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Abstract?
The transmission of partisan appeals during election campaigndealy believedto aid the formation
of citizensGcandidate preferencesr to serve as rallying criesghereby increasing turnauthile
laboratory and survey experimesstsow thatpartisancueshelp citizens decide between candidases)
partisanelections see higher turnout than sgartisanelectionsit is unclear ifparty labelsand partisan
rhetoriccausevoters toturn out inhigher numbers inealworld electionsWe exploit a lowinformation
election in the UK to randomly assign whetlsampaignphone messagesclude strongpartisan cues
or promotethe samecandidate withousuch cuesWhereaswe find no significant difference in the
overall effectiveness ahessages with and without partisan caesicreasing turnouthe effectiveness
of the former is moderated byparty preferenceConsistent with the use of acceptamnegction
heuristics, campaign callsith partisan cues are more likely to mobiliparty supportersthan rival

partisans
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1. Introduction
The involvement of political parties in election campaigns is cfeEmasamelioratingtwo intertwined
collective action problemfaced byvoters: The individual costs ofgetting informed about candidates
and ofturning out to votealmost always outweigh the benefitvoting (Downs 1957Aldrich 1995;
Schaffner et al. 20Q1A party providescandidate with a Obrand nan@which conveys a great deal of
low-cost information andreducesthe costs ofdecisioamaking @ldrich 1995 49-50; see also
Sniderman et al. 199Rahn 1993; Lau and Redlawsk 2001; Snyder and Ting 2002; Arceneaux anc
Kolodny 2009. By facilitating decisionmaking party labels arethen, in a second stefhought to
ameliorate the turnout problem (Downs 19%fiderman et al. 199MMondak 1993 Popkin 1994
Snyder and Ting 2002)n this paper we address the question whether campaign messages that incluc
strong patisan cues are more successful at increasing turnout than messages wsitbloaties In
addressing tis question we make three important contributions

First, using a field experimental design we test the caafattsof GOTV phone messages
including and excluding explicit partisan cues turnout in a realvorld election The problem of
identifying whetherthe use ofparisan cues in campaigmessagesncreass turnout constitutes a
classical problem of causal inérce Much of theempirical evidence that supports the hypothesis that
the provision ofparisancues facilitates turnout is based on observational studies of local and judicial
elections in the United States, in which candidates are banned from displayingndngf lparty
affiliation. Evidencefrom these observational studies is mixed, buttstgdiesfind that turnout levels
are higher in partisan contests than in similar-partisan electiongAlford and Lee 1968; Karnig and
Walter 1983 Schaffner et aR001; Holbrook and Kaufmann 2012owever, @rtisan contestdiffer on
many observable and unobservable attribuesn nonpartisan contestde.g., competitiveness,

campaign intensity or any of tlithermany factorghat are associated with turnout diénceBwhich



observational studiebave difficulty accounting fo{Schaffner et al. 2001Holbrook and Kaufman
2012)

Although there is much laband survey experimental evidence that supports the theoretical
assumption that the provision of pasin cues helps individuals articulate candidate preferences
(Conover 1981; Rahn 1993; Druckman 2001), these effects might only bdiaobin the reaworld
(Mutz 2011) and may not translate into higher turnout. Field experiments are a promising means
address the issue of confounding variables in the context ofm@&d political campaignsSo far
though, such experiments haaded to confirm our observational priors about the mobilizing effects of
partisan cuesiVhen the results of partisan campaexperiments conducted in the US and in European
countries(Gerber2004;Cardy 2005McNulty 2005 Nickersonet al. 2006; Bailey et al. 201Barton et
al. 2013 Pons 201xare compared to the wadbktablished positive results of npartisanGetOut-The-

Vote (GOTV) experiments (for a review see Green et al. 2013), no clear conclusion eifiexgal,
partisan campaign interventions appear less effective at mobilizing voters thgmartisan GOTV
efforts (ibid). The heterogeneityacross he different studiefin campaign interventions, campaign
goals, messages and electoral setBngseatly complicates any attempt direct comparison.
Furthermorethe partisan nature of a campaigmftendifficult to manipulate irthe context of the sae
field experimentgiven extensive media coverage, campaign activépd the distribution offree
electoral materialthat characterizanost electionsCognizant ofthese problens, Panagopoulos (2009)
randomlyassiged individuals to receivesimilar partisan and noepartisan GOTV messagesthin the
same field experimenn the context of a lovgalien@ election He found that neithgpartisannor non
partisanappealssignificantly boosted turnouaind interpreted thias consistent witlprevious findings

of the inefficacy of commercial phone banks at mobilizing voters



We build on Panagopould3sresearch, butleviate fromhis design byexploiting a low-
information environmenthat allows us to randomize whether messages campaigniiagan of the
samecandidataused partisan cues not.

Thus, we can directly test whether campaigns that prowvaders with partisan cuesoost
turnout. This environment wasreated during a nationwide election for a newly established elected
office in England:the Police and Crime Commissioner (PC@&gction, which was first held in
November 2012nd can be compared to Sheriff electiomshe US A Labour Constituency Partyn
Birmingham, EnglandOs second largest city, agreed to implement the expetimié.elections that
are either clearly partisan amthere candidatesO party affiliations are widely known, or clearly non
partisan and therefore hardly comparable to gamtielectionsthe PCC election provided us witha
unique opportunityBefore the elections, parties hesitated whether to field candidates under their part
brand, but eventually decided in favor of fielding paatfiliated candidates (Travis 2011portantly,
very little information was available to voters about the elestidhe candidates and their party
affiliation: noneof the candidates were incumbents, constituencies were very large and no free electol
materials were availabl&grland andrerry 2012)?

Elections such as the PCC Electionwhich the electorate has little information about the
candidates are not uncommon: many local council and mayoral elections imited Kingdom the
US, and elsewhere can be considered-ildarmation elections. In such elections, it is reasonable to
expect that a substantial portion of the electorate is unfamiliar with the candidates, given that resea

"We gained informed consent from t@enstituency Labour Partg conduct this experimerdnd the
study was approved by tivgernal review boardsf both OxfordUniversity and Simon Fraser
University!
2 In fact, the government failed to provide funds to the Electoral Commission to distribute leaflets witl
information about candidates to eligible households (Garland and Terry 201t d@Jer to receive
information about candidates or the election,epbal voters had to actiwelsearch the Internet or
request a leaflet from the Electoral Commissjifectoral Commission 20137As a consequencéehe
Electoral Reform Society concludien its report on the election: OVoters were then left in the datk abo
who they could vote for with a lack of centrally provided candidate informatidex (7).
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has shown that even in congressional elections in the US about a third to half of the eleatotadble

to recall or does not even recognize the name of the candidates (e.g. Stokes and Miller 1962, Goldent
and Traugott 1980, Mann and Wolfinger 198@)particularstrengthof our research desigis that we
arethusable totest the causal impact afessages employing partisan coesturnout in a realvorld
setting yetthe generalizability of our results to highlience elections is an open questlarelections

in which an abundance of information is available to votes,impact ofa single phone call and the
parisancuestransmitted via the cafthight be drowned outy other competing campaign messages. In
that sense the Police and Crime Commissioner Election approximates a controlled environment,
which the effectof different messages can be tested in theweald net of the interference of other
factors.The dfect sizes that we find in this paper might hence constitute achsstscenario, in which
the effects of partisan cuese isolatedIf we donot find that partisan cues boost turnout in this setting,
then, arguably, it is unlikely that we would find strong effects on turnout in hggience elections.
Alternatively, one could imagine a scenamowhich voters expecstrongly partisanmessages in high
information contestshut viewthe same messages lassappropriate inow-saliencecontestssuch as

the Police and Crime Commissioner Electidblickerson has suggested tltais possible that partisan
messages are viewed with more sogp than nofpartisan messages due to their greater persuasion
component (2005; Nickerson et al. 2008).this applies in particular to lomformation elections,
strongly partisan messageamnight beless effective at increasing turnaiman they would ben high
salience elections.

Our secondcontribution is that wexamire whetherthe effectiveness ahessageat increasing
turnout ismoderated by theartisanship of théargeted individualPanagopoulos (2009) examines the
impact of partisan(and nonpartisan phone calls on both registered Democrats and Republicans;
however, wherea®emocratsreceived a Democratimessage Republicansreceived a Republican

message. This leaves open the quesiidmw partisans respond to messatles cuerival parties. On



the one handthey might userival party cues asnformatioral shortcutsaboutwhich candidateto
support thereby lowering their turnout costen the otherthey might simply ignorehe informational
content ofmessage when these arassociated withrival paries. However, vhile our study design
allows us to identify theausaleffectsof campaign cotactincluding or excludingexplicit partisan cues
onturnoutversus a randomly assigned control group prime, but do not randomly agsindividualsO
partisangreferences. Congaently, we canndully rule outthatthe moderating variabl@artisanship
mightbe confounded by other, unobservedderators

Our third contribution relates to thelectoral context, in which the field experimentas
conductedThe vast majority opartisanGOTYV studies hae been conducted in theSJOurs is thdirst
randomized field experiment to evaluate the effectivenesgofitical pary@ GOTV phone campaign
in the WK. The inclusion of rival party supporters in our study is important because, in consaste
US states Europearcountriesdo not require their citizens fmublically register theiparty support, and
partiesO voter targeting strategies are less sopted In such countries partisan campaigns are likely
contacting rival party supporteasn a regular basig\t the same timgit is important to emphasize that
the baseline turnout rate of 13%nigt much lower than turnout many US mayoradndlocal elections
on which the majority of observational studies about the effects of partisan cues on turnout are bas
(Maciag 2014) Our study is therefore conducted & similar, low salience contexds previous
observational studies of the sarssue

In wha follows we first develop theoretical expectations abblmw the provision of party cues
in campaign messagesight affect the formation ofcandidate preferencemnd the effectiveness of
campaign appesht mobilizing voters to turn outWe then describe the research design and present the
results. Our experiment shows that a telephone campaigrstrong Labour partisan cuassindeed
very effective at mobilizing.aboursupporters and uttachedvoters but significantly less effectie at

mobilizing supporters of rival partieg\t the same timehe samevolunteersadvocating for the same



candidatein the same electionbut without employing partisan cyewere equally effective at
mobilizing Labour supporters and unattached votetherefore does not appear that the use of partisan
cues increased turnout over armbee what we would expect from a normal GOTV message, not even
for the group of individual® supporters of the partthat should be most receptive to such cvés

discuss thetheoreticaland practicaimplicationsof our findings in the concluding section.

2. Party Cues and Voter DecisiorMaking
It has been shown that most individuals are badly informed about poditgesRage and Shapiro 1992;
Popkin 1994;Delli Carpini and Keeter 1995 and individualsO cognitive abilities when processing
political information and forming reliable judgments a@ad to belimited (Mondak 1993)Moreover,
irrespective of any individual limitations, politics operate in the context airgéivorldO, in which some
relevant information will always be lacking (Gigerenzer and Gaissmaier 2011: Alf3ugh such
constraints are likely to deter individuals from voting, social scientists have argued that individuals
able toreduce the costassociated with voting through heuristic processintgizing easily accessible
elite cues and political symbole form an opinion on who or what to supp{®hiderman et al. 1991;
Mondak 1993Popkin 1994 Druckman 200)L

Heuristicprocessinds essentiallythe use o Ocognitive shortcutO (Lau and Redlawsk 2001: 952)
or Oparsimonious decision ruleO (Mondak 1993: 1G@)mplify opinion formation (Chaiken 1980;
Chaiken and Maheswaran 199%hdividuals are more likely to engage in heuristic processing when eithe
their motivation or capacity for systematic processing is low (Chaiken and Maheswaran 1994),
instance when the topic has little personal relevance (Chaiken 1980; Petty angh&€48i8p)Elike most
political issue®Bor when limited information on a complex issue is available (Lupia 1994).

Party labels are widely seen as the mosgnportant signak that the political environment can

provideto votersto reduce information cos{€onover 1981Aldrich 1995, 2006; Rahn 199Bruckman



2001; Snyder and Ting 2002 The Oinitial reputationO (AldricR00§ that the partyaffiliation label
confers on a candidatallows voters to associate candidates with readily available sterecappes the
typical representative of that paiynd his or her ideological positig@onover 1981; Rahn 1993; Green
et al. 2002).In addition to providing heuristics that reduce the costs of deciudhegher to support a
certaincandidateparty affiliation labelsin campaign messages could disoction as a social identity cue
(Green et al. 2002; Greene 200Rartisans might derive expressive benefits from showing support fo
their team by voting (Green et al. 2002: 49; 220). Accordingly, campaagsages that can clearly be
associated with a political party could be viewed as providing rallying cries, to which the party
supporters in particular are likely to respond by turning out. Rival party supporters might similarly |
mobilized to show suppt for their own team as a result of the rallying cries of a competitor. Both o
these perspectives would lead us to expect higher turnout rates as a result of camepaagesvith
strong partisan cues compared to those without, beegilszthe forme provide heuristics that reduce
the costs of deciding whether to support a certain candmdteey activate partisan identities.

There are reasonsiowever,to question whethethe provision of paitan cues in campaign

messagemdeedresuls in higher turnoutFirst, from an empirical point of viewalthough such cues
might enable the formation of candidate prefereneeislence fromaboratory and survey experiments
provides littleinsightas towhetherthis eventually translates into highemrnout in realworld elections.
It remains a possibility that it is nthe provision ofparisan cues thatmakes a campaign appeal
effective atincreasing turnouytbut simply other elements that makap a standard GOTVappeal
Campaign messagdsgpically provide useful information on where, when and how to vote, and if
delivered in a personable way these messages can be very effective at increasindAtceneaux
2007 Green and Gerber 2008)

Second and relatedlywhether partyaffiliated GOTV appealsmobilize constituents might

depend on the individuals® evaluation of gharceof the messageln line with ZallerOs(1992)



acceptanceejection axiom that shows that individuals decide whether to accept a message based
their evaluation bthe messenger (Zaller 199%engar and Simon 2000)e might expecfudgement of

the messageOs soutoempact the effectiveness of campaign appe&@sce many individuals are
attached to political partie@Campbell et al 1960 Green et al. 20Q2Bartle and BHucci 2009,
individualsare likely tojudge a campaigappeabasedn whether they like theource of thenessag®

in this case thparty thecampaign volunteaaffiliates with That is to say, if a Labour volunteer contacts

them, potential voters might choose to ignore the mobilizing content of the message if they dislike the
Labour Party, and accept the GOTV message if they approve of the Labour Party or are neutral to it. For
voters who, based on their partisan predispositions, oppose the Labour Party, we would then expect
lower turnout ratesas a result of theampaignmessagesvith partisan cuesompared tovoters who

support the Labour Party

3. Research Design

We take advantage diie first natioawide electiongo the newly created office oPolice and Crime
Commissioneiin the UK which wereheld on November 15th 20120 conduct our randomized field
experiment.The experiment was fielded in the city of Birgiram.None of the candidates in the West
Midlands PCCElection the setting of our experimddhad served in national office befooe were
incumbents with high name recognitidiThis andthe sheer size of tha/est Midlands Constituency
which spans902km? and includes 2.7 million peagl contributed to the fact thatindichtes were
unknown to the general puhlithe lowinformation context of the election sesvas a strong test of the
role of partsan cuesin GOTV campaignsIf voters are unawaref candidate®positions on policy
issues, party labelsshould serve as the only yardgtithat individuals have to decide between

candidatesDue to theunusually large size of the PCC constitugribe number of individuals assigned

® Three independent candidates and one candidate each for the Labour Party, the Conservative Party
Liberal Democrats and the UK Independence Party stood in the election.
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to treatment in thex@eriment compared to the number of eligible voteas very small* Moreover,
becausehe West Midlandsonstituencys a Labour stronghold that was represented by 19 Labour MPs,
7 Conservative MPs and 2 Liberal Demociat$he 20162015 parliamentthe chance of affecting the
outcome of the election wasinimal.

In conducting theexperimentwe worked together with a loc&lonstituency Labour Partyn
fielding the experimentwe adherd as closely as possible to standard Labouelephone campgn
messageThe study relies on threearmed experimentalesign Random assignment to one of the three
experimental groups assuréisat, in expectation, thershould beno observable or unobservable

differences betweeindividualsassigneakither of thewo treatment groups oo the control group

3.1 Study Population

Our study population comprisaggistered voterdiving in a select number oélectoral wards in
Birmingham,and whose names were includecthie Labour CampaignOs electoral datatzas®al of
26,827 individualsThis database had most receityenupdated after the May 3, 2012 local electidns.

We used dully anonymzed version of tis database toandomlyassignindividuals into treatment and

* Our experimental dataset coveredly 1.3% of eligible voters in the West Midld® constituency
(26,827 out of 2 million)Even if our treatments increased turnout by as much as 10 percpotatge
among all individualsand their household members assigned to the treatment groups (approximatel
10,279), we would not mobilize more th4,028 additional voterdn total, there wer@38,384votes
cast in the West Midlands PCC Election (12%hus, the difference between the top two candidates
would have had to be smaller than 1,028/238,384 = .04 perceptads. This would have been an
exceptionally close election. Moreover, this would have implied that all 1,028 additional voters woulc
have supported the same candid@uen that the Labour candidateOs winning margin amounted to
61,703votes, our experiment in no way affedtthe resit of the electionWe neither expected, nor
found, demobilizationof opposition supporters, as turnout was widely predicted to be veryFow.
more information on the election see:
<http://www.westmidlandgcc.gov.uk/transparency/bgbnesarchive/>and
<http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/u&nglandbirmingham20343913>.
® The database is updated after every election. Information on individuals included in the databa
combines publically available sources, and canvassing records.
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control group$. To fulfill the secalled assumptiorof norrinterferencé meaningindividuals should
only respond to their own treatment and not to the treatment of others surroundingvéheandomly
selected one person per household to be included in the saftpleexcluding additionahousehold
members our sample congdtof 15,461 individuals.For our experiment, we then selected those
individuals for whichthe contact variable in the databasdicatedthat theyhad provided alandline
phone number only. This left us with a totall& 065 experimentalnits® In addition to information on
whether individuals share the same household, the database sndiaimation on gender (OMrO or
OMsOyear of birth whether individualsvereregistered aabsentesoters,as well asndividuals@atest
recordedparty preferenceand theirturnouthistory (asavailable from public records oecorded during

previous Labour campaigns).

3.2Experimental Assignment

In order to test whether our treatments had different sftectLabour supporters thasn supportersof

rival parties we stratifed the sample by preecorded partisanshifA measureof party supportvas
included in the Labour PartyOs extensargeting database, and is based on piworto-door and
phonecanvassing leorts conducted by party volunteers in the constituency. The party aims to contac
every voter iving in the parliamentary catituency toidentify potential supporterdt is common
practice for constituents to volunteer their voting intergito party canvassers in the UK. The database
covered around 38% of registered vot&ve distinguisithose whose latest recordedrisanshipin the
databasevas Qabould) thosewhose latest recordegarisanshipwas a (specifc) Gival partyO(i.e.

Conservative, Liberal Democrat, Green, BNP, Respect, UK Independence d?anwio otherwise

® All names and contact detailgere removed and replaced by a unique personal identifier code by the
Labour campaign.
" This assumption is part of the stahlrit-treatmentvalue assumption (SUTVA)SeeRubin 1980,
Gerber and Green 2012
8 We randomly assignethe remaining 2,395 units, for which the records provided a mobile number, to
a control and treatment group in ordectmduct sseparatesmall text message experimént.
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indicated toopposelaboul), and thos®unattachedGbjectsvho were identifiedasnon-partisansnon-
voters or whose partisanshipwvas unknown(i.e. Odon®t know®, GmerOmissingor OwonOt siyd
Next, we divided the partisan subsamples into two treatment groups (message with and without partis
cues), and one control grobyased on the random numbers created tosshour experimental sample
This procedure led to stratified randonassignmento treatment and control groufisat created equal
probabilities of assignment conditional on party support lamasehold sizeln all our analyseswe
account for this procedure bwcluding inverse proability weightsof assignment to treatment and
control groupsThe allocation of individuals into treatmeartd control groupfor each partisan group
shown inFigurel.

< Figure 1 >

3.3Treatmens

Individuals in the two treatment groupgmecalledby telephone byabourParty volunteeran the week
leading up tdhe electior(November 18 B15"), and wereencouraged toote for a particular candidate
in the West MidlandsPCC Election on November 152012 In formulating thecampaignscriptswe
workedcloselywith the local Labour Party in order to ensure the messages paralefadlcampaign
efforts Both messageprovided practical information to subjeats the election date and their local
polling stationandencouraged them tinirn out ando vote forthe candidateHowever the contenof
the scripts didrary acrosshe two treatment groupShe Opaisan cué treatmeidentified the source of

the message as the local Labour Paeyplicitly referred multiple times to the candidateOs party

® To validatethe canvassingasedneasurepne of usconducteca separate experimeslsewhere in the
UK, which drew data from the same database, and found that the broadrtupeoperationalization
(Labour, rival party, unattached) indeed correlates highly with party support as reported in independe
phone interviews conducted by thesearchers ¢gFoos 201k OUnattachedO ascomposite category
that groups together all voters that did not explicitly volunteer their party sugubetr in favour or
against the Labour Party. Empirically, there is no heterogeneitywrshbjects that have missing values
or refused to answer the party support quesigimve in response to the pasties treatment compared
to OdonOt knows/abstentionsO
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affiliation, and identified the (Conservative) party in charge of the national government as the
responsible party for cuts in policintn contrast, théall without partisan cues@ithermentiored a
parisan source of the messageor the candidateOgarty affiliation or the party affiliation of the
Westminster governmeninstead, it emphasidethe candidate@sevious experience and credentials.
Although this meanthatthere aresmalldifferences between the two scripts other than the partisan cues,
both scripts were meant not only to mobilize voters to vote, butt@isersuade them in favour of the
candidate Accordingly, we included realistic, but ngrartisan, arguments in favour the candidate in

the messagevithout partisan cuedt is important to note thahe policy positions mentioned in the
scripts, such as the candidateOs opposition to cuts in police numbers, did not psocige ta his
partisan affiliation as similar Ipdgeswere made byindependentcandidates running in the West
Midlands PCC Election (Secretary of State for the Home Department 2012 )reatmenscripts are
displayedin Box 1 and 2 belowThe combination of source cue, party affiliation of the caateichnd
party affiliation of the opponent is frequently used in Labour campaign messages. While th
combination of differenparty cues makes it difficult to isolate tlmpactof any single cue, it allows us

to test the effect oA message that combinall partisancues, as commonly employed by political
parties.

Box 1: Campaigntelephone callwithout partisan cues

OHello, my name is E. | am phoning to remind you to go out and vofedodidate nameh the
Police and Crime Commissioner Election on Thursday. Your local polling station is located at E ¢uring
the usual opening hours from 7am to 10pm.

Have you heard dtandidate namé&|[Candidate nama$ a candidate for Police and Crime
Commissioner ad he is determined to fight the cuts in frontline policing[féemer role][candidateOs
first name]has a strong record in reducing crime and protecting our Police Foecalidate namdjas
been fighting for the victims of crime for over 30 years.

Box 2: Campaigntelephone callwith partisan cues

OHello, my name is E. | am phoning from your lotabour Party. | just wanted to remind you to go
out and vote fotLabour candidatdcandidate namah the Police and Crime Commissioner Election|on
Thursdg. Your local polling station is located at E during the usual opening hours from 7am to 10pm.
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Have you heard of theabour candidatgcandidate namé&]LabourOgcandidate namé$ determined
to fight theTory cuts to frontline policing that will hit Birmingham hard ifConservativeis elected.
The Conservativeshave sacked Police Officers and closed down Police Stations. In contrast, the
Labour Party put more Police Officers on the ground and will protectceahumbers.

After listening to the appeasubjects in both treatment groupad the possibility to converse
with the volunteer, whaoin the condition without cuesyasinstructednot to mentiorthat the candidate
was affiliated with the Labour Partynless she was explicitly asked if the candidatefoara political
party, which occurred very rarely. Subjegterealsoasked whether they wegsing to vote for a Police
Commissionerwhich candidate or partyey would supportand were thanked for théime. Campaign
volunteerswereasked to fill out a form on whether contact with the targetdd/idual was made, any
reasons for why contabadfailed (i.e. answering machine, no answer, hapgetc.), and the number of
call-backs madé¢seeAppendiy. After the election the local Labodarty provided us with an updated
version of theanonymizeddatabasewhich included turnout data for the P@&&ction from the marked

electoral registet’

3.4Contact Rates
Forty percenbf all subjectsvho were assigned to be treatgdre successfully contacted mampaign

volunteers(the contact ratge)meaning that thealler spoke to the named pers@eeTable 1. The

19 We removed all individuals from the dataset who could be identifieabasntee/oters based on a
pretreatment measure, as magisenteesoters would have voted before our GOTV effort and we
therefore did not expect the Labour campaign to have any impact on these individualsO turnout in
PCC Electionln addition, here are a snilanumber of individuals in our dataset for which we could not
verify whether they voted, as their names were removed from the updated electoral register. The
individuals had either passed away or moved to another city. This issue of attrition is con@®@nRV
studies and is not usually considered a problem because the resulting OmissingnessO is unlikely to
function of treatment assignment. To test this assumption, we regressed whether turnout was reporte:
not on treatment assignment and compé#ned~statistic of this regression to the mean of thedfistic

over 10,000 simulated randomizations. The resultivglpe of.63 confirms that attrition is likely to
have occurred independently of treatment assignment. Overall, 21% of the sampéneasdr The

final number of individuals included in the analysis is shown in parentheses in Figure 1
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campaign failed tcadminister the treatment tthe remainingé0% because phonknes were dead,
subjects had moved away, or could not be reached on a first or second atteimptatd hof
noncompliance is similar to the rate recorded in other GOTV studies in the UK (John and Branne
2008). Moreover, thanks to the parallel adminisatof the treatments, contact rates for the phone

messagewith and without partisan cuase almost identical (39% and40.3%).

3.5BalanceTest

We use randomaationinference to test whether any imbalasag availablepre-treatment covariates
between the experimental grouge larger than expected given randsampling variability(Gerber

and Green 2012 he resulting pralue of0.56 indicates that we cannot reject the sharp null hypothesis
that the pre-treatment covariatetaken togetheare not systematicallyelatedto treatment assignment
(Figure A2 in the Appendix) We are therefore confident about the balanced nature of treatment anc

control groups.

3.6 Manipulation Check

We conduct a manipulatiocheck to establish that subjects perceived thaspartuesin the partisan

cue treatment conditio®We use an opeended question at the end of the call that asked subjects in both
treatment groupabout their partypupport inthe PCC ElectionWe subsequently performnaultinomial

logit regression of five responses to this question (a. voting for Labour Party or candidate; b. dor
know; c. abstention; d. voting for a rival party or candidate; e. refused to answer) on iden pare
treatmentpartisan group, their interactions, and the-tpeatment covariates (see Appendix Figute A

for predicted probabilities based on the multinomial logit model and Table Al for OLS estimates fo
Labour/nonLabour vote intention If the treatment was suce#sl and theparisan cues are indeed

picked up by potential votershen subjectsgenerallyshould be more likely to volunteer that they
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support the Labour Party when treated with a partisan cue message thdremidssagexcluding the
cues regardless of whether this is duestixial desirabilityand/or priming. V& would expecthis to be
particularly true folLabour supporters

According to expectationthe results show that Labour supporters, andldsser extent
unattached voters, aimedeedless likely to indicate that they OdonOt knowO who they would vote for ir
the PCC election, and significantly more likely to indicate that they would vote fo(Ldimul)
candidate ot.abourParty, as a result of the phone call with Labour Party casgpared to the phone
call without parisancues.This magnitude of thelifferencefor Labour supporter£8 percentageoints,
is striking given that the campaign message withoutgaartues does provide subjects with the name

and credentialef thecandidate, just not his party affiliation.

4. Analysisand Results

Thefirst row of Table 1 showsthe turnout rates the treatment anadontrol groug. Compared to the
control group, wrnout was on averagepercentag@oints higher in the treatment grotiyat received a
message with partisan cues and 3 percergagds higher in the treatment group that received a
message without partisan cudsis suggest that both treatments were effective at increasing turnout
but that the message with partisan cwas no more effective at increasing turnout than the message
without partisan cues.

We subsequentlyuse the differences-proportions estimator to estimatee IntentTo-Treat

effecs (ITT) on turnout’ The unadjusted and covarisdjusted ITT effects of both treatment

" Formally,the ITT can be defined as the sum of eachlenit| treatment assignment effect divided by

the total number of assigned subjedy, (and isequal to the difference in the averaged potential

outcomes under the various treatment assignment conditions! % Yh (=1 _!E!Z{L! Yi(z!

0), where ¥(z = 1) is the potential outcome for individuainder the treatment condition ang{2r= 0)
is the potential outcome farunder the control conditiorGiven random assignment to treatment and
control conditions, excludability, and namerference, the differencés-proportion estimator is, in
expectation, an unbiased estimator of fhe. |
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conditions are shown in the lower part of Tabl&\hen adjusting for pr&reatment covariates in order
to reduce variance in the dependent variableinalede turnout in the previous s&velections, gender,
age and the electoral ward in which an individual resides. We estirvatags and confidence intervals
based on randomizatignference (Gerber and Green 2012; Aronow and Samii 261®)e find
significant ITT effects of both the mment with and without partisan cues on turnout-8fg@g&rcentage
points.

The lower part of Table dlsorepors the Complier Average Causal EffedACE), the &erage
treatment effect for soalled Ocompliers€ubjects who would answer the telephonesmvicalledby
campaign volunteerS We estimated the CACBy running a twestage least squares regression of
turnout on contact, using treatment assignment as the instrumental vériater the combined
sample we find atatisticallysignificantCACE of 7 percentageoints(covariateadjuged) as a result of
the campaign messagath partisan cuesand of8 percentageoints as a result of the messag#out
partisan cuesThus, both the phone caligith and withoutpartisan cues werelearly effective a

mobilizing turnout'®

12 All randomizationbased inference is performed using the statistical package RI for R (Aronow anc
Samii 2012).
13 The ITT effect of treatment assignment (z) on actually receiving the treatmierfgals the

proportion of compliers in the sample. TBACE estimator can be defined a%ACE ! ,2 where
. D

UTT, = E[!;()].!
1 If Vi is turnout,Dy; is contact under the paan cuetreatment,Dy is contact under the treatment
excluding cuegthe two endogenous variable®); is treatment assignment to the Eah cudreatment
and Z,; is treatment assignment to the treatmerthout cues then the model we estimate can be
formally written asY; ! 16, + 1! ;1 + 1,0 5+, inwhichD, ;! Tyt b+ ,and! 5 =16, +
!5! Z! i ! & ll
15 0On the last day of telephone canvassing, volunteers were instructed to leave messages on answe
machines in case subjects could not be reached during the second round of calling. Our CACE estime
assumes that those messagesregligible effects on subjects. If we assume instead that the message:
left on answering machines had an effect as large as speaking to subjects in person, the size of
CACE reduces by around one fourth since the overall contact rate increases friam5@(Q.56 for
Labour and rival supporters, and .53 for unattached voters).
18 For the turnout and contact rates, and ITT effects and CACEs for each partisan group separately,
Table A2 in the Appendix.
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< Table 1>

In addition to the CACE for the combined samplee lefthand panels oFigures 2a and b
display the CACEs conditional on p#&an group Figure 2a shows the CACEs of the partisan cue
message and Figure 2b of the message without partisan/¢eestimate CACEs separately for Labour
supporters, rival party supporters anthttachedoters.The righthand panels of Figures 2a and b show
the nteraction effects between partisan group and the successfully delivered messages esimgated
linear regression modéiee Table A3 and A4 in the AppendtX)

Figure 2bshowsthat the messageavithout cuessignificantly increasd turnout and that this
increase is not moderated by jreatment party preferenc€he campaign phone call without partisan
cues resulted in CACEm turnoutof 7 percentag@oints for Labour supporters and supporters of rival
parties, and of 10 percentageints for unattached voterg¢covariateadjusted) The differences in
CACEs between partisan groups, in particular between Labour and rival party supporters are neith
substantially large, nor statistically significam. contrast Figure 2a shows thahe messageusing
Labour partisan cuesnly significantlyaffecied turnout among Labour partisans and unattached vyoters
but neither substantially nor significantilycreasd turnout among rival party supportefsor Labour
supporters and unattached votersuFeg2adisplaysstatistically significant CACEs on turnout of 10 and
9 percentag@oints (covariat@djusted). For rival party supporters the increase in turnout is much
smaller at 2.6 percentag®ints and statistically insignificant. Thusyal party sypportersare around 8

percentageointslesslikely to turn out when treatedith the Labourparisan cuemessagéhanLabour

171f Y, is turnout,D; is contact (the endogenous variablg)is treatment assignment to the jsah cue
treatment,X is a nrby-k covariate matrix and B is aliy-1 vector of coefficients, then the model we
estimate can be formally written as:
LU 1 41,00 B Laboun + ! 31"#$$#%h!" ;| B, (D! Labour), +!B, (I *"#$$#%A!" 1,1 | |
L1 inwhich! (11 DI T 1 1 1H$0& 1 1 "HSSH 1" 1 1 (1 T 1"#$%8&), | 11,11 1
Unattac! " 1,1 1 1 Bl 1.1,
Both equation include the same set of exogenous covariates.
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supporters. Tis interaction effect is statistically significant with< .10 using a tweailed hypothesis
test(see Table A3 in thA&ppendi®¥. Thisfinding supports ousecondhypothesis thathe effectiveness

of partisan campaigeallsis moderated by the existing partisan preference of the individual.

< Figure 2a and b >

As a last stepve testwhethermessages including partisan caee significantly more effective
at mobilizing potential voters thanessagesvithout partisan cuesasour first hypothess suggestsAs
was suggested by Table hjs does not appear to be the c&sgureA3 andTable A5 in the Appendix
show that, if anythingthe partisan cue messagecreasediurnout by around 2percentaggoints
compared to thenessage withoutues(covariateadjusted)® Although there is a small positive effext
campaignvolunteers usingexplicit partisancues when calling Labour supportetiBe use of partisan
cues onlyincreases turnoumong Labour supportels/ an additionall.2 percentaggoints None of
these effects, however, are statistically significant.

What can wenonethelesdearn from this analysis given that the treatment versus treatment
comparison$averelatively low statistical poweresulting from the relatively small number of subjects
when comparing the two treatments directly to each @tidthough we cannot rejecthe null
hypothesighat messages including partisan cues are no more effective than messages without partis
cues this does nohecessarilynean that we have not learnt anythingm this comparisonFigure 3

shows howprior beliefs can be updated acdimg to BayesO Rule based on the results of the

18 Since the treatment groups have been randomly assigned, we can assume that compliers do
systematically differ between treatment groups. Therefore, we can compare the compliers directly
each other, usg a linear probability model for estimation.
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experiment® The top row shows a scenario in which one has no prior expeavétioa effectiveness of
partisan cues in campaign phone messagdsiranut in the UK This agnostic prior is reflected in a
CACE centredon zero and a large standard deviation. After findingegativeCACE of -.015 with a
standard error of .019 (see Table A5, columin the Appendi¥ a researcher would update her prior
odds of finding a positive CACEHom 1:1 to posterior odds of only 0.3:1. The second row shows a
scenario in whichlike us, based on theoretical expectations, the researcher startsheithior that
volunteers using partisan cues are more effective at increasing turnout than voluntearakelcalls
without usingsuchcues.Let us consider a scenario under which the reseaesipercs a positive effect

size of2 percentaggointsbabout half ofwhat we conservatively might expect 8ACE of a standard
GOTV volunteerphone messag® be and arguably an effect size of substantive intei®glé also
believes that itis highly unlikely that the effect i exceed6 percentaggoints. Accordingly, the prior
standard deviations 2 percentaggoints. In this scenarjathe odds of obtaining a positive result
diminish from prior odds 05.3.1 to posterior odds df.21. In the final scenario depicted in the bottom
row of Figure 3 a researcher startvith a prior expectation of a negative effect on turnout of the
messagéncluding partisan cues compared to that of the messtigeut partisan cues o percentage
points together with a standard deviationZopercentaggoints. In this scenarjadhe prior odds of
obtaining a positive result were only2(. After learnimg of the results, however, the posterior odds are
even smaller at @:1. In each of these scenarios the researcher updates her prior beliefs about the impi
of messagethat includepartisan cues compared to those withmauttisancues As we have showrihe
posterior odds of finding a positive impact of the use of partisan cues in GOTV phone calls compared

not using such cues diminish, regardless of what oneQs initial beliefs were.

19 For more information on and an example using this approach see: Gerber and GreeGHapt
11) andde Rooij and Green (20&%. Figures were made using code written by Alex Coppock and
adapted by Donald Green (de Rooij and Green 2016b).
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<Figure 3 >

Our findings do hencenot support the hypothesis thatessages with partisan cuesrease
turnoutto a greater extent thanessagewithout such cuesitherby lowering decisiormaking costs or
by activating partisan identitiednstead we find that Labour campaign messages mobilize Labour
supporters and unattached voters, &g far less effective ahobilizing supporters of rival parties
providing support for the idea that pexisting party preferences moderate whether citizensotuirto
vote in favour of the party that sends the GOTV messligalso suggestthat partisan campaign
messages are unlikely to backfire diybstantiallyincreasing turnout among citizens who are unlikely to
vote for the candidate.

Our findings regardinghe mobilizing impact o€ampaignmessagewith strong partisan cuesn
party supporters and unattached votmatrast with thenon-significant, small effect®f some earlier
partisan GOTV telephone experimeims turnout foundn the US such as thosesported byCardy
(2005), McNulty (2005) and Panagopoulos (2008s well as experiments conducted in Continental
European electionsPpns and Liegey 2013Pons 2014Kendall et al. 2014). There area number of
potential explanations for these differencdesst, most USstudies relied on commercial phone banks
rather tharon a set ofledicated volunteersvhich may explain thenull findingsas more personalized
means of conveying GOTV messages have been shown to be more effective Hpensmsslized
means Arceneaux 2007Green and Gerber 2008artisan GOTV studies in the Wsat have relied on
volunteer phone calls or detw-door canvassing show mixed results. In addition to a commercial phone
bank, McNulty (2005) relied on volunteers iwo separat partisan GOTVexperimerd targeting
Democratic youths and finds negative, sgnificant effectson turnout Barton et al. (2013) likewise
find negative effectsf doorto-door canvassing by a political candidate for a local officéurnout. In

contrast,Nickerson et al. (2006) repoét positive and significantCACE of 3.2 percentagpoints on
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turnout in the 2002 Gubernatorial Elections in Michigan as a result of volunteer phone calls targetir
young Democratic and independent vefeand a nosignificant but large CACE of 16.8 percentage
points as a result of a similar detordoor campaignSecond, European GOTV experiments measured
turnout predominantly at the aggregate level, masking potential heterogeneous effects cooditional
prior party support. An explanation that centers on differential mobilization effects also makes sens
from a theoretical point of viewl'he goal of partisan campaigns not toincrease turnouamong all
citizensbinstead they aim to change the pami€omposition of the electoratdolbrook and McClurg
2005).

It is difficult to draw substantive conclusionsrom a comparison ofthese studies due to
substantial heterogeneity @ampaign interventions, campaign goals, messages and electoral s8fttings.
the partisan GOT\ktudies, only Panagopouf@g2009) directly compared the effectiveness of partisan
and nonpartisan messages within the same field experiment in the context otsallence election.

Like Panagopoulos, we find somewhat stronger olvefédcts for the message without partisan cues
than for the message with partisan cues. Yet in botlstadies this difference is small and statistically
insignificant.In sum, when we place our study in the context of previous partisan GOTV sthdies,
evidence seems to suggest that if delivered in a personable way partisan GOTV messages can incr
turnout among supportersdout are unlikely to outperformon-partisan messagegvhat remains less
clear is how effective partisan messages are comparewnpartisan messages imghly salient
electoral contexts.

It is important to note thadur relatively large effect sizesmatchthosereported in nospartisan
GOTV studies in the UKJohn and Brenna@008; Cutts et al. 2009; Fieldhouse et al. 30For
instance,John and Brannan (2008) find a significant increase in turnout in the 2005 British Genere
Election as a result of their ngrartisan telephone campaign in Manchestportingan ITT effectof

3.5 and a CACE of 7.3 percentageints. A second study conducted in the UK, by Fieldhouse et al.
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(2013) during the 2010 British General Election finds an ITT of 3 perceragdes and a CACE of 4
percentageoints, but no increase in turnout in ther&pean Election of 2009, as a result of a
nationallyrepresentative nepartisan GOTV telephone campaign. Our results are therefore consisten
with the mobilization effects found in two studies of fgartisan telephone mobilization during British
GeneralElections.Yet, we find little support for the idea thatoviding potential voters witpartisan
information in a campaign message increases tutfinotiter by reducing decisioimaking costor by
activating partisan identitiesrrespective of whetheroters support or oppose the patitat sends the
messageAs the first randomized field experiment to evaluate the effectiveness of political partiest
GOTYV phone callsn the WK, these results are clearly important in a comparative perspective and migh

update our prior assumptions about the effectiveness of local GOTV campaigns run by political parties

5. Discussion and Conclusions

With this randomized field experiment, we set to test competing theoretical expectations of laow
campaignOsse ofexplicit partisan cuesn their messagemfluences individualsO turnout decis®n
According to one perspectivgartisancues function as mental shorteudbr candidate positions,
reducing the cost of the voting decisioor promping individuals to vote in order to derive the
expressive or social benefits associated with supporting their partisan Tease complementary
perspective suggest thathe provsion of parisan cuesshould result in an additional boogi turnout
above and beyond the impact of Aoartisanefforts to mobilize voters to turn ouAn alternative
perspective suggests no such additional impact as indivishmléd useparisancuesonly to accept or
reject themobilization message conditional on their partisan predispositiBgsproviding new, field
experimental evidence on how citizens useigamntcuesto reject campaign appeals that conflict with
their partisan predispositionsur study significantly contributes toetldebateabout the role of political

parties in election campaigns
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We find that a campaign thatlvocated in favour of a candidat@hout using partisan cues was
very effective at increasing turnout, at least f#scéive asa campaigrthat explicitly used party labels
and partisan rhetoriclThese radts suggest that the positicerrelatiors between the partisan nature of
an election andurnoutuncovered in observational studiegay bedue to increased GOTV awities by
party volunteers as opposed to the informatiaraldentity-activatingcontent of party labels. Simply
having party volunteers contact citizens on the phone, and encourage them to vote might constitute
most important elements of a party@es in increasing turnout during election campaigns

At the same timeand in line with the extensive literature based on laboratory and survey
experimentsour manipulation check showhat the use of pasan cuessignificantly increasethe
likelihood that Labour Rarty supportergxpress support for the candidadthough parisancues might
not mobilize votersn realworld elections they do seem to aid in shaerm opinion formatiorand
articulation even though we remain agnostic as to whether @opinion€imply reflects a socially
desirable answer and/or is a result of primihggether, ouresults allow for a better understanding of
the role of parties in election campaigasd both validatas well asqualify the results from earlier
studies that have relied on different experimental settings.

Our experimental results also suggest thaigaartues transmitted by election campaigmetter
becausdhey areused by individuals to judgehether torespond tamobilization appeals by political
parties Partsan cuesappear to signal to individuals whether to approve of the source of a campaigr
messageif individuals approve of the source or are neutral to it, theymame likely to accept the
subsequent infonation contained in the mobilization message and behave accordingly; if they
disapprove they are more likely to reject the content without considering the information contained in i
Interestingly, otherwise useful information such as polling date, gopiace and candidateOs policy
positions, is therefore simply discounted. Our results Bagely supportthe theoretical expectations

formulated byauthors who emphasize the role of the messenger rather than the content of the messi
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(Kuklinski and Hurey 1994; Michelson 2005) and wkaggest that partisanship can acaasoderator
(zaller 1992; Iyengar and Simon 2Q0@urthermore, the results of this paper qualify Arceneaux and
KolodnyOs (2009) important finding about tieeristic function of issubased endorsemerntty interest
groupsin GOTV campaigns, suggesting that party affiliation might play a different role due to its direct
relationship to longstanding partisan predispositions.

The fact that thePCC election, the context of our experimemntas the first election of its kind
allowed for a strongtest of whether or notassociating a candidasnd a campaign messaggth a
particular politicalparty leads tohigher turnout among supporters of different partidghough this
context wasthe first of its kind in the UK elections in which the electorate knows little about the
candidates are not uncommd@ignificant proportions of the electoratee anot able to recalbr do not
evenrecognizethe name of candidatesnning in congressionalectionsin the US in particular ifthe
candidate isot anincumbent €.g. Stokes and Miller 1985 Goldenberg and Traugott 1980, Mann and
Wolfinger 1980). Similarlyit is highly likely that many voters in the UKNnd elsewherare not familiar
with the names of their local councillagr®r even of their MRsMoreover,if in the context of low
information electios awareness of a candidateOs party affiliation does not reduce detikiog costs
and increase turnout, it iarguably unlikely to do so in arelection in which information about
candidates and their policy positions is abund@mt.the other hand, it is possible that voters respond
differently to partisan messages in lavormation than insalient, high-information elections. For
instance, sut messages might be seen as overly antagonistic and consequently be less effective in
former, but not the latter settinghere such antagonism might be expeckeat now, it remains an open
guestion to what extent our results generalizaftrmationrich and highlysalient electoral contexts.

The contribution of this paper to understandingrtile of partsancuesin campaign appeals is
importantnot only because it allowed usgdain insight into the particulars of voter decisioakingin

realworld campaign environmentbut alsobecause ithas serious consequences fibre conductof
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partisanelectioncampaigns. Almost every campaignconsciouslycontacts supporters of rival parties

as information on partisan preferences within tleeterate is incomplete (Huckfeldt and Sprague 1992;
for an illustrative case see Nickerson 2005). T$8seis particularlywidespreadn countriesoutside of

the US such asthe WK, France, Germany, and lItalwhere citizens do not publically register their
partisanship. Moreover, it is not uncommon éampaigndo consciouslytarget individuals who have
previously voted forival parties in an attempt to persuade and mobilize them to vote (Nickerson et al
2006; Arceneaux and Kolodny 2009; Roberts 20T8E consciousargeting of rival partygupporterss
particularly common in competitive constituencies where parties do not hold a core voter advanta
(Johnston and Pattie 2003he message from this papty political campaigners is mixewvhile we

find little evidence that targeting rival party supporters causes them to be more likely to declare suppt
for the Labour candidate, we also do not fiady evidencethat campaignattempts backfire and

mobilizevoters who are unlikely to be persuaded.
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Tables and Figures

Table 1: Intent-to-Treat (ITT) E ffectsand Complier Average Causal Effects (&.CE) on turnout

Control Call with Call without
partisan cues partisan cues
Turnout percentages 13.0 15.3 15.9
Contact rate 399 40.3
N 6,295 2,062 2,018
ITT unadjusted 2.4% 2.9%**
[0.6, 4.2 [1.1, 47]
ITT covariateadjusted 2.9%** 3.45**
[1.2 46] [1.8, 51]
CACE unadjusted 5.9%* 7.2%*
[1.1,10.9 [2.6,11.9]
CACE covariateadjusted 7.25%* 8.4***
[2.7,11.7 [4.1,12.8

p-value < .10; * pvalue < .05; ** pvalue < .01; *** pvalue < .001 (based on ctaled tests). 95%
confidence intervals in brackets. Notestifhates obtained usinmverse probability weighting to
account for varying probabilities of assignment to experimental conditions bepadesanblocksand
by household siz&€ovariates are turnout in seven previous elections, gendeandgsgectoral ward
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Figure 1: Blocked random assignment toreatment and control groups

Partisan cue call
r N N=632 (531)
Labour Party supporte
_ Call without cues
N=3,300 N=632 (501)
(2,593)
\. J Control
N=2,036 (1,561)
Partisan cue call
( ™~ e N\ N=768 (601)
Landline only Rival party supporter
— — Call without cues
N=13,065 N=4,011 N=768 (611)
(10,375) (3,070)
\. J \ J Control
N=2,475 (1,858)
Partisan cue call
r ~N N=1,101 (930)
Unattached voter
— Call without cues
N=5,754 N=1,101 (906)
(4,712)
\ J Control
N=3,552 (2,876)

Note Numbers in parentheses<clude absenteevoters and individuals with missing turnout data
Probabilities of assignment within blocks to experimegtaups differ by household size. We account
for this through inverserobability weighting.
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Figure 2a: Complier Average Causal Effect§ CACE) on turnout of call with partisan cuesversus
control group, interacted with partisan group
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Note: The figure is based on the covartaijusted results shown in Tabl& & the Appendix. 90%
confidence intervals shown.
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Figure 2b: Complier Average Causal Effects(CACE) on turnout of call without partisan cues
versuscontrol group, interacted with partisan group
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Note: The figure is based on the covartaijusted results shown in Tablel &k the Appendix. 90%
confidence intervals shown.
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Figure 3: Three scenarios of how prior beliefs (Irst column)about the Complier Average Causal

Effects (CACE) of partisan cues in GOTV messages on turnowre updated by the results obur

experiment
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Online Appendices

THE ROLE OF PARTISAN CUES IN VOTER MOBILIZATION CAMPAIGNS:

Evidence from a Randomized Field Experiment
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Appendix A: Calling Scripts

2012 PCC Elections Calling Script
Pool 1Call with partisan cues

When you make a call tick a box in the O@#kmptedO row. Do not leave an answer phone message
unless it is the fifth call and we have not made contact yet. Do not call again if a contact has been mac
(i.e. the larger Question boxes have been filled in), similarly donOt write anything in ttesaridess

you make a contact or establish that it is a wrong number.

We have a message that we would like you to deliver. You can do it in a conversational manner but
please do try and hit all the talking points in the message.

Please do make surentention thafcandidate namas the Labour party candidate. Thig
is to preserve the integrity of this experiment which will greatly help us in the long ru

Message:

OHello, my name is E. | am phoning from your local Labour Party. | just wanted to remind you to go
out and vote for Labour candidgtandidate namah the Police and Crime Commissioner Election on
Thursday. Your local polling station is located at E dgithe usual opening hours from 7am to 10pm.
Have you heard of the Labour candid@i@ndidate name)

LabourOgandidate name$ determined to fight the Tory cuts to frontline policing that will hit
Birmingham hard if a Conservative is elected. Tomservatives have sacked Police Officers and closed
down Police Stations. In contrast, the Labour Party put more Police Officers on the ground and will
protect police numbers.

¥ Are you going to vote for a Police Commissioner?
¥ Which candidatgdarty are yowgoing to support in this election?
¥ If there was a General Election tomorrow, which party would you support?

Thanks a lot for taking the time to talk to me.

Voice message On the § attempt leave a voice message with the above content but withoutlihg e
guestions.

Fill in the boxes 1 to 5 according to the criteria laid out on the next page:

#" | #$!| | #94 #&! # |
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2012 PCC Elections Calling Script
Pool 2Call without partisan cues

When you make a call tick a box in the OCall AttemptedlODo not leave an answer phone message
unless it is the fifth call and we have not made contact yet. Do not call again if a contact has been mac
(i.e. the larger Question boxes have been filled in), similarly donOt write anything in these boxes unles
you make a contact or establish that it is a wrong number.

We have a message that we would like you to deliver. You can do it in a conversational manner but
please do try and hit all the talking points in the message.

Please do NOT mention thiaanddate nameijs the Labour party candidate unless the
contact brings it up or asks you which party he represents. This is to preserve the integrity
of this experiment which will greatly help us in the long run.

Message:

OHello, my name is E. | am phomjrio remind you to go out and vote foandidate nameh the Police
and Crime Commissioner Election on Thursday. Your local polling station is located at E during the
usual opening hours from 7am to 10pm. Have you hedichotlidate name@]

[Candidate nama$ a candidate for Police and Crime Commissioner and he is determined to fight the
cuts in frontline policing. A§former role][candidateOs first nanteds a strong record in reducing crime
and protecting our Police Ford€andidate nanjehas been fighting for the victims of crime for over 30
years.

¥ Are you going to vote for a Police Commissioner?
¥ Which candidatgdarty are you going to support in this election?

Thanks a lot for taking the time to talk to me.
!

Voice message On the & attempt leave a voice message with the above content.

Fill in the boxes 1 to 5 according to the criteria laid out on the next page:

#' 1 #P! #% #&! # 1
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Filling in Q1-5:

#"' |

#$

#%

#&!

tells us the status of the call so that we can analgs®lihow contact was made. Use the
following codes to indicate this status:

1.

2.
3.

4.

Conversation with the specific individual i.e. you spoke to them and they didnOt ask
you to Ocall back laterO

Voice message left; do not leave a message unless it is the fiftipattecontact

Wrong number i.e. number is for a different address/family or the specific individual
has moved away

Number not recognised i.e. line is dead or is a fax/modem line

tells us whether the message was delivered in full; please ulsdidleng codes:

1.
2.

3.

Full message delivered

Individual ends the conversation before you can deliver the full message and does nc
ask you to Ocall back laterO; if you are asked to call back later leave all of the questic
boxes blank and we will call throughet list again later

Individual has already voted i.e. postal voter

tells us if the individual is interested in which pditgndidate namakpresents

1.
2.

Individual asks you which parfgandidate namalpresents
Individual knows and mentions thiaandidate namalpresents Labour

tells us how the person will vote in the PCC election. Please use the following codes:

L Labour B UKIP / [candidate name]

A Against Labour I Independent fcandidate nans}

D Don®t Know Z Not voting in PCC elections

X WonOt say J Will vote for [candidate namejpecifically
T Conservative [candidate name] (rather than just the Labour candidate)
S Lib Dem /[candidate name] O Will vote againsfcandidate name]

per®onally (rather than just generally
Against Labour [A])

IF the individual mentions thatandidate namé$ Labour or asks what party he represents,
please finish by asking which party they would support if there was a General Election tomorrov
and use the following codes:

oo wmwdr

Labour A Against i.e. not Labour
Conservative D DonOt Know

Lib Dem X WonOt Say

Green \Y BNP

UKIP Z WonOt vote
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Appendix B: Manipulation Check

Impact of the Treatment on Expressed Candidate Support
To establish that theeatmentwithout partisan cueand thelLabourpartisan cudreatment weréendeed
perceived by subjects as providing different party cues, we estimate the impact of the treatment
answering either the Labour candidater Party to the questioBposed at the end the GOTV phone
callb which party the subject would supporttile PCC ElectionThe question waspenended.We
perform amultinomial logit regression of five responses te dguestion (a. voting for Labour Party or
candidate; b. donOt know; c. abstention; d. voting for a rival party or candidate; e. refused to answer)
the parisan cuetreatment, partisan group, their interactions, and therpatment covariatedf the
treatment was successful, theurbjectsshould be more likely to volunteer that they support the Labour
Party when treated with a partisan cue message tharawitbssageithout partisan cuesrlhe results
displayed in Figure Akhow thatthis is indeed thease forLabour supporters, and to some extent
unattached votersyho are less likely to indicate that they OdonOt knowO who they would vote for in th
PCC election, and more likely to indicate that they would vote for the Labour candidate or Party, as
result of the phone call with strong Labour Party cues compared to the phone call without strong pal
cues.

Table A1 shows the CACEs of the pesdn cue messagen expressingsupportfor either the
Labour candidate or Party (versus any other response) by partisan group, and combined as a weig|
average. We can estimate the CACE of lthbour cue call versusthe call without the cuesinder the
assumption resulting from random assignmduatt the shares of compliers and netaiers do not
systematically differ between the two treatment groups. Our design does not allow us to estimate I

effects because we are missing data for n&alars, those subjects who would not answer the phone

23 Either by mentioning his name or by indicating OLabour candidateO.
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when assigned to treatment. We display both unadjusted and cowadjasted differences-
proportions estimate$

Providing strong Labour partisan cuesakes Labour supporters3 Dpercentageoints more
likely to volunteer that they wouldote for theLabour candidateWe find the same, albeit less strong,
effect for unattached voter contrast, we consistently find a null effect for supporters of rival parties.
They are no more or less likely to expréisat they wouldvote for the candidate whehe nessage
includes strong Labour partisan cuésross all partisan groups we find a robust positive effect of 14
percentaggointsof providing strong Labour partisan cues in the messagexpressing the intention to

supportthe Labour candidaie the PCCElection

Table Al: Complier Average Causal Effect (ACE) on Labour candidate or Party support
(1 = Candidate/Labour; 0 = other)by partisan group, without and with covariates

Labour Rival Party Unattached Combined

No covariates 284 *** .045 127%* 142%**
[.181,.387] [-.034,.124] [.051,.202 [.090,.195

Covariates 283* * .038 125%* 1471 *
[.181,.385] [-.039,.115 [.048, .203 [.088,.194

N 366 365 444 1175

p-value < .10; * pvalue < .05; ** pvalue <.01; *** p-value < .001 (based on tviailed hypothesis
tests). 95%confidence intervals in brackets. Note: Covariates are turnout in seven previous election
gender, age and electoral ward.

4 In order to test if attrition was a function of treatment assignmentegress a variable indicating if
outcome data was missing on whether compliers received the partisan cue or the mefsagesies

and extracted the resultingdfatistics. In the next step we simulate blocked random assignment to
control and treatmergroups 10,000 times and compare the resulting mean ofsaditistics to the +
statistics extracted from the realized data set. Thalye of 14 indicates that weannotrejectthe sharp

null hypothesighat whether an outcome is missing or munelated to treatment assignméot any

unit.
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