion of the approval variable.  The Liberal Democrat revised model is also unambiguously better than the original according to the AIC.  In this case the inflation variable makes a significant contribution to Liberal support, indicating that the party picked up votes when its incumbent rivals had a poor record in controlling inflation.

· Table 5 about here –

Table 5 incorporates the additional variables from the Whiteley model into the BLBN model.  In this case there are three versions, each with a different lagged party seat variable.   It can be seen that the revised models fit much better than the original in Table 3, with large increases in the R-squared statistics.  The AIC statistics are greatly reduced in magnitude for all three models, indicating that the revised versions are clearly preferable to the original.  If we examine the extra variables, then lagged seat shares are all highly significant predictors of the vote in each model.  They have a positive impact on the vote in the case of the Conservatives, and a negative impact for Labour and the Liberal Democrats.  In the original model of Table 2 lagged Conservative seats had a positive impact on the party’s current seat share, and so it is not surprising that this variable has a positive impact on the vote for the governing party, given that the Conservatives were incumbent for two-thirds of the time between 1950 and 2005.   This also explains why the Conservative poll share is significant predictor in all three models, while the Labour and Liberal Democrat poll share measures are not significant predictors.  

Taken together, Tables 4 and 5 show that neither model encompasses the other.  The BLBN model makes a useful contribution to improving the Whiteley model, although the AIC statistics throws doubt on this in the case of Labour.  In addition, the Whiteley model makes a significant contribution to improving the BLBN model.   Taken together though, it is clear that the Whiteley model is dominant, in the light of the changes in the R-squared and AIC statistics.  It has a bigger impact on the BLBN model than is true in reverse.  This suggests that the best overall forecasting model can be found by improving the Whiteley model with additional variables.

· Table 6 about here –

Table 6 contains the ‘best’ model of seat shares, which incorporates all the statistically significant predictors from the Whiteley and BLBN models.   In the case of the Labour seat model, both inflation and government approval enhance the predictive power of the model.  In addition, a new variable has been included, called ‘Novelty’, which is based on similar reasoning to that of the Terms variable in the BLBN model.  Novelty is a dummy variable, which scores 1 when a party is re-elected after being out of office for at least three Parliamentary terms, and 0 otherwise.  Just as there is a ‘costs of governing’ associated with incumbency, there is a ‘rewards of opposition’ associated with being out of office.  As the voters become discontented with the governing party, this should help the main opposition party, although it is unlikely to influence support for minor opposition parties since they cannot aspire to incumbency.  The effects of this are likely to be felt only after a long period of time, as the voters forget why they voted out the opposition party in the first place.  Accordingly, it applies only to main opposition parties who have been out of office for at least a decade.  This happened to Labour in the 1964 election, when they had been out of office for fourteen years, and again in 1997 when they had been in opposition for eighteen years.  The estimates in Table 6 show that this variable had a modest effect on the number of seats captured by Labour.  Overall, the goodness of fit of the best Labour model is very high, having an adjusted R-square of 0.94.


The Conservative best model is the same as it was in Table 2, since the approval variable, which appeared to be significant in the revised Whiteley model of Table 4, is not a robust predictor.  The effect disappears when the other non-significant variables are deleted from the model.  The Liberal Democrat best model in Table 6 shows that the inflation variable has a positive impact on the party’s seats.  The latter has a very high R-squared statistic, but the diagnostics suggest that there may be specification problems with the model.


It would be difficult to further improve the forecasting models of Table 6, since the lack of degrees of freedom make it unwise to incorporate even more predictors.  These models represent the limits of what can be done to estimate vote functions with only 17 observations.  On the other hand, it should be possible to say something about the next general election in 2009 or 2010 using insights from these models, and we consider this next.

Simulating the next General Election 

In the 2005 general election Labour captured 356 seats, the Conservatives 197, the Liberal Democrats 62, and other parties 30 seats, giving Labour an overall majority of 66 seats.  Between 2001 and 2005, the Labour share of the vote fell by 5.4 per cent, the Conservative’s rose by 0.6 per cent and the Liberal Democrats increased by 3.8 per cent.  It is possible to simulate the outcome of the next general election in terms of the number of seats captured by different parties using the forecasting models, with additional assumptions about how the party vote shares will look some 6 months prior to polling day.  A preliminary exercise which does this, suggests that a hung Parliament is quite likely to emerge from the next general election.  In that case there is a real possibility that the Liberal Democrat will be the pivotal party, and if they succeed in obtaining electoral reform as the price of co-operation with one of their rivals, British electoral politics will radically change.   

In fact the use of the forecasting models to conduct simulations is not a very efficient exercise.  Since the models are not perfect fits, any simulations automatically incur regression errors of the type discussed in Table 1.  A better strategy involves assuming a range of different swings between the parties, and then working out the effects on seat shares in the House of Commons on a constituency-by-constituency basis.  This makes it possible to speculate accurately about a wide range of possible seat distributions resulting from different swings.  

The simulations begin by assuming that minor parties, such as the Nationalists and others win a total of 30 seats in the next election, the same number as they won in 20053.  Figure 1 shows how the number of seats captured by Labour, the Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats changes in response to various uniform swings from Labour to the Conservatives.  Figure 1 assumes that there is no swing from Labour to the Liberal Democrats, which is not very realistic, but it facilitates seeing the electoral consequences of a straight fight between Labour and the Conservatives4.  If either Labour or the Conservatives fall below the horizontal line of 324 seats in the figure, then they will not have an overall majority in the House of Commons.   Figure 1 shows that if the swings from Labour to the Conservatives range from about 2 per cent to just under 8 per cent, neither of these parties will have a majority.  Considering that the average swing between the two parties was 3.8 per cent in the seventeen general elections between 1945 and 2005, this is quite likely to happen.  Thus a hung Parliament will result from a wide range of plausible swings from Labour to the Conservatives.

· -- Figure 1 about here –
It is interesting to see the consequences of a straight fight between Labour and the Liberal Democrats.  This is done in Figure 2, which repeats the earlier analysis but this time looks at uniform swings from Labour to the Liberal Democrats, assuming no overall swing from Labour to the Conservatives.  In this scenario Labour loses its overall majority if the swing to the Liberal Democrats is about 3.5 per cent.  The average swing between the two parties was 3.9 per cent in the seventeen elections from 1945 to 2005, and the swing from Labour to the Liberal Democrats in 2005 was actually 4.6 per cent.  So, once again, a hung Parliament will result from a wide range of plausible swings from Labour to the Liberal Democrats.  

· Figure 2 about here –

The assumption of a swing between only two of the three major parties is clearly unrealistic.  It is much more likely that swings from Labour to the other two parties, will be shared between them in varying proportions.  It is interesting to see what would happen if any swings from Labour are shared equally between both parties, for example, if Labour lost 2 per cent of its vote, and the Conservatives and Liberal Democrats picked up 1 per cent each.  The results of this simulation appear in Figure 3, and they show that when this happens Labour loses its overall majority with a swing of just over 3 per cent to the other two parties.  One interesting feature of this figure is that the Conservatives do not obtain an overall majority in the range of swings depicted.  This is because the Liberal Democrats share in Labour’s misfortune, and this prevents the Conservatives from winning enough seats to form a majority.  Again, the lesson of this simulation is that a hung Parliament is quite likely to occur.

· Figure 3 about here –

It is well known that electors who defect from Labour generally find it easier to switch to the Liberal Democrats than they do to the Conservatives (see Clarke et al. 2004: 145).  This means that the assumption that a swing from Labour will be shared equally between the Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats in unrealistic.  The swing from Labour to the Liberal Democrats in 2005 (4.6 per cent) was larger than the swing from Labour to the Conservatives (3.0 per cent).  So in a final simulation, we assume that the two parties share the swing from Labour in the same proportions as they did in 2005.  Roughly speaking the Liberal Democrats took about two-thirds of the combined swing in that election, leaving the Conservatives to pick up the remaining third.  This simulation appears in Figure 4, and it looks rather like that in Figure 3.  Again Labour loses its majority with a swing to the other two parties of about 3 per cent, and the Conservatives do not gain an overall majority in the range of values considered.  In fact the shared swing from Labour to the other two parties has to be around 12.5 per cent before the Conservatives get an overall majority.   This makes the chances of a hung Parliament rather greater than is true in the earlier simulations. 

-- Figure 4 about here --

There is one important qualification to make to this analysis.  The 2009/10 general election will be fought on new constituency boundaries.  The revisions in the boundaries will almost certainly work against Labour, since the latter had a big advantage in 2005.  Labour-held constituencies had significantly fewer electors than Conservative or Liberal Democrat held constituencies, making it easier to elect a Labour MP(.  The boundary revisions are designed to reduce this advantage, making it more difficult for Labour to retain its majority as a consequence.  From the point of view of the simulations this has the effect of making Labour lose its overall majority with smaller swings than those depicted in the figures.  This in turn makes a hung Parliament more likely, given a small swing against Labour, although at the same time it helps the Conservatives to win an overall majority with a smaller swing in their favour.  In effect, the points at which both parties cross the overall majority line in the figures shift to the left.   The important point is that boundary changes are unlikely to alter the fact that a wide range of plausible swings will give a hung Parliament at the next election. 

At this stage of the electoral cycle we cannot be more definitive about what is likely to happen at the next general election.  When the date gets closer, the forecasting model will give further insight into this.  But at the moment it looks like a hung Parliament is very likely to occur, unless some unforeseen shocks to the political system change the present context of electoral politics.

Conclusions.


Vote functions can be based on different theoretical ideas.  As this paper shows, one such idea is to modify and extend the cube rule, which used to give a good prediction for seats when Britain was a two-party system.  The other is to base the function on voter evaluations of the performance of the governing party, particularly in relation to its management of the economy.  These different theoretical approaches can learn from each other, and the fact that models can be evaluated against the real world event of a general election, provides an important scientific tool for theory building.  One by-product of this exercise is that it points to an election in four or five years time, which is quite likely to produce a hung Parliament.  Although these forecasting models are designed to work in the immediate run-up to the election itself, they may have more things to say about the long run prospects for British electoral politics.   This in itself makes the exercise of forecasting worthwhile.

Endnotes

( This was conducted by YouGov, and the project is funded by the US National Science Foundation.





( Since their core model forecasts as well as their revised version, we focus on the former.  





3 The simulations use data from the British Parliamentary Constituency Database 1992-2005 which is compiled and edited by Pippa Norris.  See Pippa_Norris@Harvard.edu.





4 The uniform swing or ‘Butler swing’ is calculated from the following formula:





[  |Con09 – Con05| + |Lab09 – Lab05|  ]/2





where Con09 and Lab09 are the percentages of the vote obtained by the Conservatives and Labour in a hypothetical election in 2009.  Con05 and Lab05 are the percentages of the vote obtained by the parties in the 2005 election.  





5 The average electorate in Labour retained seats in 2005 was 66,857, and the average electorate for Conservative seats was 72,956 and for Liberal Democrat seats 69,431.























































































































Table 1 Forecasts of Seats Won in the 2005 


General Election with the Whiteley Model





Party�
Actual Seats Won�
Forecast Seats Won�
Absolute Error in Seats�
Model Error (regression error in seats)�
�
Labour�
356�
358�
2�
19�
�
Conservatives�
197�
213�
16�
8�
�
Liberal Democrats�
62�
47�
15�
9�
�




















































































�
Table 2  The Whiteley Model of Party Seat Shares  1950 to 2005





                                                            Labour               Conservative              Liberal     


                                                             Seats                       Seats                     Democrat 


                                                                                                                               Seats                                                                                                                   �
�
Labour Seats (t-1)                                0.53***                     --                                 --


                                                             (6.2)�
�
Conservative Seats (t-1)                        --                            0.63***                        --


                                                                                             (7.2)


�
�
Liberal Democrat Seats (t-1)                 --                             --                                0.75***


                                                                                                                                 (7.7)


�
�
Labour Poll Share                                0.39***                  -0.34**                             --          


                                                              (3.2)                         (2.0)


�
�
Conservative Poll Share                     -0.39***                   0.76***                      -1.50***


                                                             (4.3)                         (6.1)                            (4.6)


�
�
Liberal Democrat Poll Share                --                              --                                0.34**


                                                                                                                                 (2.3)


�
�
Split in Party System 1979-83           -0.20***                   0.16**                          0.35**


                                                            (4.2)                         (2.3)                             (1.9)


�
�
________________________________________________________________________�
�
Adjusted R-squared                              0.89                         0.90                            0.91�
�
Serial Correlation test                           0.07                         0.02                            0.47�
�
Functional Form test                             0.05                         2.70                            5.67**�
�
Normality test                                       0.51                         0.56                            0.25�
�
Heteroscedasticity test                          0.02                         0.47                            0.07�
�



(t statistics in parenthesis; p<0.01 ***; p<0.05 **; p<0.10 *; one-tail tests)�
�
�
�
 �
�







































�
Table 3 The BLBN Core Model 1950 to 2005.





                                                   % Vote Share                 % Seat Share


                                                     of incumbent                    of incumbent


�
�
�
�
Inflation (t-6)                                  -0.69**                            -1.17***


                                                         (2.9)                                 (2.5)


�
�
Government Approval                     0.41***                           0.21


                                                         (4.3)                                 (1.1)


�
�
Terms of Office                              -1.59*                              -7.30***


                                                         (1.5)                                 (3.6)


______________________________________________________________�
�
�
�
Adjusted R-square                           0.67                                 0.55�
�
Serial Correlation test                      1.96                                 0.02�
�
Functional Form test                        0.05                                 4.82**�
�
Normality test                                  0.36                                 0.75�
�
Heteroscedasticity test                     0.30                                 1.38�
�
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�
Table 4  The Revised Whiteley Model





                                                              Labour          Conservatives                    Liberal   


                                                               Seats                   Seats                           Democrat


                                                                                                                                  Seats                                �
�
Labour Seats (t-1)                                0.41** *                   --                                  --


                                                             (2.7)


�
�
Conservative Seats (t-1)                        --                           0.61***                         --


                                                                                            (4.0)


�
�
Liberal Democrat Seats (t-1)                 --                             --                                0.71***


                                                                                                                                  (7.7)


�
�
Labour Poll Share                                0.40***                -0.32*                                --           


                                                             (2.9)                       (1.6)


          �
�
Conservative Poll Share                     -0.32***                  0.64***                       -1.72***


                                                             (3.0)                       (3.4)                              (5.4)


�
�
Liberal Democrat Poll Share                --                              --                                0.37***


                                                                                                                                  (2.6)


�
�
Split in Party System 1979-83           -0.20***                  0.14*                             0.37**


                                                             (4.3)                       (1.9)                               (2.4)


�
�
Adjusted Inflation+                            -0.01*                     -0.01                              0.03**


                                                             (1.5)                       (0.9)                               (2.6)


�
�
Adjusted Government Approval+       0.003**                 0.002*                           -0.00


                                                             (2.3)                       (1.5)                               (0.3)


�
�
Adjusted Terms+                                -0.02                      -0.04                               0.07


                                                             (0.6)                       (0.8)                               (1.0)


�
�
________________________________________________________________________�
�
Adjusted R-squared                             0.92                        0.89                               0.93�
�
Serial Correlation test                          0.01                        0.28                               5.6**�
�
Functional Form test                           0.10                         3.10*                             2.31�
�
Normality test                                      0.92                        0.43                               1.14�
�
Heteroscedasticity test                         0.62                        1.21                               0.23�
�
Change in Akaike Info Criterion       +1.7                         -1.1                               -2.0 �
�
•�
�
•(+ variables multiplied by -1 when party in opposition)�
�
�
�
�
�



�
Table 5  The Revised BLBN Model





                                                          %Vote Share          %Vote Share           %Vote Share


                                                           of incumbent          of incumbent             of incumbent   


�
�
�
�
Inflation                                               -0.45***                    -0.51***                      -0.47***   


                                                               (2.6)                           (3.2)                            (2.6)


�
�
Government Approval                          0.17*                         0.18**                          0.23***


                                                               (1.6)                          (2.0)                             (2.5)


�
�
Terms                                                  -2.35**                      -2.29**                         -1.20*


                                                               (2.4)                           (2.9)                            (1.5)


�
�
Labour Seats (t-1)                               -8.51***                       --                                   --


                                                               (2.3)


�
�
Conservative Seats (t-1)                        ---                             6.55**                             --


                                                                                                 (3.0)


�
�
Liberal Democrat Seats (t-1)                 ---                                --                               -1.94**


                                                                                                                                      (2.0)


�
�
Labour Poll Share                                6.77                            3.90                                  --       


                                                              (1.1)                           (0.8)


              �
�
Conservative Poll Share                     15.07**                      13.01***                        10.11**


                                                              (3.0)                           (4.1)                              (2.9)


�
�
Liberal Democrat Poll Share                --                                 --                                   0.10


                                                                                                                                       (0.1)


�
�
Split in Party System 1979-83            -4.51**                      -4.47***                        -3.96**


                                                              (2.7)                           (3.1)                               (2.3)


�
�
___________________________________________________________________________�
�
Adjusted R-squared                             0.85                            0.88                                0.84�
�
Serial Correlation test                          2.71                            2.17                                0.55�
�
Functional Form test                            0.09                            0.01                                0.28�
�
Normality test                                      0.17                            0.68                                0.50�
�
Heteroscedasticity test                         0.05                            0.17                                1.24�
�
Change in Akaike Info Criterion        -5.7                             -7.7                                -5.0�
�
�
�






�
Table 6 The ‘Best’ Models





                                                              Labour           Conservatives                 Liberal 


                                                              Seats                     Seats                        Democrat


                                                                                                                    Seats                                               �
�
Labour Seats (t-1)                                0.35***                    --                                   --


                                                             (3.8)


�
�
Conservative Seats (t-1)                        --                           0.63***                          --


                                                                                            (7.2)


�
�
Liberal Democrat Seats (t-1)                 --                             --                                0.70***


                                                                                                                                 (8.3)


�
�
Labour Poll Share                                0.37***                  -0.34**                             --     


                                                             (3.3)                         (2.0)


                �
�
Conservative Poll Share                     -0.36***                   0.76***                      -1.54***


                                                             (3.7)                        (6.1)                              (5.7)


�
�
Liberal Democrat Poll Share                --                              --                                0.38***


                                                                                                                                  (3.1)


�
�
Split in Party System 1979-83           -0.21***                   0.16***                        0.38***


                                                             (5.6)                        (2.3)                             (2.5)


�
�
Adjusted Inflation+                            -0.01**                       --                                0.03***


                                                             (2.0)                                                             (2.4)


�
�
Adjusted Government Approval+       0.002***                   --                                  --


                                                             (3.1)


�
�
Novelty                                                0.10*                         --                                  --


                                                             (1.8)


�
�
__________________________________________________________________________�
�
Adjusted R-squared                             0.94                        0.90                              0.94�
�
Serial Correlation test                          0.09                        0.02                              4.30**�
�
Functional Form test                           0.004                      2.70                               4.30**�
�
Normality test                                      0.10                        0.57                              1.09�
�
Heteroscedasticity test                        1.72                        0.47                               1.96�
�
�
�
(+ variables multiplied by -1 when party in opposition)�
�
�
�
�
�



�
Figure 1 Simulated Outcomes of Elections with Uniform Swings


from Labour to the Conservatives
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Figure 2 Simulated Outcomes of Elections with Uniform Swings


from Labour to the Liberal Democrats
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Figure 3 Simulated Outcomes of Elections with Equal Swings 


from Labour to the Conservatives and Liberal Democrats
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Figure 4 Simulated Outcomes of Elections with the Same Swing Shares 


from Labour to the Conservatives and Liberal Democrats as in 2005
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