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I important to address heterogenous measurement error
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Assessing polling performance in MX
Single-statistic assessments

I Under standard single-statistic assessments we would
conclude of electoral polls in Mexican presidential
elections...

Table 1: Survey error statistics for 2006 and 2012 Mexican Presidential elections.

Mosteller Martin Arzheimer
(1949) et al. (2005) et al. (2014)

Year 1 3 5 Ā0
PRI Ā0

PAN Ā0
PRD B̄ B̄w

2006 -2.37 2.73 -3.88 .181 -.095 -.056 .129 .119
2012 4.05 3.07 1.76 .128 -.103 -.053 .140 .145

24
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I
Purpose: estimate "house effects" for each polling firm by
candidate and election
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2006 Presidential election
Tracking vote intention
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2006 Presidential election
Estimated "house effects” - vote intent
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2006 Presidential election
Estimated "house effects" - vote intent

I 16 pollsters published 58 polls
I ALL (16) firms accurately estimate AMLO (PRD)
I Few (4) firms underestimate FCH (PAN)

I including: Consulta-Mitofsky, Demotecnia, Indemerc,
Parametría

I Few (6) firms overestimate RMP (PRI)
I including: BGC, Consulta-Mitofsky, Demotecnia, Indemerc,

Parametría, Zogby
I Many (9) firms estimate all candidates accurately:

ARCOP, CEO, Covarrubias, Data OPM, El Universal,
GEA-ISA, Indemerc mundial, Marketing Político, Reforma
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2012 Presidential election
Tracking vote intention
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I Few (5) firms estimate all three accurately:
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Sensitivity analyses
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