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e We ran a randomized controlled trial (RCT - the gold standard of experimentation) to test
the impact on voter turnout of housemate naming pledge collection (HNPC) through text
messages.

Executive summary

e There were 3 experimental conditions. We compared HNPC to commit-to-vote (CTV)
messaging and to a control group who received no messaging (None).

e Textrecipients’ voter turnout increased! HNPC increased voter turnout among folks who
received the text messages by ~0.4-0.5 percentage points (pp) (p=.001) as compared to
the control condition. There was no difference in the impact of HNPC compared to CTV,
which also increased recipients’ turnout by ~0.4-0.5pp.

e Neither HNPC nor CTV impacted the voter turnout of household members.
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W h a.t i S H N PC ? included in the text message.

e Thisis a novel, highly-personalized

SMS aPPFOaCh, designed to increase O<00005prinl LTE 10:15 PM % o<uooSpnnl LTE 10:05 AM 75% W0
o . Messages Battl d TX Dejails Messages Battleground TX Details
the turnout of text recipients and o meearm o P
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1st. Public records show
e Itis similar to traditional vote tripling S e
but we direct recipients to remind Sl sbiatvnn
sure they vote?
named household members (rather y,
than friends) to vote
could make all the
e We have voter file IDs for these g%i”é‘ayn°$a’*k§§ﬂ'gﬁf”° S
" Ifference coming from a
household members (unlike vote friend or family. Have a

great day!

tripling, where we don’t have voter
file IDs for folks’ friends!)

e As aresult, this approach gets us
closer to capturing the full impact of
relational voting reminders similar to
vote tripling
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The trial design

Matched the information to
the voter file, collected
names of household

CO”eCted information membersl and random|y

on voters from Civitech allocated 291,053 people
and Battleground who live with at least one
Texas other person to one of

three groups

@@ @ fﬁP Control

Compared turnout
outcomes for both
recipients and their

housemates
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What did the treatment arms look like?

HNPC CTV Control

Hi Katie! It's Mi
Familia Vota [STOP to
opt out] Voter
records show you
live w/ voters Marisa
and Amelia. Can you
remind them to vote
in TX's 3/1 election?

Hi Katie! It's Mi Familia
Vota [STOP to Opt Out]
Can we count on you
to vote in TX's 3/1
election?

e People in the HNPC arm were asked to remind up to three people registered in the
same address as them to vote in the TX primary

e If they did not opt out, people in the HNPC and CTV arms were sent two reminders
a few days later. Text messages came from either Mi Familia Vota (MFV) or
Battleground Texas (BGTX)
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e For transparency, we pre-registered the analyses we would run at the Open
Science Framework

Analysis

e Our primary analysis compared the impact of CTV, HNPC, and no messaging
on turnout in the March 2022 Texas Primary Election

e We also explored whether effectiveness of the interventions varied by
race/ethnicity, gender, and the original source of the phone number (i.e.
Civitech or BGTX)

e These analyses account for the effects of age, race, gender, and previous
turnout
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HNPC & CTV increased recipients’ turnout

20

16.3% 16.3%

15.8%

Voter turnout was about 15
0.5 pp* higher for
recipients of the HNPC
and CTV text messages,
compared to the those
that received no text
messages

Percentage Turnout
=

HNPC CTVv None
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..but no difference between the two

Average Marginal Effects with 90% Cls
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e TextOut, our text messaging partner, excluded 29,000 participants’ phone
numbers from the initial sample (291,053) that were landlines or unreachable
for another reason

Deliverability challenges

e An additional 25,300 participants had deliverability errors with all of the
outgoing text messages

e Intotal, almost 28% of all participants in the CTV or HNPC groups had issues
with receiving all text messages

e Undelivered text messages dampened the impact of our intervention, but we

can still be confident in our results because:
o  Future implementers of HNPC might face the same issue, so this is an accurate
impact assessment
o We can estimate the effectiveness of the intervention on people that received the
text messages
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Taking deliverability into account

Complier Average Causal Effect with 90% Cls

When we only looked at
people who received (or
should have received) the
text messages, we found
the impacts increased!

0.65 pp (p=.001, single tailed)
When we looked at people (
who actually received the
text messages, HNPC
increased turnout by 0.65
pp and CTV by 0.6 pp

o  There was still no
statistical difference
between CTV and HNPC O HNPC

0.60 pp (p=.001, single tailed)

Percentage Point Effect on Turnout

Text Received
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Black & Latino/a recipients drove the effec

Average Marginal Effects with 90% Cls

Both HNPC and CTV had
the strongest effect on
voter turnout of Black
and Latino/a recipients!

o 60% of our
participants were
modeled as Black
and/or Latino/a

N

Voter turnout increased
by 1pp among Black
folks and 0.4-0.6pp 3 piore
among Latino/a folks

Percentage Point Effect on Turnout
() -
——
——

White Black Asian Latino/a
Race
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Key results for
household members
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There was no impact on household
member voter turnout

20

16.1% 16.2% 15.9%

There was no statistical
difference in the voter
turnout between folks
whose housemates
received the HNPC or
CTV text messages and
folks who didn’t receive
any text messages

15

10

Percentage Turnout

HNPC CTvV None
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..and no difference between the two

Average Marginal Effects with 90% Cls

3
3
When we account for =
demographics, neither c 2
CTV nor HNPC g .13 pp (p=.13, single tailed) .14 pp (p=.12, single tailed)
increased the voter i ’ 1
turnout of household s
members S
- O B
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Treatment Condition
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Taking deliverability into account

Complier Average Causal Effect with 90% Cls

.6
When we only look at
people who received the 4
text messages, results
are a bit stronger, but
there’s still no 2

0.20 pp (p=0.2, single tailed)

statistically significant 0.15 pp (p=0.2, single tailed) ¢

effect

Percentage Point Effect on Turnout

O HNPC
CTV

Text Received
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Key takeaways

e HNPC increased recipient voter turnout as much as CTV

e We found that results for recipients are mostly driven by Black and Hispanic
recipients

e However, there was no impact on voter turnout of household members

e After adjusting for deliverability challenges, the HNPC intervention appears
to be somewhat stronger than not adjusting for deliverability challenges
o Itincreases the effect for recipients to ~0.65 percentage points
o But the effect for their household members is still not statistically significant

e Importantly, these results were found in a low-salience election where
turnout is about 16% in our sample; we may see different results in different
types of elections
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We recommend another RCT

Why run this program, again?

‘ 6To test the impact °

Learnings can
on household g

Two experiments : reasonably apply
s members in an
show positive . . to other programs
election with o
results for ) ) (e.g. traditional
.. medium to high I
recipient turnout vote tripling

salience, e.qg. :
midterms pledge collection)
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Questions?

www.voterev.org/action-fund

hi@voterev.org

Qéflote
rev

fund


http://www.voterev.org/action-fund
mailto:hi@voterev.org
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subgroup analysis
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No difference by gender

Average Marginal Effects with 90% Cls
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No difference by phone number list

Average Marginal Effects with 90% Cls
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Appendix ll: Household member
subgroup analysis
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No difference by race/ethnicity of
household members

Average Marginal Effects with 90% Cls
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No difference by gender

Average Marginal Effects with 90% Cls
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No difference by phone number list

Average Marginal Effects with 90% Cls
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Appendix lll: Number of triplers
and triplees
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Number of participants in the trial

Household members 567,833
Message recipients 291,053

Avg. household members per recipient 1.95*
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