
Campaign Financing and Voter Turnout

At the April 2014 meeting, in response to a request by President Hochman, data was
presented regarding campaign spending in the City's 2001 and 2013 elections—the two most
expensive elections in City history and the two most recent elections with open Mayoral races.
Spending by candidates and non-candidates was compared with voter turnout in those races.
While spending has increased, particularly by non-candidates, voter turnout has decreased. A
copy of the April 2014 agenda item is provided in Attachment A.

In June 2014, the City of Los Angeles Municipal Elections Reform Commission adopted
a series of recommendations designed to enhance civic engagement and improve voter turnout in
City elections. The recommendations include concepts such as changing election dates,
establishing early voting locations, promoting voting by mail, expanding the use of technology,
increasing access to voter registration materials, and partnering with neighborhood councils and
civic organizations to promote public awareness. The recommendations have been referred to
the Rules, Elections and Intergovernmental Elections Committee. See Council File No. 13-1364.

One concept that was not included in the recommendations of the Elections Reform
Commission is that of financial incentives, such as a lottery system. Voter turnout lotteries are
currently permitted only in California and Alaska and only when the ballot does not include a
federal office or measure. News articles and opinions regarding lotteries are provided in
Attachments B through E. Attachment F is a University of Massachusetts study suggesting that
lotteries have the potential to boost voter turnout for under-represented groups. Attachment G is
a Princeton University study suggesting (as does Attachment B) that voting incentives will not
only increase turnout but will also cause voters to become more informed about the election.

A lottery system for City voters would require a reliable source of funding, and it has
been suggested that some of the money in the matching funds program be used for that purpose.
Doing so would require a ballot measure to change the City Charter, but it could be suggested to
the City Council as an additional option to consider when reviewing the recommendations of the
Elections Reform Commission. President Hochman has asked to revisit this issue for discussion
and possible recommendation to the City Council.

Attachments:
A Staff report entitled "Campaign Spending: 2001 v. 2013", 4/17/14.
B "Incentivizing Participation Would Increase Voter Turnout *and* Political

Information", 11/6/12.
C "The U.S. Should Require All Citizens to Vote", 7/17/12.
D "The Mega Millions solution", 4/24/12.
E "Arizona Ballot Could Become Lottery Ticket", 7/17/06.
F "Buying Voters: The Effect of Financial Incentives on Intentions to Vote", 2012.
G "Incentivizing Participation Increases Political Information: Evidence from a

Randomized Field Experiment", 2012.
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Campaign Spending: 2001 v. 2013

A. Background

In 2013, the City went through the most expensive election cycle since 2001. Total
campaign spending in the 2001 regular City primary and general elections was $44,003,365
($40,805,792 by candidates and $3,197,573 by independent parties). In 2013, that total
increased by over 26 percent to $55,713,703 ($41,325,481 by candidates and $14,388,222 by
independent parties).

Commission President Hochman requested this item as a means of comparing the 2001
and 2013 regular City elections, in terms of both campaign spending and voter turnout.

B. Campaign Spending

The following three tables provide additional information about campaign spending in
each of the races in the 2001 and 2013 elections. The tables compare the amount of candidate
expenditures, the amount of matching funds distributed (which is a subset of the amount of
candidate expenditures), and the amount of independent expenditures. The numbers reflect totals
for the candidates who appeared on the ballot: 64 candidates in 2001 and 58 candidates in 2013.

The following table provides detailed numbers for the regular primary elections in 2001
and 2013.

Seat Candidate Expenditures Matching Funds Independent Expenditures
2001 2013 2001 2013 2001 2013

Mayor* $18,848,453 $14,698,108 $2,932,017 $2,827,512 $368,579 $3,556,466
City Attorney $2,690,868 $3,306,416 $712,452 $600,000 $157,418 $78,428
Controller $850,524 $1,934,094 $179,509 $522,836 $8,096 $48,792
Council District 1* $382,997 $976,450 $84,271 $200,000 $1,292 $427,671
Council District 3 $922,143 $696,295 $272,689 $299,930 $48,996 $28,946
Council District 5 $1,776,661 $188,493 $352,279 $0 $1,292 $26,755
Council District 7 $241,096 $344,939 $0 $54,319 $1,292 $50,838
Council District 9* $818,698 $1,406,495 $203,573 $463,490 $1,292 $512,390
Council District 11 $231,621 $694,491 $0 $189,420 $1,292 $29,555
Council District 13* $1,609,911 $2,123,454 $484,630 $753,484 $20,229 $317,715
Council District 15 $919,907 $352,628 $258,864 $95,710 $69,763 $40,048

TOTALS $29,292,879 $26,721,863 $5,480,284 $6,006,701 $679,541 $5,117,604
* Expenditure ceiling lifted in 2013 due to independo t expenditures.
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The following table identifies the numbers for the 2001 and 2013 regular general City
elections.

Seat
Regular General

Candidate Expenditures

City Elections
Funds

_
Independent Expenditures,Matching

2001 2013 2001 2013 2001 2013
Mayor* $6,494,042 $9,072,103 $1,600,000 $1,600,000 $1,542,935 $7,233,266
City Attorney $2,544,949 $1,747,852 $700,000 $700,000 $654,200 $34,200
Controller n/a $1,311,966 n/a $600,000 n/a $130,300
Council District 1* n/a $782,828 n/a $248,600 n/a $509,571
Council District 3 $408,448 n/a $154,887 n/a $106,317 n/a
Council District 5 $555,007 n/a $64,821 n/a $42,021 n/a
Council District 7 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Council District 9* $496,689 $648,552 $148,116 $250,000 $31,856 $685,369
Council District 11 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Council District 13* $578,490 $1,040,317 $127,492 $250,000 $7,004 $677,911
Council District 15 $435,288 n/a $138,639 n/a $133,699 n/a

TOTALS $11,512,913 $14,603,618 $2,933,955 $3,648,600 $2,518,031 $9,270,617
* Expenditure ceiling lifted in 2013 due to independei t expenditures.

Finally, the table below provides total numbers for both the regular primary and the
regular general City elections in 2001 and 2013.

Seat Candidate Expenditures Matching Funds Independent Expenditures
2001 2013 2001 2013 2001 2013

Mayor* $25,342,495 $23,770,211 $4,532,017 $4,427,512 $1,911,514 $10,789,732
City Attorney $5,235,817 $5,054,268 $1,412,452 $1,300,000 $811,618 $112,628
Controller $850,524 $3,246,060 $179,509 $1,122,836 $8,096 $179,093
Council District 1* $382,997 $1,759,278 $84,271 $448,600 $1,292 $937,242
Council District 3 $1,330,591 $696,295 $427,576 $299,930 $155,313 $28,946
Council District 5 $2,331,668 $188,493 $417,100 $0 $43,313 $26,755
Council District 7 $241,096 $344,939 $0 $54,319 $1,292 $50,838
Council District 9* $1,315,387 $2,055,047 $351,689 $713,490 $33,148 $1,197,759
Council District 11 $231,621 $694,491 $0 $189,420 $1,292 $29,555
Council District 13* $2,188,401 $3,163 $612,122 $1,003,484 $27,233 $995,626
Council District 15 $1,355,195 $352,628 $397,503 $95,710 $133,699 $40,048

TOTALS $40,805,792 $41,325,481 $8,414,239 $9,655,301 $3,197,573 $14,388,222
* Expenditure ceiling lifted in 2013 due to independent expenditures.
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C. Voter Turnout

In addition to campaign spending, voter turnout in the 2001 and 2013 regular City
elections can also be compared. The following chart identifies voter turnout by seat in the
Citywide primary elections.
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Voter turnout in the Citywide runoffs is identified in the chart below. The Controller's
race did not go to a runoff in 2001.
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The following chart shows voter turnout by seat in the regular City Council primary
elections.
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Only two Council Districts went to runoffs in both the 2001 and 2013 regular elections.
Voter turnout in the Council District 9 runoffs was 33 percent (21,240 votes) in 2001 and 16
percent (12,254 votes) in 2013. In Council District 13, voter turnout was 39 percent (29,457
votes) in 2001 and 25 percent (26,425 votes) in 2013.
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D. Expenditures and Voter Turnout

The following two charts show voter turnout and total campaign spending by both
candidates and independent parties in the 2001 and 2013 regular elections. The numbers and
percentages are listed by seat.

Campaign Expenditures and Voter Turnout:
Regular City Primary Elections

Seat Expenditures 
Voter

Turnout
Expenditures

Voter

Turnout
Mayor Candidates: $18,848,453

IEs: $368,579
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IEs: $3,556,466
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IEs: $48,792

18%
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Campaign Expenditures and Voter Turnout:
Regular City General Elections

Seat Expenditures
Voter

Turnout*
Expenditures

Voter

Turnout*
Mayor Candidates: $6,494,042

IEs: $1,542,935
37%

(569,402)

Candidates: $9,072,103
IEs: $7,233,266

23%
(409,909)$8,036,977 $16,305,369

City Attorney Candidates: $2,544,949 °
IEs: $654,200

35%

(542,765)

$1,747,852
IEs: $34,200

21%
(382,571)$3,199,149 $1,782,052

Controller
n/a n/a

Candidates: $1,311,966
IEs: $130,300

20%
(370,826)
_$1,442,266

CD 1
n/a n/a

Candidates: $782,828
IEs: $509,571

24%

(19,541)
$1,292,399

CD 3 Candidates: $408,448
IEs: $106,317

35%

(42,300)
n/a n/a

$514,765
CD 5 Candidates: $555,007

IEs: $42,021
35%

(53,167)
n/a n/a

$597,028
CD 7

n/a n/a n/a n/a

CD 9 Candidates: $496,689
IEs: $31,856

33%

(21,240)

Candidates: $648,552
IEs: $685,369

 16%
(12,254)$528,545 $1,333,921

CD 11
n/a n/a n/a n/a

CD 13 Candidates: $578,490
IEs: $7,004

39%
(29,457)

Candidates: $1,040,317
IEs: $677,911

25%
(26,425)$585,494 $1,718,228

CD 15 Candidates: $435,288
IEs: $133,699

35%

(33,418)
n/a n/a

$568,987
*Percent of voter turnout and number of votes cast.
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Incentivizing Participation Would Increase Voter Turnout
*and* Political Information

by Joshua Tucker on November 6, 2012 • 6 comments

in Campaigns and elections,E perimental Analysis

The following is a guest post from Princeton University political scientist Victoria Shineman.

As the 2012 US elections come to a close, there will inevitably be much discussion of varying voter turnout. Low voter
turnout introduces concerns because voters are not always a representative sample of the population. The number of
non-voters is often greater than the margin of victory between the top candidates, suggesting that increasing
mobilization could change electoral outcomes.

There are a number of electoral policies that could increase voter turnout. In addition to reducing the cost of voting
(e.g. adding early voting or same-day voter registration), another alternative would be to offset the cost of voting by
adding incentives for participation. For example, a 2006 ballot referendum proposed to enter every Arizona voter into
a state-wide voter turnout lottery, with one random winner selected to receive $1 million after each general election.
The proposal created quite a stir in the media, but ultimately received only 33.4% approval, and did not pass.

Participation incentives could also consist of direct handouts given only to voters. In recent elections, these types of
promotions have been proposed more often than one might think. Many private companies have initiated promotions
to reward voters with free or discounted items or services, including free Starbucks coffee, free Ben and Jerry's ice
cream, free red, white, and blue donuts from Krispy Kreme, free chicken sandwiches from Chick-fil-A, a 15% discount 
from the French Connection, free tacos and hamburgers, free beer, and many others (see here and here). Alternative
promotions have even offered voters free body piercings, free tattoo removal services, free sex toys, free medical 
marijuana, and the chance to win a free rifle or pistol. However, in most cases, companies have been required to alter
these promotions in order to comply with state and federal election laws.

When is it Legal to Incentivize Participation?

Simeon Nichter clarifies an important distinction between vote buying (compensation for the content of one's vote
choice) and turnout buying (compensation for the act of participation alone). Vote buying is strictly illegal in the
United States, although it does occur on occasion. Turnout buying is illegal in all federal elections, and is also forbidden
in 48 states. However, it is legal to offer valuable incentives in exchange for participation in local and state-level
contests in California and Alaska, as long as there is no federal contest on the ballot.

There is an ongoing debate as to what constitutes payments for voting. Are campaigns allowed to offer voters a ride to
the polling station? Can a candidate offer to pay the postage on absentee ballots? Accusations of illegally using free
food to promote voter turnout have recently been made against Harry Reid, Mitt Romney, and Obama supporters.

In the subset of elections where participation incentives are legal, candidates have seized upon the opportunity. A
notorious example occurred when Oakland Mayor Elihu Harris offered free chicken dinners to citizens who could
produce their ballot receipt. Harris was accused of running a racist promotion because his flyers were allegedly only
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sent to predominantly African-American communities. He lost the election to Audie Bock, and Bock became the first
Green Party candidate to serve in the California Legislature. Another example occurred when Mike Gipson initiated a
raffle for $250 Target gift cards, and offered raffle tickets to any citizens who brought their ballot receipt to his
campaign office.

Should this be legal? California's chief elections officer, Secretary of State Debra Bowen, said "it appears that it is not
illegal under California law, though it probably should be."

What are the Effects of Incentivized Participation?

Despite the growing interest in such promotions, there have been few comparative studies estimating the effects of
incentivized participation (see previous exceptions here and here). What types of incentives would be required to
substantially increase voter turnout? And what other effects would incentivized participation have on individuals, the
mass population, and electoral outcomes?

I recently conducted a held experiment to try to answer these questions. I surveyed 349 people before and after the
2011 San Francisco Municipal Election. Half the people in the survey were randomly chosen to receive a financial
incentive to vote, in the form of a prepaid $25 Visa card that would only be activated if the subject cast a ballot. The
mobilization treatment increased voter turnout from 45% to over 80%.

WRL

'e€ etectord
41J'a) 14,00 Jij 4

U3/15
Y1L,.4r. TOO FOU V0I IN ,
Val iittnciscu 7011 VISA

Continue after the break to see a summary of additional findings.

The experiment integrated an intensive mobilization treatment into a panel survey completed by 349 subjects before
and after the 2011 San Francisco Municipal Election. Half the subjects received the mobilization treatment, and half
did not. In order to test the effects of mobilization in varying information environments, half the subjects in each group
were also randomly selected to receive an additional information treatment, producing a 2x2 experimental treatment
design.

Information
Control

Information
Treatment

City Ethics Commission

2x2 Experimental Treatment Design

Mobilization 1 Mobilization
Control Treatment

Baseline
(n = 90)

Information Onh
(n ---- 89)

Mobilization Onl:s

84)

Item 8—Attachment B
2 of 4 August 14, 2014

ATTACHMENT A



Incentivizing Participation Would Increase Voter Turnout *and* Poll... http://themonkeycage.org/2012/11/06/incentivizing-participation-...

Subjects receiving the mobilization treatment were given a voter registration card, a package of information about all
the different ways that citizens can cast ballots in San Francisco, and were sent two reminder e-mails about the
upcoming election. The mobilization treatment also offered subjects a financial incentive to vote, in the form of a
prepaid $25 Visa card. I told subjects that I would activate the Visa card after the election, but if the subject failed to
cast a ballot for any reason, I would cancel the card, and take the money back.

Voter Turnout Effects

Actual voter turnout was validated through the official San Francisco voter history file. The turnout records from
previous elections demonstrate that the subjects in each treatment group were comparable before the experimental
intervention. Voter turnout records from the 2011 election suggest that the mobilization treatment increased
participation by more than 35 percentage points: turnout increased from 44.6% in the baseline group to over 80% in
both groups receiving the mobilization treatment.

Validated Voter Turnout: By Treatment Group

2009 Municipal Election 2011 Municipal Election
p < 0.01

p < 0.01

44.6 82.2

1=1 Baseline
Wial Mobilization Only

Information Only

Information and Mobilization :

Political Information Effects

Incentivizing participation clearly increased voter turnout. But at what cost?

A common criticism of incentivized participation argues that increasing participation through incentives would hurt
the quality of electoral outcomes. Comparative studies have consistently found that non-voters tend to be less
politically informed than voters. Motivating uninformed citizens to cast random votes wouldn't add representation — it
would add noise. Therefore, many have argued, increasing voter turnout through a lottery or other material incentives
would make electoral outcomes worse.

However, this critique is misguided for two reasons. First of all, most democratic elections use secret ballots. If an

City Ethics Commission
Item 8—Attachment B

3 of 4 August 14, 2014

ATTACHMENT A



Incentivizing Participation Would Increase Voter Turnout *and* Poll... http://themonkeycage.org/2012/11/06/incentivizing-participation-...

uninformed citizen was compelled to cast a ballot in order to receive some incentive, the citizen could still cast a blank
or invalid vote, instead of voting at random.

Moreover, the full turnout critique relies on the assumption that information levels are fixed, and that an uninformed
non-voter would remain uninformed if he or she were mobilized to vote. But information is not fixed. It is dynamic.
People decide whether to invest in becoming informed about politics within the context of whether or not they expect
to participate in the election. If someone knows they aren't going to vote, they are less likely to pay attention to the
campaign and the issues. However, if that same person were mobilized to cast a ballot in the election, they would be
more likely to seek out information about the election.

In previous projects, I found support for this argument through a laboratory experiment and an observational 
comparison. The results from the field experiment in San Francisco also support my hypotheses. Subjects who received
the mobilization treatment became more politically informed over the course of the election, in comparison to
subjects in the baseline group. The graphs below depict the average information scores recorded in the post-election
survey, comparing the baseline group to the group who received the mobilization treatment.

Post-Election Information Scores, by Treatment Group

p < 0.10

Average Ability to
Identify ideological

Positions of Candidates

p < 0.05

Percent of Candidate
Debates Watched by
Average Subject

Baseline

p < 0.05

51.2 64.3

Average Ability to
Identify Rules of

Ranked-Choice Voting

p < 0.10

48.7 59.0

Percent of Referenda
for Which Subject

Declared a Preference

Mobilization Treatment

Subjects who received the mobilization treatment were better able to identify the ideological positions of the
candidates competing in the three electoral contests, were more likely to watch the debates between the candidates,
were better able to describe how ranked-choice voting (the voting system used in San Francisco) works, and were more
likely to express preferences on the eight ballot referenda. Political engagement beyond the electoral campaign was
unchanged.

Providing subjects with a financial incentive to participate not only caused those subjects to be more likely to cast a
ballot — mobilized subjects were also more likely to acquire the types of information that were necessary for making
good vote choices. Incentivizing participation increased both voter turnout and political information.

The results suggest that promotions like free coffee and donuts for voters would also cause people to become more
informed about politics! Similarly, electoral policies that reduce the cost of voting should also lead to greater
incentives to invest in political information. The inverse would also be true: electoral reforms which make voting more
costly would decrease incentives for people to invest in political information.
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The U.S. Should Require All
Citizens to Vote
By Norm Ornstein

But if it won't, here's one possible incentive: Your voting receipt could become a Mega Millions lottery ticket.

One of the major problems contributing to the extraordinary dysfunction of the American political system is the series
of voting processes that gives immense influence to the extreme, ideologically driven bases of the two major parties. In
today's base-driven elections, party strategists try to maximize the turnout of their own base -- usually by frightening
them to death about the consequences if the "enemy" prevails -- while minimizing the turnout of the other side by any
means necessary and available.

In my view, the best way to ameliorate this malign dynamic is to find ways to enlarge the electorate in primaries and
general elections -- to move our politics to where persuadable voters in the middle have more impact. If I could do one
thing to counter our dysfunction, it would be to adopt a version of the Australian system of mandatory attendance at
the polls.

For more than 7o years in Australia, registered voters have been required to show up at
the polls on Election Day. While they do not have to vote -- they can cast ballots for "none
of the above" -- a failure to appear incurs a fine of roughly $15. (This fine can be avoided
by writing a letter explaining why illness, travel, or another legitimate excuse kept one
away.) Demonstrating that relatively small incentives or disincentives can have a large
effect on behavior (see the book Nudge by Richard Thaler and Cass Sunstein), every
Australian election since the system's implementation has had a turnout of over 90
percent. Over time, Australians have been inculcated with the idea that voting is a civic
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responsibility. 
See full coverage

Why would increasing turnout make a difference? It is not that high turnout is a surefire
indicator of civic health and democratic values — the former Soviet Union, after all, boasted 98 percent turnouts. The
greater impact is on the culture of politicians. Australian politicians of all stripes say that knowing both parties' bases
will certainly vote motivates them to focus on those persuadable voters in the middle. They do not emphasize the kinds
of wedge issues like guns, gays, or abortion that dominate American discourse. Instead, politicians focus on the bigger
questions -- like the economy, jobs, and education -- that drive the voters in the middle, and they avoid the kind of
vicious or vitriolic campaign rhetoric that turns off the persuadable voters.

Australia has another feature that is highly attractive and desirable: preference voting, where voters rank-order
candidates from most preferred to least. Such a system prevents minor parties or independent candidates from acting
as spoilers -- a la Ralph Nader and Pat Buchanan in 2000 -- but still allows voters whose first options don't prevail to
influence the outcome via their second and third choices. This makes for more honest choices and broader coalitions.
Of course, mandatory voting has no serious chance of being enacted in the United States, where mandates of any sort
are (as you might have noticed) unpopular. Americans rebel viscerally against the idea of taking away the freedom not
to vote, even if the consequence is simply a modest penalty or the requirement to write an excuse. So I also favor
exploring ways to expand the electorate by using incentives instead of disincentives.

My favorite incentive approach is a "Mega Millions lottery," where one's voting receipt is also one's lottery ticket. The
lure of a major prize could and would motivate people to vote, the same way the multimillion dollar Mega Millions
prize in 2012 motivated many to stand in line for hours for a chance to buy a lottery ticket that gave a one-in-
176-million chance to become a multimillionaire. A lottery could increase turnout dramatically and overnight, and is a
model that could be employed at all levels (say, a chance to win a car donated by a local dealer for a local election).

Our best hope for
changing the
damaging culture
which elects people
who embrace rigid and
extreme ideas is for
more Americans to
exert some influence in
elections.

Beyond incentives like these, other things could make voting easier. One
is moving Election Day from Tuesday (an anachronism, initiated by law
in the 184os to make it easier for Americans to travel to the polling place
without creating problems for Market Day or observing the Sabbath) to
the weekend. In my ideal world, voting would take place over a 24-hour
period from noon Saturday to noon Sunday, thus avoiding any Sabbath
problems or overcrowding at peak periods before and after the workday.
There would also be early voting on the three days before the weekend to
accommodate those who will be away. I would also like to modernize our
voter registration system and ballot design so that Americans could vote
not just in their home precincts but also near their workplaces or in
voting centers.

Of course, expanding the ability and ease for more Americans to vote
may first require a vigorous effort to roll back recent, extensive voter
suppression efforts, from onerous, partisan-driven voter ID laws (as in

Pennsylvania, Texas, and New Hampshire) to attempts to purge the voter rolls that go well beyond narrowly targeted
efforts to eliminate non-citizens (see Florida as the prime example).

One other area is worth encouraging: the kind of open primaries that have been implemented in several states,
including California, and will be on the ballot this fall in Arizona. While no panacea, open primaries can dilute the
impact of narrow bands of ideologues by encouraging the emergence of more mainstream candidates and protecting
incumbents threatened with primary battles if they do not hew to rigid ideological orthodoxy.

Most of the open primary systems simply choose the top two candidates, regardless of party affiliation, to compete on
the ballot in November (if no one gets more than 50 percent in the primary). If instead the open primary chose three
or more candidates via preference voting, or simply included preference voting, the system would be far better. It also
might avoid election anomalies such as the recent California congressional race, in which one district's split of votes
among multiple candidates resulted in a slate of just two conservative Republicans--despite the fact that the district is
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distinctly moderate and Democratic in nature.

I am not a naif. I recognize full well that most of these ideas are unlikely to be adopted soon, and I also know that none
would be a panacea. Indeed, there is a case to be made that the sharp polarization and tribalism that has come to
dominate Washington has metastasized to the American public, and that the center of the electorate--nearly invisible
in Congress--will soon be hard to fmd in the rest of the country. But our best hope for changing the damaging culture
which enhances the tribal wars and elects people who disdain compromise and embrace rigid and extreme ideas is to
create more opportunities for more Americans to exert some influence in all elections.

This article available online at:

http: //www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/ 2o12/07/the-us-should-require-all-citizens-to-vote/ 2599 o2/

Copyright © 2014 by The Atlantic Monthly Group. An Rights Reserved.
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The Mega Millions lottery last month with its whopping $656 million prize

captured the intense interest of Americans across the country. Estimates

suggest that as many as 100 million people participated. No matter that the

odds of winning the jackpot were known to be much less than being struck by

lightning twice, Investing a few bucks (or in the case of Washington Wizards

forward Chris Singleton, ten thousand) for the chance to become a centa-

millionaire was irresistible for nearly haft- of the adult population of the

country.

The overwhelming success of the Mega Millions enterprise makes it an

irresistible target for something more — a way to transform American

elections and along the way reduce our deep political dysfunction. Our

take-no-prisoners tribal politics have at root the reality that the two parties'
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• Adding an incentive
to bring more
Americans to the
polls would enhance
democracy, not
trivialize it.
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narrow ideological bases have far more influence on the selection of
candidates, the positions taken by the candidates and the pressures placed
on elected officials than the rest of the population. With turnout in presidential
elections hovering between 50 and 60 percent, 30 to 40 percent for mid-term
congressional contests, and sometimes 10 to 20 percent for primaries, it is
the bases who rule.

At the same time, political consultants focus the bulk of their energies on a
two-prong strategy for driving the base voters one way or the other — both
making sure that your party's base is energized and that the other party's
base is depressed. The obvious fallout is that the issues that dominate are
the ones that excite or infuriate the bases — abortion, same-sex marriage,
guns, immigration— and the language used to whip up the bases is harsh and
extreme. All this does even more to turn off voters in the middle.Other
countries like Australia have ameliorated this dynamic by implementing
mandatory attendance at the polls — Down Under, if one does not show up,
even to cast a ballot for "none of the above," a fine of roughly $15 is
imposed. The result has been turnout of 90 percent or more. High turnout is
nice in and of itself. But Australian politicians of all stripes say that the main
impact has been to turn the campaign, the issues and the discourse away
from the extremes and toward the persuadable voters in the middle.

After all, the pols know that both party bases will be there, with predictable
results — and that what they need to do is persuade the persuadables. This
means a sharper focus on the big issues that concern them and the country,
from budgets to energy and climate change to education and jobs, and more
moderate rhetoric, since fiery words will turn away moderate voters.

I would love to implement the Australian model in America, but I recognize that
mandatory voting — actually, mandatory anything — is a hard sell in this
country. So here is another idea: a series of Mega Millions-like lotteries for
primary and general elections, with awards that can range up to the hundreds
of millions for a big general election — where your lottery ticket is your voting
stub. It is a reasonable guess, given what we have seen with big lotteries in
the states, that a billion dollars for all federal primary and general elections in
a cycle (a small sum to enhance democracy and reduce dysfunction) would,
by providing a very powerful incentive to get Americans registered and to
actually turn up at the polls, result in a robust increase in turnout, perhaps to
as much as 75 or 80 percent. The idea could be applied in states and
localities with smaller prizes and not simply using public money; perhaps auto
dealers could donate cars, for example.

Another way to implement the plan would be
to use a state's voter registration rolls and
pick five names at random as winners — Here is an
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with the names announced after the election,
but the prizes given only to those who
actually voted. All it would take to send a
powerful message to other non-voters is one
example in an election where an individual
was picked but lost a Corvette or $100,000
because he or she did not vote.

To be sure, the basic concept is not new. In
2006, a doctor named Mark Osterloh
managed to get a proposition on the Arizona
ballot to offer a $1 million prize for a voter in
the state's upcoming primary or general
election (those who voted in both would have
two tickets, or chances at the prize) with the
lottery winnings coming from unclaimed
rewards left in the state's own lottery pool.
The initiative was widely panned as tawdry,
or as dangerous for encouraging uninformed
citizens to cast uninformed votes, or as
aiming at increasing turnout for no good
reason beyond having a higher turnout. it
failed.

Six years later, after still more dysfunction
and acrimony, those objections are much
less resonant. The idea of encouraging
voting to provide more muscle for the broad center of America should be
more appealing; the counterargument that we should not be bribing people to
vote, less so. The experience of countries like Australia shows that there is
no real downside to having near-universal turnout. And the idea of using a
carrot to enhance turnout and depress the role of ideological extremists,
instead of a stick like a fine for not showing up at the polls, may be more
attractive now than it was in 2006. Enhanced voting in primaries, for
example, would probably lead over time to fewer bomb-throwers and more
problem solvers in state legislatures and in Congress.

idea: a series
of Mega
Millions-like
lotteries for
primary and
general
elections, with
awards that
can range up
to the
hundreds of
millions for a
big general
election
where your
lottery ticket is
your voting
stub.

The best way to implement this idea is to provide some empirical tests. It
would be nice if, say, Mayor Bloomberg's foundation kicked in $10 million as
a prize for the next New York City election in 2013 to see what impact that
had on turnout in New York. Or perhaps a small state or a city could try its
own version of a vote lottery, using a combination of public and private funds.
If people are willing to stand in line for hours to get a precious Mega Millions
ticket, it is reasonable to assume that they would take the steps necessary to
vote to have a chance at the same dream. Plenty of Americans go the extra
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mile, sometimes literally, to cast their vote. But lots of others do not. Adding
an incentive to bring more of the latter to the polls would enhance democracy,
not trivialize it.
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Arizona Ballot Could Become Lottery Ticket
By RANDAL C. ARCHIBOLD 

Correction Appended

TUCSON, July13 — To anyone who ever said, "I wouldn't vote for that bum for a million bucks," Arizona maybe calling
your bluff.

A proposal to award $1 million in every general election to one lucky resident, chosen by lottery, simply for voting — no
matter for whom — has qualified for the November ballot.

Mark Osterloh, a political gadfly who is behind the initiative, the Arizona Voter Reward Act, is promoting it with the slogan,
"Who Wants to Be a Millionaire? Vote!" He collected 185,902 signatures of registered voters, far more than the 122,612
required, and last week the secretary of state certified the measure for the ballot this fall.

If the general election in 2004 is a guide, when more than 2 million people voted, the 1-in-2-million odds of winning the
election lottery would be far better than the Powerball jackpot (currently about 1 in 146,107,962) but not nearly as great as
dying from a lightning strike (1 in 55,928).

"People buy a lot of lottery tickets now,' Mr. Osterloh said, "and the odds of winning this are much, much higher." (And
most of the time there is not much lightning in Arizona.)

If some see the erosion of democracy in putting voting on the same plane as a scratch-and-win game — and some do — Mr.
Osterloh sees the gimmick as the linchpin to improve voter turnout and get more people interested in politics.

In 2004, the year of a heated presidential election, 77 percent of registered voters cast ballots in Arizona, but in 2002 — the
year Mr. Osterloh, a Democrat, ran for governor in what might politely be called a dark-horse campaign — it was 56
percent. Primary election turnouts are much lower.

About 6o percent of the voting-age population is registered, though that includes people who are ineligible to vote, like
illegal immigrants and felons.

"Basically our government is elected by a small minority of citizens," said Mr. Osterloh, 53, a semiretired ophthalmologist
who has helped write and campaign for various successful ballot initiatives.

Curtis Gans, director of the Center for the Study of the American Electorate in Washington, said the idea of a voter lottery
had come up in other states, but he could not recall any moving forward with it. And he's glad.

"People should not go vote because they might win a lottery," Mr. Gans said. "We need to rekindle the religion of civic duty,
and that is a hard job, but we should not make voting crassly commercial."

Editorial writers, bloggers and others have panned the idea as bribery and say it may draw people simply trying to cash in
without studying candidates or issues.

"Bribing people to vote is a superficial approach that will have no beneficial outcome to the process, except to make some

City Ethics Commission

item 8—Attachment E
1 of 2 August 14, 2014

ATTACHMENT A



Arizona Ballot Could Become Lottery Ticket - New York Times http://www.nytimes.com/2006/07/17/us/17voter.htmiLr=0&pag...

people feel good that the turnout numbers are higher," said an editorial in The Yuma Sun. "But higher numbers do not
necessarily mean a better outcome."

The initiative calls for financing the award through unclaimed state lottery prize money, private donations and, if need be,
state money. A spokeswoman for the Arizona Lottery Commission said its unclaimed prize pot fluctuated greatly, but it now
stood at more than $i million.

Mr. Osterloh said private donors could add their own incentives, like a car dealership offering a new car to a random voter.

But he maybe getting ahead of himself. There is the not-so-small matter of whether such a voter lottery is legal.

Passage of the initiative would supersede a state law barring any exchange of a vote for money, legal experts agreed, but
whether it would get around similar federal laws was a matter of debate.

One federal statute calls for fines or imprisonment of up to one year to anyone who "makes or offers to make an expenditure
to any person, either to vote or withhold his vote, or to vote for or against any candidate; and whoever solicits, accepts, or
receives any such expenditure in consideration of his vote or the withholding of his vote."

"It's clearly illegal," said Jack Chin, a professor at the University of Arizona law school who has studied voting rights issues.

"This is cute and clever, but even though it responds to a real problem, it does so in a way that threatens to degrade the
process," Mr. Chin said.

But Mr. Osterloh, who has a law degree, and the lawyer who helped write the initiative, Anthony B. Ching, a former state
solicitor general, said the laws were meant to stop individuals from buying or selling votes for particular candidates or
parties. In this case, it would be a state-sanctioned program with a high purpose and, they add, offering the chance to win —
voters opt into the program — was not the same as giving everybody money to vote.

"I don't think the federal law would cover this kind of situation," Mr. Ching said.

State political leaders so far are keeping their distance.

Gov. Janet Napolitano, a Democrat who will also be on the November ballot as a candidate for reelection, has declined to
take a position. The leaders of the State Senate and House, both Republicans, did not answer messages seeking comment.

But Mr. Osterloh presses on. He predicted the idea would spread to the two dozen states that allow citizen ballot initiatives if
it was successful here.

The local chapter of We Are America, a group seeking to register Latinos to vote after large pro-immigration
demonstrations last spring, plans to promote the initiative in its voter education and registration drives.

"We've certainly tried everything else, and people don't seem to turn out," said Roberto Reveles, president of the group.

And some voters are giving it serious thought.

"I'm pretty up on the issues, so I don't need it," said Beverly Winn, a grocery store clerk here. "But who wouldn't take money
if they offer it?"

Correction: July 19, 2006

Afront-page article on Monday about an Arizona proposal to award a $.1 million lottery prize in every general election to one voter —a contestwhose odds would have been i in 2 million in the 2004 election — referred incompletely to the i in 55,928 chance of being killed by lightning.Those odds are over a lifetime.
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Abstract
This paper explores whether a voting system that rewards voters with a lottery ticket
would boost turnout, Using an experimental design with data from the 2011 Cooperative
Congressional Elections Study, it demonstrates that lotteries have the potential to boost
turnout significantly for under-represented groups. The study also suggests that lottery
systems with numerous winners and moderate payoffs would be more successful than
systems with very few winners and large payouts.
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There is widespread concern about low voter turnout in United States, which is

significantly below other advanced democracies. While recent presidential elections have

experienced an uptick in turnout in the range of 60% of eligible voters, the proportions are far

lower than turn of century figures when roughly 85% of potential electorate participated. Low

turnout is of particular concern because citizens with higher socio-economic status tend to vote at

higher rates, which may result in weaker representation for less-well off citizens (e.g., Verba et

al. 1995). There is also concern that voters are disproportionally ideological compared to

nonvoters, resulting in the selection of extremist politicians who cause policy gridlock by

refusing to compromise with members of the other party (Mann and Ornstein 2012). For these

reasons and others, scholars persist in their search for reforms to improve turnout, particularly

among less represented groups of citizens.

The search for solutions typically emphasizes minimizing the cost of voting. These

strategies include making voter registration easier through the use of absentee ballots and early

voting. There has been abundant research on the consequences of these cost-reducing reforms

showing that such policies have small effects on turnout (Berinksy 2005). Surprisingly few

studies, however, have explored whether increasing the benefits of voting might bring more

citizens to the polls. Most of these studies of benefits focus on the psychic value of fulfilling

citizen duties (Riker and Ordeshook 1968; Verba and Nie 1972) or social pressure to conform to

civic norms (Huckfeldt and Sprague 1992; Lake and Huckfeldt 1998) but there is minimal

research on whether tangible benefits might improve turnout in the US.

In this paper, we explore the possibility of whether offering a selective benefit would

draw additional voters to the polls, particularly those from groups who vote at low rates.

Specifically, we look at whether the prospect of a small guaranteed payout or entry into a lottery
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for a larger payout would have an impact on citizens' willingness to vote. Recently, some

reform advocates have suggested that a lottery based on voting receipts would increase turnout

"dramatically and quickly" (Ornstein 2012). Another proponent claimed that prizes ranging from

$1 to $10 million would lift turnout from its current figures to "closer to 100 percent" (Miller

2011). To test these claims we exploit a survey experiment to see how potential voters might

respond to receiving a lottery ticket for voting. We also manipulated the payout structure to

observe what kind of lottery is plausibly the most effective at increasing turnout. This research

reflects a broader effort by scholars to understand whether social incentives can improve citizen

participation (Addonizio et al. 2007).

In the subsequent sections we provide some historical background on using selective

incentives to reward voters in the US context. Then we explain our expectations based on

Prospect Theory, which suggests that individuals make decisions based on the potential value of

losses and gains. Next we describe the experiment to test how citizens might react to an election

that rewarded voters with a lottery ticket and the potential to win up to $220 million dollars. Our

findings suggest that a lottery would generate greater turnout among nonvoters; however, as

expected by Prospect Theory, these effects are limited to a scenario that maximizes the number

of lottery winners but reduces the payout to each one. However, as we show, under such a plan

the demographic and political composition of the electorate might change significantly. In the

discussion we turn to questions about external validity, future research and suggestions for a

system of selective incentives that might increase voting.
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Selective Incentives and Voter Turnout

While the notion of getting a selective benefit for voting may raise concerns among

present-day Americans, only a few generations ago, incentives for voting such as "treating"

voters to cigars, alcohol and entertainment were rather common (McGerr 1986; Altschuler and

Blumin 2000). George Washington did what was typical of candidates in colonial America by

offering rum to local voters during his initial run for the Virginia House of Burgesses in 1757

(Hermson 2005: 21). In the early years of the Republic, an editorial in the Gazette of the United

States commented that, "the Voice of the People, was the Voice of Grog." (Long 2007). And

well into the 19th century the exchange of one's vote for material goods was routine. As historian

Richard Bensel notes, "For many men, the act of voting was a social transaction in which they

handed in a party ticket in return for a shot of whiskey, a pair of boots, or small amount of

money." (Bensel 2004).

In the latter decades of the 19th century, the changing mores and efforts by Mugwump

and Progressive reformers to purge the political parties of their most corrupt practices curtailed

material incentives for voters, although such practices persisted in many urban centers into the

1950s (Stokes, et al. 2012). Some of the earliest campaign fmance reforms dating to the 1880s

prohibited political parties from handing out cigars and liquor (Sikes 1928), while the secret

ballot made bribery less effective. The scope of anti-bribery and treating laws originating during

this period has made it quite difficult for even the smallest tokens of gratification to avoid

breaking the law. In 2008, for example, Starbucks almost rescinded a widely advertised program

to give a free cup of coffee to customers who voted, after fearing they might be violating election

laws (Davis 2008). (By not requiring proof of voting they appeared to avoid running afoul of

state laws.)
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Despite statutes and norms against paying people to vote, the frustration surrounding low

turnout has stimulated efforts to restore selective benefits in the voting process. In Arizona, Prop

200 or the "Voter Reward Act" was on the ballot in 2006 asking voters whether the state should

institute a monetary prize for voters.' Perhaps modern norms about getting money for voting

was a reason why Prop 200 garnered the support of only one in three voters. (Note, of course,

that nonvoters did not register their opinion). However, as scholars reflect on the causes of high

voter turnout of 19th century they have begun to explore whether and how social context matters

in the decision to vote (e.g., McGcrr 1986; Altschuler and Blumin 2000). For example, one

recent study demonstrated that Election Day "festivals" could increase turnout by as much as 6-

7% above current levels, by essentially throwing a party at the polling station and recreating the

celebratory atmosphere surrounding 19th century elections (Addonizio et al. 2007).

We believe that a lottery might have a similar impact on turnout. Our expectation is that

the lottery should attract additional voters to the polls. While the expected benefit of voting in

our experiment is low (just $1), we argue that small incentives serve as "nudges" for individuals

to perform acts that achieve collective goods (Thaler and Sunstein 2008). The experiment in

providing monetary rewards should be most effective for nonvoters who may be less committed

to the civic norm that voting is a duty. The idea of getting a financial payout may also be less

repugnant to them than to frequent voters whose behavior is motivated by civic virtue.

We also believe that the structure of the lottery matters too. For this reason we set up a

series of experiments with the same expected payout, but we changed the configuration of

payouts so that in some experiments more citizens won prizes at lesser amounts. According to

Prospect Theory, individuals are risk averse over prospects involving gains, and risk-seeking for

The measure would have created a $1,000,000 prize that would be given to one randomly selected voter each
election.
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prospects involving losses (Kahneman and Tversky 1979). Given this insight, we expect that

voters are more willing to pay the small cost of voting, if they feel more certain about getting a

gain. For this reason, we surmise that moderate payouts spread to many people would be

preferable to very large payouts given to just one individual.

The Lottery Experiment

We conducted an experiment using a module to the 2011 Cooperative Congressional

Election Study (CCES). This study utilizes a representative survey of 1,000 American adults and

exploits an experimental design by slightly altering the question wording to different sets of

randomly selected respondents. The CCES is conducted over the Internet by YouGov using a

matched random sample design where a subset of respondents recruited for online surveys were

selected by matching them on demographic characteristics to a randomly selected set of

American adults. The survey (used in this analysis) was administered late September to late

October. The CCES samples were drawn from the YouGov/Polimetrix panel using a sample

matching technique to ensure a nationally representative sample. We used the propensity score

weights provided by YouGov in all of our analyses .2

In this study, respondents were randomly assigned to one of five conditions. Regardless

of the condition, each respondent received text stating, "In 2008, about 220 million people were

eligible to vote, but only 130 million voted." This text served two purposes. First, by noting that

such a large proportion of the population abstained from voting in 2008, the text should reduce

the inclination of respondents to over-report their likelihood of voting. Second, the text also gave

2 There is some evidence that YouGov respondents tend to be somewhat more politically engaged than samples
obtained through other methods (see Hill et al. 2007 and Ansolabehere and Schaffner 2011). For the purposes of our
analysis, this may serve to depress the effects of our experimental treatments since we may have fewer non-voters in
the sample.
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citizens a sense of how many eligible voters there are in the electorate, information that would be

useful for calculating the expected payoffs for each of the lottery conditions we describe below.

After receiving the preamble text, respondents assigned to the control condition were

simply asked, "How likely is it that you will vote in next year's presidential election?"

Respondents assigned to one of the treatment conditions were asked to consider their likelihood

of voting in 2012 under one of four types of approaches to incentivizing turnout. The first of

these approaches was simply to award each individual who voted with $1. Specifically, the text

for this condition stated, "Imagine that the federal government decided to reward people for

voting in next year's presidential election by giving each individual who voted $1." Respondents

were then asked, "How likely is it that you would vote in next year's presidential election if such

a system was instituted?"

The additional three conditions asked respondents to consider a lottery, where the federal

government would randomly select individuals who voted and give them a cash award. In one

condition, one voter would be selected for an award of $220 million; in another 100 voters would

be selected to win awards of $2.2 million each; and in the third condition, 100,000 voters would

be selected to win awards of $2,200 each. In each of these lottery conditions, the expected

payout is the same, assuming that respondents figure that a similar number of people would vote

regardless of the type of lottery offered. We also created these lotteries so that the expected

payout would be equal to that under the $1 guarantee condition if everyone who was eligible

voted.

In responding to the question about how likely they are (or would be) to vote in next

year's presidential election, citizens could locate themselves on a 0 to 100 scale where 0

indicated that the respondent was "certain I will/would not vote" and 100 indicated that the
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respondent was "certain I will/would vote." In the control condition, the average response on this

question was 75.5, with a standard error of 3.8. However, responses ranged from 1 (4.5 percent

of control group respondents) to 100 (23.6 percent). Notably, a respondent's score on this

measure correlated quite well with whether they reported voting in 2008. The key threshold

appeared to be at the midpoint of the scale. Among those placing themselves at 50 or below, just

8 percent reported voting in 2008, while 84 percent of those placing themselves above 50

reported voting in 2008. Of course, it is important to note that only about one-fourth of the

respondents placed themselves below 50 on this scale.

Two important caveats are worth noting here. First, survey based indicators of an

individual's intention to vote are not perfectly predictive of whether an individual will (or would)

actually turn out to vote. Thus, if our experiments fmd that the experimental conditions create an

increase in vote intention, this would not necessarily translate to an increase in turnout.

Nevertheless, even finding an increased desire to vote among non-voters would be a useful

indicator of how material incentives might work to increase turnout, as at least some of those

individuals who register a higher intention to vote would likely follow through and turn out.

The second caveat deals with the persistent issue of social desirability bias and the over-

reporting of turnout in public opinion surveys. Specifically, survey-based measures consistently

report higher levels of turnout than are actually observed, typically because respondents who are

more educated and more interested in politics claim to have voted when in fact they have not (e.g.

Ansolabehere and Hersh forthcoming). Similarly, we might observe individuals expressing an

intention to vote to give a socially desirable response even though they are not likely to actually

turnout. While this issue is problematic for deriving accurate estimates from our experiment, the

bias caused by this issue is largely confined to people who tend to report that they voted when
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they did not. In our analysis, we find effects only among those wbo admit that they did not vote

in 2010, and this group is likely to consist almost entirely of people who are infrequent voters or

non-voters since few people report that the did not vote when they actually did. Ultimately, then,

any effects we detect among non-voters are likely to be unaffected by mis-reporting bias; if

anything, our pool of non-voters should be larger than it actually is.

Results

In this section, we examine whether respondents in the treatment conditions were

significantly more likely to indicate an intention to turnout in 2008 when presented with the

possibility of a material incentive for doing so. Figure 1 shows these results in two panels. The

first panel presents the results for all respondents; the second panel limits the analysis to those

who said they did not vote in 2010. We use the values from the control condition as our point of

reference and we examine how much more or less likely respondents indicated they were to vote

in 2012 under different types of incentive conditions. For example, the top dot in the first panel

is located just barely above 0, indicating that there was little difference between respondents'

likelihood of voting in the lowest payout lottery condition compared to the control condition.

Indeed, in the first panel, most of the dots are very close to zero, indicating that none of the

incentive conditions generated an increase (or decrease) in an individual's likelihood of voting.

Of course, the group that reformers would be most interested in mobilizing with material

incentives are not those who are already regular voters, but those who vote either irregularly or

not at all. The second panel in Figure 1 isolates this group by limiting the analysis only to those

respondents who said that they did not vote in the 2010 midterm election. Even among this group,

most of the experimental conditions fail to produce a significant increase in respondents'
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likelihood of voting. In the $220 million and $2.2 million dollar prize lottery conditions, non-

voters were about 6 points more likely to vote on the 100-point scale. However, these differences

did not approach conventional levels of statistical significance. The one condition that did

produce a statistically significant increase (p<.01) in a respondent's likelihood of voting was the

lottery where 100,000 voters would win $2,200. Non-voters receiving this treatment said that

they would be 23 points more likely to vote if such a lottery was offered relative to non-voters in

the control condition.

To gain a more complete perspective on the effect of the lottery treatment, Figure 2

compares the distribution of responses to the turnout likelihood question for non-voters in the

control group and those in the $2,200 lottery condition. The light gray line shows that non-voters

in the control condition were fairly evenly distributed across the spectrum of the dependent

variable. On the other hand, in the lottery condition, respondents were very unlikely to locate

themselves near the bottom of the scale and clustered instead near the middle and upper end.

To what extent might such a lottery matter in terms of the composition of the electorate?

Table 1 provides some preliminary answers to this question. The table works from the

assumption (supported earlier) that most voters who place themselves below the midpoint of the

scale will not vote while most who place themselves above the midpoint will turn out. Thus, the

table compares the demographic and political characteristics of those placing themselves above

50 on the scale in the control condition to those doing the same under the $2,200 lottery

condition. In effect, this exercise provides an initial projection of how the composition of the

electorate might change if such a lottery was enacted.3

3 We conducted an analysis to ensure that the control and treatment conditions were balanced on the demographics
we compare in this table. For the most part, the conditions did appear to be well-balanced, as would be expected
from random assignment. Low income respondents were 3 percentage points more prevalent in the treatment
condition than they were in the control condition, but this small difference does not account for the large differences
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The results in Table 1 indicate that there could be some notable changes to the

composition of the electorate. The first row, for example, compares the prevalence of low

income citizens in the top-half of the vote likelihood scale under the control and $2,200 lottery

conditions. In the control condition, just 22 percent of those who were above the midpoint in

likelihood of voting earned $30,000 or less annually; however, in the lottery condition, the low

income group's share of likely voters increased to 37 percent (p<.05). Similarly, while 34

percent of likely voters in the control condition had a high school degree or less, 46 percent of

likely voters in the $2,200 lottery condition came from these low education categories (p=.11).

Politically, there were also notable differences between likely voters in the control versus

the lottery treatment condition. While the partisanship of likely voters was relatively unchanged

across the conditions, ideology did differ between the two conditions (p=.11). Likely voters in

the lottery condition were less likely to identify as conservatives and more likely to describe

themselves as moderates.

Discussion

The results of this study suggest that a lottery might encourage more citizens to vote in

elections. Nonvoters rated their likelihood of voting 23 points higher when offered the prospect

of a lottery system that offers 100,000 people the chance to win $2200. Notably, lottery systems

offering fewer chances at lager payouts generated no such increases in turnout. The psychology

behind this perspective is rooted in a variant of Prospect Theory, which posits that individuals

would prefer the certainty of small gains over the uncertainty of a large one. While the odds of a

voter winning one of the prizes is only .045%, these odds appear better than a I in 220,000,000

in low income respondents shown in the table. All other demographic and political measures included in the table
were balanced across conditions.
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chance when the lottery goes to just one voter. Regarding the latter figure, shouldering the cost

of voting does not seem worth it to a nonvoter when the odds of getting a reward are so

miniscule.

The larger point, however, is that introducing a lottery appears to change the composition

of potential voters in ways that address concerns about representation and polarization. First, our

findings show that the citizens most likely to be attracted to vote are those with lower incomes

and less education. In our experiment the share of voters with low incomes rose by 15 percentage

points, while the share of voters with a high school education or less increased by roughly 12

percentage points. These results suggest that a rewards-based system could engage Americans

with the lowest socio-economic status. These are precisely the citizens that recent work has

shown to be the least represented in politics (Bartels 2008; Gilens 2012).

The shift in voter composition induced by a lottery also has the potential to make the

electorate more moderate. Based on our experiment, self-described moderates would make up

just over half of voters, compared with 2 in 5 in the control condition. While the share of

moderate voters increases by 13 percentage points, the share of conservative voters decreases by

12 percentage points, and liberals by 9 percentage points. Given these changes in the electorate,

it seems plausible that officeholders and candidates would moderate their views on policy. The

outcome of this engagement could potentially attenuate contemporary dynamics of ideological

polarization between the major parties (Ornstein 2012).

We hasten to add that our findings remain tentative because of concerns about external

validity. The study involved a survey experiment that asked people about the likelihood of

voting. We know attitudes do not always reflect behaviors; the intent to vote is quite different

from doing it. But the shift in intent is significant enough to warrant additional attention to
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understanding whether selective incentives would boost turnout. We recommend that future

research develop field experiments to evaluate actual behavior.

Finally, the study raises normative questions about the pros and cons of giving a reward

for voting. As the results from Arizona's Proposition 200 suggest, citizens may think it is bad

policy to dispense material benefits to voters. Perhaps they believe it cheapens the value of

citizenship to be paid for doing one's civic duty. Nonetheless, we might reconsider normative

biases against rewards for voting, particularly if the trade-off is a more representative electorate.

Small rewards may helpfully "nudge" citizens to do what in their interest and the collective good

(Thaler and Sunstein 2008).
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Figure 1: Effect of Incentives on Likelihood of Voting in 2012

All respondents
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Note: Estimates represent the difference between likelihood of voting in the treatment conditions
relative to the control condition. Bars represent 95% confidence intervals.
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Figure 2: Distribution of Responses in Control and $2,200 Lottery Treatment Condition
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Table 1: Composition of Likely Voters in Control and $2,200 Lottery Treatment Conditions

Proportion of Likely Voters Proportion of Likely Voters
Group in Control Condition in $2,200 Lottery Condition

Incomes under
$30,000
HS Education or
less
18-29 year olds

.220 .366
(.046) (.058)
.337
(.051)
.759
(.050)

Democrats .341
(.051)

Independents .298
(.050)

Republicans .277
(.044)

.461
(.059)
.760
(.059)

.365
(.058)
.293
(.052)
.224
(.044)

Liberals .187 .178
(.039) (.037)

Moderates .388 .519
(.056) (.061)

Conservatives .424 .303
(.053) (.054)

Unweighted N 150 142
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Abstract: This paper presents the results from a field experiment designed to test the hypothesis
that incentivizing actors to participate will also cause them to become more informed about the
election. The experiment includes an intensive mobilization treatment integrated into a panel
survey conducted before and after the 2011 San Francisco Municipal Election. A 2x2 treatment
design further integrates a varying information treatment, in order to test the effect of
mobilization across different information environments. Validated voter turnout files document
that the mobilization treatment produced a substantial increase in participation, nearly doubling
voter turnout. A pre-election survey demonstrates initial balance across treatment groups, and a
post-election survey confirms the hypothesis: subjects exposed to the mobilization treatment
were more politically informed after the election than subjects in the baseline. This effect was
higher when information costs were also subsidized. This suggests that reducing costs of voting
and adding incentives to participate will not only increase voter turnout; it will also increase
political information. Additionally, a comparison of the validated voting populations in each
treatment group suggests that increasing voter turnout did not decrease the informedness of the
active voting population.
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Introduction

Low voter turnout is of particular concern because voters are not a representative sample of the

full population. The disparitiei between voters and non-voters introduce concerns that

disadvantaged groups might not be getting equal representation. These concerns have prompted

policymakers to consider various methods of increasing political participation, including efforts

to decrease the cost of participation (such as eased registration laws, early voting, or vote-by-

mail) as well as institutions which introduce penalties for non-participation, such as compulsory

voting. From a normative perspective, increasing voter turnout is appealing because it decreases

descriptive disparities between the voting and non-voting populations (McAllister 1986; Baloyra

and Martz 1980; Mackerras and McAllister 1999; Marien 2007; Gallego 2007).

However, a difference repeatedly found between voters and non-voters is that non-voters

tend to be less politically interested and informed than voters (Converse 1966; Palfrey and Poole

1987; Citrin, Schickler, and Sides 2003). Compelling uninformed actors to cast random or

misguided ballots does not increase representation. Uninformed votes add noise, or even bias,

thereby decreasing the probability that the winning candidate will be the socially preferred

candidate (Jakee and Sun 2006; Saunders 2010). Because of the information gap between voters

and non-voters, full participation critics warn that increasing voter turnout would reduce the

quality of information among the body of people who actually vote, potentially producing

disastrous results. If political sophistication within a given body is low, the ability for that body

of people to elect a representative government and accurately hold politicians accountable is

diminished. The potential conflict between the desire for full participation and the desire for

informed participation has implications regarding the quality of government and the stability of

democracy as a whole.
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Two primary methods have been used to estimate the effect of increased turnout on the

information level of the voting population. The first method (e.g. Citrin, Schickler, and Sides

2003) uses survey data to estimate the level of information among non-voters, and then simulates

full turnout electoral outcomes under situations where non-voters become active voters. The

second method (Hooghe and Pelleriaux 1998; Marien 2007; Selb and Lachat 2009; Czesnik 2007)

uses survey responses indicating self-identified hypothetical behavior to estimate and compare

counterfactual voting and non-voting populations under alternate electoral rules. The overall

conclusion from these studies is that increasing voter turnout would decrease the quality of

information among the active voting population. However, both of these methods treat

information levels as fixed, assuming that an actor's level of information would be the same if

the actor voted as it would be if the actor did not vote. Assuming that uninformed non-voters

would remain uninformed if they were mobilized to vote is problematic because it neglects to

account for the possibility that information levels can be endogenous to electoral participation.

My dissertation challenges this literature by arguing that information levels are not fixed.

I emphasize that the individual decision of whether or not to invest in information is endogenous

to whether an individual expects to participate. Put simply, I argue that decreasing costs (or

increasing incentives) to participate will also motivate citizens to invest in political information

and informed voting. I pursue this argument through multiple methods, including two

1 The intuition behind the theoretical argument is as follows: Informed participation is
desired because casting a vote for one's preferred alternative has a positive (non-zero) effect on
the probability of an optimal outcome. However, in order to cast a vote for one's preferred
alternative, an actor must invest in both information (to correctly identify the preferred
alternative) and participation (to cast a vote for this alternative). If the cost of participation
decreases, it becomes more likely that an actor will find the combined cost of information and
voting to be lower than the expected benefit of an informed vote.

Similarly, adding non-participation penalties or participation incentives causes some or
all of the cost of participation to become a sunk cost, thereby reducing the considered cost of
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theoretical models, a statistical analysis using survey data from an observational case study, an

experiment estimating the effect of varied costs and incentives to participate in a laboratory

setting, and a field experiment estimating the effect of varied costs and incentives to participate

during an observational election. I submit my fifth chapter (see below) as a formal writing

sample. This chapter includes the design and results of a field experiment constructed to estimate

the effect of varying costs and incentives to participate on the acquisition of political information

during an observational election.

Chapter 5
Incentivizing Participation Increases Political Information:

Evidence from a Randomized Field Experiment

Information is not fixed. The decision to become informed is endogenous to a number of

variables, including electoral institutions. Reducing costs or increasing incentives to participate

increases the probability of voting. Increasing the probability of voting also increases incentives

to invest in political information. Therefore, changes to the costs and incentives to participate

also affect information acquisition. In this paper, I test this hypothesis through experimental

innovations which increase the ability to make valid causal inferences. The experiment integrates

a mobilization treatment within a panel survey conducted before and after the 2011 San

Francisco Municipal Election. A 2x2 treatment design tests the effect of the mobilization

treatment across varying information environments.

Section 1 briefly reviews existing empirical research in this area, including the design and

results from a previous field experiment conducted during the 2007 Quebec Provincial Election.

informed voting. As the considered cost of participation decreases, the maximum information
cost that warrants investment in informed participation increases, making it more likely that an
actor will find it worthwhile to invest in informed voting. As long as non-participation penalties
are only applied to the act of casting a ballot (as is customary in most democracies), uninformed
actors can still cast invalid ballots without penalty, and uninformed voting will not increase.
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Section 2 details the experimental design, Section 3 explains the methods for analysis, and

Section 4 discusses the results. The results provide compelling evidence that information

acquisition is endogenous to participation costs. In summary, subjects who were exposed to

decreased costs and increased incentives to participate in an election became more informed

about the content of that election than subjects in the baseline group.

Section 1: Previous Empirical Research 

In order to estimate the effects of costs and incentives to participate on information and informed

voting, one needs to identify how information differs under alternate electoral systems. Because

each actor can only face one set of electoral rules at a time, identifying these values requires the

estimate of a counterfactual. Scholars have tried to estimate such a counterfactual in several

different ways. The previous empirical literature in this area overwhelmingly focuses on

compulsory voting and the effect of non-participation penalties.

Several studies (Gordon and Segura 1997; Berggren 2001; Brockington 2005; Bilodeau

and Blais 2005) estimate the effect of compulsory voting laws on political information by

comparing average information scores of respondents in voluntary vote (VV) and compulsory

vote (CV) countries, controlling for other individual and institutional-level variables.

Collectively, these results are mixed and inconclusive. Moreover, cross-national comparisons are

limited by international heterogeneity. It is difficult to make meaningful comparisons regarding

how much a given piece of information is worth in different political environments.

Milazzo (2009) and Shineman (2009; Chapter 3) both leverage the intra-national

variation in compulsory voting laws found within Switzerland and Austria. Milazzo finds that

Swiss citizens living in a compulsory canton discuss politics more frequently than similar
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citizens in VV cantons. Shineman fmds that both long-term and short-term exposure to Austrian

mandatory voting laws is associated with increased individual-level ability to identify the

ideological placements and issue positions of political parties. However, even in intra-national

comparisons, mandatory voting rules are not randomly assigned. Endogeneity of institutional

selection hinders the ability to claim causal effects by introducing the potential for baseline bias:

areas that decide to pass CV laws might have original levels of informed voting which are

different from areas that do not pass these laws. Furthermore, the creation and maintenance of

CV laws is not random, and is often driven by variations in strategic and cultural concerns

(Helmke and Meguid 2008).

Experimental tests can circumvent this problem by randomizing institutional selection.

Shineman (2010; Chapter 4) does this in a laboratory setting, generating a within-subjects design

that requires each subject to decide whether to invest in information and participation under

multiple states of the world. The comparative statics suggest that information acquisition and

informed voting are both higher when non-participation penalties are introduced.

Loewen, Milner, and Hicks (2008) test the effects of incentivized participation during an

observational election. They executed a randomized field experiment intended to capture the key

conditions of voluntary voting and compulsory voting during the 2007 Quebec Provincial

election. The experimenters recruited 121 university students and asked them a series of

questions about their frequency of political discussion, political interest, and political knowledge

at two points in time: immediately after the election was announced, and in the last five days of

the campaign. The treatment group was told they would only be paid $25 (Canadian) for their

participation if they voted in the election, and the control group was told they would be paid $25

for their participation without any other conditions. Actual voter turnout records were verified,
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and the authors compared the post-campaign survey responses of the control and treatment

groups. The authors intended for this treatment to create an additional financial incentive to vote

in the election, which was designed to approximate the financial disincentive for non-

participation often introduced by compulsory voting. They found no evidence that the treatment

increased political knowledge or discussion, but found a small increase in attention to news

among subjects who said they already intended to vote before the treatment.

Loewen et al.'s experimental design was clever and the experiment was well

implemented. However, the lack of significant results should not be seen as conclusive. The most

important reason why one cannot make inferences from this result is that the study lacked a

critical level of statistical;power. The baseline level of voter turnout was very high in the 2007

Quebec Provincial election, even among youth. Verified voting records showed that subjects in

the control group voted 77.8% of the time and subjects in the treatment group voted 81.8% of the

time, suggesting the treatment only increased voter turnout by just over 4%. A weak mobilization

effect causes the analysis to yield imprecise estimates.

Turnout has an upper bound of 100%. Studies examining the effectiveness of compulsory

voting have consistently found that its effect on turnout has the largest magnitude in elections

which have the lowest initial turnout: put simply, more non-voters in the baseline means more

room for adding new voters. Therefore, implementing a strong mobilization treatment in an

election with low baseline turnout would enable a stronger turnout effect, thereby producing

more precise estimates regarding the effects of mobilized turnout.

In light of the open debate and inconclusive empirical evidence, I designed and

implemented a randomized field experiment, building initially from Loewen, Milner, and Hicks'

design, but with several substantial improvements. The goal was to mobilize participation among
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a random treatment population, and then estimate the effect of mobilization on information

acquisition. Section 2 outlines the details of the experimental design.

Section 2: Experimental Design 

Overview: The experimental design consisted of a mobilization treatment and an information

treatment integrated into a panel survey conducted before and after the November 8, 2011 San

Francisco Municipal Election. The mobilization treatment reduced the cost of registration and

voting, and additionally offered citizens a financial incentive to vote. A 2x2 treatment design

added varying access to low-cost information, in order to test the effects of mobilization across

different information environments.

Case Selection: San Francisco Municipal Election: In the November 2011 Municipal

Election, the citizens of San Francisco voted on eight ballot propositions, and elected three

different city-level offices: the Mayor, the Sheriff, and the District Attorney. All three contests

were non-partisan, and were elected using ranked choice voting (RCV), a preferential voting

system.2 This election was an ideal case in which to apply the experimental design for several

reasons. First, a municipal election was likely to have lower voter turnout than a higher level

election, which is key to enabling a test of the hypothesis. Second, the combination of a local-

level contest, a lack of partisan cues, and a plethora of viable candidates all contributed to

making this particular election a demanding test of political information acquisition. Third, San

Francisco has remarkably progressive voter turnout laws, which maximized the ability for the

2 Ranked-choice voting enables voters to indicate up to three ranked preferences in each
contest, differentiating between their first choice, second choice, and third choice. If no
candidate receives a majority of the first choice votes, the candidate with the fewest first-choice
votes is eliminated, and those votes are redistributed to the next choice indicated on the ballots.
All the votes are then re-counted, and the process continues until a single candidate has a
majority of first-choice votes.

City Ethics Commission

8

Item 8—Attachment G
8 of 40 August 14, 2014

ATTACHMENT A



mobilization treatment to reduce the costs of participation.3 Fourth, the combination of three

offices elected through an alternative voting system with eight referenda on the ballot provided

the researcher with multiple opportunities for measuring different categories of political

knowledge. Fifth, the city of San Francisco maintains a well-kept voter history file, and makes

this file available for scholarly research purposes. Access to the voter history file was critical for

verifying actual voter turnout. And lastly, the 2011 San Francisco Municipal Election was a case

where it was possible to offer incentives for participation. It is illegal to offer money or other

material incentives in exchange for voting in all federal elections and within 48 states, but

incentivizing participation is not forbidden in local elections in California (see Hasen 2000;

Nichter 2008; and CA Election Code Sections 18520-18524).

Recruitment: Subjects were recruited through announcements made in classrooms at

City College San Francisco and through postings in online job forums, including backpage.org,

craigslist.org, and the San Francisco Chronicle's online classified section. The study was

advertised as a money making opportunity, where participants would earn $25 for filling out two

surveys about 6 weeks apart.

Treatment Assignment: A website directed all subjects to a short online pre-survey

questionnaire. The questionnaire verified eligibility, and gathered basic information used to

stratify treatment assignment within a randomized block design. Random treatment assignment

was intended to split the full sample into four groups that were comparable before the treatment

was administered. Stratified randomization prevents imbalance between treatment groups,

3 For the 2011 Municipal Election, San Francisco allowed registration to occur up until
15 days before the election, any citizen was able to request to vote by mail up until one week
before the election, early voting opened at City Hall one month before the election, voters were
not required to produce identification, there was no minimum residency requirement to register
to vote, polling places were close in proximity, and any registered citizen was able to cast a
provisional ballot at any polling place in the city.
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enabling stronger statistical power and increasing opportunities for subgroup analysis (Kernan,

Viscoli, Makuch, Brass, and Horwitz 1999). Treatments were also randomized over time, to

create balance in the time of day and the proximity of the election.

Pre-Treatment Survey: Every subject completed the first survey in person at a private

office located in downtown San Francisco between October 1 1 th — October 24th, 2011. All

subjects were contacted by e-mail twice more before the second survey: on October 28th to

confirm participation in the study, and on November 7th to send details about the upcoming

second survey. Varying treatments were also integrated into these e-mails, as described below.4

Experimental Treatments: A 2x2 treatment design (see Figure 1) assigned all subjects

to receive one of the following: an information treatment, a mobilization treatment, both the

information and the mobilization treatment, or neither. Both treatments were sequential in nature,

consisting of three stages.

Figure 1: 2x2 Experimental Treatment Design

Mobilization
Control

Mobilization
Treatment

Information
Control

Baseline
(n = 90)

Mobilization Only
(n = 84)

Information
Treatment

Information Only
(n = 89)

Mobilization +
Information
(n = 86)

Stage 1: The first stage of each treatment was delivered in-person immediately after the subject

completed the first survey. Stage 1 of the information treatment consisted of giving the subject a

42-page packet containing selections from the official voter guide, including statements from all

candidates from all three races, and a description of each of the eight ballot propositions

4 Additional details regarding the recruitment procedure and execution of the surveys and
experimental treatments can be found in Appendix A.
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(Appendix B: Stage 1 — Information: Handout). All materials were gathered from official

government sources, in order to minimize any perceived advocacy on behalf of the researcher.

Stage 1 of the mobilization treatment consisted of two parts, one designed to subsidize

participation costs as much as possible, and the other designed to incentivize participation. To

reduce the cost of voting, each subject received a 14-page packet of information prepared from

official government sources, including the details on how to register to vote, verify registration,

request and submit a vote-by-mail ballot, where and when to vote early, how the voting system

(ranked-choice voting) counts the votes, and how to properly mark a ranked-choice ballot

(Appendix C: Stage 1 — Mobilization: Handout). Subjects were also offered a voter registration

card, so they could register, update their address, or request a vote-by-mail ballot, and the

researcher offered to return the registration card for the subject.

To incentivize participation, the mobilization treatment also provided each subject with a

prepaid $25 Visa gift card. In place of a name, the card read "THANK YOU FOR VOTING,

SAN FRANCISCO 2011" (Appendix D: Stage 1 — Mobilization: Visa Card). After handing

subjects the Visa card and describing it as a "gift for you", the researcher recited a memorized

script that explained the following: (1) The $25 is already on the card, and the subject can spend

it however he or she would like; (2) The card has not been activated yet; (3) I (the researcher)

have the activation code; (4) 1 will activate the card after the upcoming municipal election; (5)

However, if for whatever reason, the subject does not cast a ballot in the election, I will cancel

the card and "take the money back"; and (6) 1 will verify whether or not the subject cast a ballot

with the official voter turnout record from the Election Office (Appendix E: Stage 1 —

Mobilization: Visa Verbal Script). The Visa card was designed to capture as much as possible

the notion of a fine for not voting, as opposed to a reward for voting. Characterizing this part of
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the mobilization treatment as a non-participation penalty was intended to mimic the conditions of

compulsory voting as closely as possible, as well as to capitalize on the observation that people

respond more to concerns of losing money they already have than they do to prospects of

receiving new money.

Stage 2: The second stage of the treatment was delivered via e-mail on October 28th. An

e-mail was sent to all subjects, confirming their participation in the study, and reminding them

that the second survey would begin November 9th. For subjects receiving the information

treatment, the October 28th e-mail also included additional information and resources about the

upcoming election, including links to video records of candidate debates, the online official voter

guide, a document summarizing the pros and cons of each of the eight ballot measures, and short

video recordings from all 25 candidates, and regarding all 8 ballot referenda. All information

came from official government sources and was intended to be factual and unbiased. For subjects

receiving the mobilization treatment, the October 28th e-mail also included a reminder about the

upcoming election, a reminder about the terms of the $25 Visa card, and a list of resources

intended to make it easier to vote (Appendix F: Stage 2 — E-mail Content).

Stage 3: An e-mail was sent to all subjects on November 7th, 2011 — one day before the

election. This e-mail was a reminder that the second survey would begin in two days, on

November 9th, 2011. The e-mail also informed subjects that all participants who completed the

second survey within 24 hours of receipt would be entered into a lottery, and one random winner

would be selected to receive an additional $100 bonus. The lottery was intended to motivate

subjects to fill out the survey while the election was still fresh in their memory.

There was no additional information treatment at this time. For subjects receiving the

mobilization treatment, the November 7th e-mail also included another reminder that the election
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was tomorrow, included information about how and where to vote, and included a reminder that

the $25 Visa card would be canceled if the subject did not cast a ballot in the election (Appendix

G: Stage 3 — E-mail Content).

Post-Election Survey: The San Francisco Municipal Election took place on November

8th, 2011. The post-election survey was conducted online through Qualtrics. An e-mail was sent

to all subjects on Wednesday November 9th, 2011, including a unique personal link to the second

survey. Subjects were instructed that they had one week to finish the survey, and were

encouraged to complete the survey within 24 hours, in order to be entered into the lottery for a

$100 bonus. The lottery was quite effective: more than 70% of subjects completed the survey

within 24 hours. Attrition was very low: 96.9% of subjects (349/360) who completed the first

survey also completed the second survey.

Incentives: All subjects who completed both surveys were paid $25 for their

participation. Subjects in the mobilization treatment received an additional $25 (through the

activated Visa card) if they cast a ballot in the election. There was no additional incentive

attached to acquiring information or answering information questions correctly.5

5 There is some concern that motivating involvement in the study through a monetary
payment, as well as adding a financial incentive for participation, might affect the internal and
external validity of the experimental design. By recruiting subjects through a monetary incentive,
the experimental design might have restricted the subject pool to include only low-income
subjects and people who are particularly motivated by money. If the representativeness of the
sample were limited in this way, the ability for the results to provide inferences to a more general
population would be limited. However, the sample characteristics suggest that respondents were
not particularly poor. For example, more than 15% of the sample reported incomes over $90,000
per year. One can look at an extended presentation of pre-treatment sample characteristics in
Appendix H, to further assess the diverse characteristics of the sample. Moreover, if the sample
were particularly motivated by money, the experiment would be an even stronger test of the
hypothesis. The financial incentive to cast a ballot did not add any financial incentive to become
informed. Motivating money-seeking subjects to invest in information would appear to be a
particularly difficult task. Therefore, observed increases in information would still support the
hypothesis.
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Verifying Voter Turnout: After the election, actual voter turnout was validated using

the confidential version of the Voter History File, acquired directly from the San Francisco

Department of Elections. This file was used to validate the actual turnout of all subjects in the

study, matching based on name, date of birth, gender, and both home and mailing addresses.

Estimating the Treatment Effect on Voter Turnout: The mobilization treatment was

incredibly successful at increasing voter turnout. Table 1 presents the validated voter turnout

rates in each treatment group for the last five elections. There are differences in the rate of voter

turnout across treatment groups in previous elections, but no group voted consistently more or

less often than the others. The largest deviation is seen among subjects who received only the

information treatment and subjects who received both treatments; both of these groups voted

substantially more often in 2010.

Figures 2A and 2B compare the validated turnout rates among subjects in each treatment

group for the 2011 Municipal Election and the previous Municipal Election in 2009. In 2009,

just over 20% of the sample participated in the election, comparable to the San Francisco city

average (22.6%). There were no significant differences in turnout between the treatment groups.

In 2011, the participation rate in the baseline group (45.1%) was also comparable to the

participation rate of the San Francisco population as a whole (42.5%). However, unlike in 2009,

turnout in 2011 was significantly higher in all three treatment groups, particularly in the groups

There is also concern that offering a monetary incentive for casting a ballot might "crowd
out" pre-existing intrinsic motivations for participation (Gneezy and Rustichini 2000;
Panagopoulos 2008). If incentivizing participation in this experiment did crowd out instrumental
incentives for voting, this process likely also happens when participation is incentivized through
typical government policies — such as compulsory voting penalties or voter turnout lotteries.
Offering a financial reward for voting should not affect incentives to become informed. However,
if shifting incentives to participate did spill over to crowd out intrinsic incentives to invest in
information, this spill over would cause the mobilization treatment to decrease incentives to
invest in information, thereby making the experimental design an even stronger test of the
hypothesis.
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that received the mobilization treatment. Specifically, turnout was 53.9% in the information only

group, 82.2% in the mobilization only group, and 85.4% in the group that received both

treatments. The mobilization treatment intentionally combined several mobilization strategies in

order to increase voter turnout as much as possible. The resulting increase in voter participation

was substantial, significantly higher than typical mobilization studies; the validated turnout data

suggests that the mobilization treatment increased participation by 37.1% on its own and by 40.1%

when it was combined with the information treatment.

Table 1: Validated Voter Turnout, by Treatment Group

Validated Voter
Turnout

San Francisco
Population

Baseline Information
Only

Mobilization
Only

Information +
Mobilization

2011 Municipal
Election 42.5 45.1 53.9 82.2 85.4

2010 General
Election

61.0 43.3 58.8 43.5 47.6

2010 Primary
Election 34.7 22.2 34.1 28.2 32.1

2009 Municipal
Election 22.6 19.8 21.7 22.6 16.7

2009 Statewide
Special Election

28.1 24.4 20.5 21.4 25.6

Figure 2A: Validated Voter Turnout
in 2009 Municipal Election,

by Treatment Group
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Section 3: Methods 

The analysis embraces the notion of "potential outcomes", which supposes that each actor has a

potential reaction to each treatment assignment, even though only one realized outcome can be

observed in the actual world. The counterfactual outcome is not observed, but is still meaningful,

and can be estimated. To claim there is a treatment effect means an actor's observed outcome

under the assigned treatment is different from the same actor's counterfactual outcome under a

different treatment.

I estimate the average effect of each of the three treatment categories on a subject's level

of political information by comparing the average level of post-election information among the

complete population in each treatment group. 6 The experimental design was intentionally

structured so that all subjects assigned to the mobilization treatment would be certain to receive

the mobilization treatment.7 If we consider the treatment to be subsidized (and incentivized)

voting, the "intent to treat" and the "received treatment" rate are both 100%. I estimate the

6 Another alternative would be to estimate the effect of being mobilized to vote, as
opposed to measuring the effect of being exposed to the mobilization treatment. This alternative
strategy uses assignment to the mobilization treatment as an instrument for validated voter
turnout, in order to estimate the effect of exogenously-driven participation. However, the
alternative model requires the exclusion restriction to hold, which necessitates that the
instrument (receiving the mobilization treatment) can only affect the outcome (political
information) through the treatment (casting a ballot). In this case, however, that assumption
would be violated. Subjects chose whether to invest in information based on their perceived
probability of voting, and the probability of voting was directly affected by the mobilization
treatment. Therefore, using treatment assignment as an instrument for voting would overestimate
the effect of voting on information acquisition, increasing the chance that the model would
incorrectly reject the null hypothesis. All models were run with the instrumental variable
approach as well. The substantive results are similar, but are not reported here. Full data for all
models is available upon request.

7 All subjects were required to complete the first survey in person, and the primary stage
of the mobilization treatment (including the registration forms, the voter packet, and the Visa
card) was personally delivered by the researcher immediately after the survey was complete. The
second and third stages of the treatment (e-mail reminders) were sent to confirmed e-mail
addresses.
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difference between the average score in the baseline group and the average score in each

treatment group as the average effect of each treatment on political information. This method

requires two assumptions, which I discuss in turn.

The first assumption (Stable Unit Treatment Value Assumption, or SUTVA) requires that

a person's potential outcomes under all treatment assignments are unaffected by the treatment

assignments given to all other actors. This experimental design might have violated SUTVA

because the recruitment method potentially drew subjects from within common networks. If a

subject from the baseline group happened to interact with a subject assigned to the information

or mobilization treatments, the baseline subject might have inadvertently been exposed to

additional information, or might have experienced an increased chance of voting. Minimal spill

over in awareness of and exposure to treatment variations might have occurred, but the

frequency should be minimal. Furthermore, any spillover effects would increase the information

and participation within the baseline category, suggesting any bias introduced by SUTVA

violations would favor the null hypothesis.

The second assumption requires that the assignment to the mobilization treatment was

randomly assigned. The experimental design used a pre-survey questionnaire to randomize

treatment assignment within a stratified block design, thereby combining random assignment

with an intentional balance of key variables of interest. Table 2 displays the descriptive statistics

within each treatment group, as gathered in the pre-survey questionnaire

Additional information was gathered about each subject in the pre-treatment survey,

enabling a more thorough test of balance across the treatment groups. With minimal exceptions,

the four treatment groups were comparable across observable characteristics before the treatment

was administered. Treatment was assigned randomly, so any imbalance was due to chance.
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Table 2: Descriptive Sthtistics of Sample, by Treatment Assignment8

Total
Sample

Baseline
Information

Only
Mobilization

Only
Information +
Mobilization

Percent Self-Identified as
"Extremely" or "Very"
Likely to Vote in 2011

69.3
(46.2)

69.7
(46.2)

71.4
(45.4)

68.5
(46.7)

67.8
(47.0)

Percent Registered to
Vote in San Francisco

80.5
(39.7)

78.6
(41.2)

83.3
(37.5)

79.8
(40.4)

80.5
(39.9)

Self-Reported
Political Interest
(11 point scale)

7.67
(2.39)

7.63
(2.39)

7.70
(2.24)

7.67
(2.30)

7.68
(2.66)

Average Age
36.8

(15.1)
36.5

(14.5)
36.6

(14.4)
37.3

(15.6)
36.8

(16.2)

Percent Female
52.3

(50.0)
52.8

(50.2)
54.2

(50.1)
50.1

(50.3)
52.3

(50.2)

Percent White
54.4

(49.9)
58.4

(49.6)
53.4
(50.2)

51.7
(50.2)

54.0
(50.1)

Percent Asian
19.8

(39.9)
19.1

(39.5)
20.2

(40.4)
20.2
(40.4)

19.5
(39.9)

Percent Black
10.3

(30.5)
9.0

(28.8)
10.7

(31.1)
11.2

(31.8)
10.3

(30.6)

Percent Hispanic
10.9

(31.1)
7.9

(27.1)
13.1

(33.9)
13.5

(34.3)
9.2

(29.1)

Percent Mixed Race
4.6

(20.9)
3.4

(18.1)
6.0

(23.8)
5.6

(23.1)
3.4

(18.4)
(Standard deviations are listed in parentheses)

Dependent Variables: The case selection and survey questions in this study were deliberately

designed to enable measurement of multiple types of political information. Survey questions9

covered both subjective and objective measures of individual-level political information, as well

as the existence and intensity of individual political preferences. All dependent variables are

calculated with data from the second survey, because this survey occurred after the treatment and

8 Appendix H presents a more full presentation of the characteristics within the sample
and within each treatment group.

9 Exact question wording and coding for all questions is included in Appendix I.
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after the election. The following section defines six categories of political information, and

describes 16 dependent variables constructed from within these categories.

1. Elected Offices: The first category of questions focused on the three electoral contests

in the 2011 Municipal Election: Mayor, Sheriff, and District Attorney. Subjects were asked to

self-identify their level of attention and information regarding all three campaigns. These

responses are added into separate index scores and re-scaled to range from 0-100 (Attention to

Election; Informed About Election). Subjects also identified whether they formed preferences

between the candidates in each race, and whether they watched any of the candidate debates in

each race. Two other variables (Preferences Between Candidates; Watch Debates) are coded as

the percent of contests in which the subject developed preferences or watched the debates.

2. Referenda: The second category of questions focused on the eight referenda on the

ballot during the 2011 Municipal Election. This data is used to construct four variables intended

to estimate individual-level information about the referenda in general. The first (Informed About

Referenda) is an additive index of each subject's self-assessment of how informed they were

about each of the eight proposals, re-scaled to a 100-point index. The second (Know Referenda G)

is based on a question that asked subjects to identify whether Proposition G would increase,

decrease, or eliminate the San Francisco City's sales tax. The variable is coded as 0 or 100,

causing treatment group averages to display the percent of subjects in each group who answered

correctly. Subjects also identified their preferences regarding each proposal, ranging from

"strongly oppose" to "strongly favor". Two scores are coded from this question. The first counts

the percent of the referenda for which a subject identified any preference (Referenda Opinions

Exist). The second calculates an index of the intensity of these preferences, re-scaled to a 100-
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point index (Referenda Opinions Intensity). The intensity variable is intended to capture the idea

that information is required to develop intense preferences.

3. Ranked Choice Voting: The third category of questions focused on ranked choice

voting. Subjects self-identified how informed they were about how RCV works, and this is re-

scaled to a 100-point index (Informed About RCV). The survey also asked all subjects to indicate

how many candidates a voter is able to rank in each of the three electoral contests on the ballot.

A second variable (Know RCV Gives 3 Choices) measures the percent of contests in which the

subject correctly identified the number three.

4. Election Results: Subjects were asked to indicate whether or not each referenda

passed. This data is used to construct a variable that measures the percent of outcomes each

subject identified correctly (Knows Referenda Results). Additionally, subjects were asked to

identify which candidate won each of the three elections, as well as which candidate received the

highest number of first-choice votes. A second variable measures the percent of these questions

that the subject answered correctly (Knows Election Results).

5. Candidate Left-Right Positions: The 2011 San Francisco Municipal Election

provided a unique challenge to voters. Information cues and shortcuts which are often available

in national competitions were not present. The race was non-partisan, meaning there were no

party cues on the ballot to guide uninformed voters. There were multiple candidates in each

contest: 4 for Sheriff; 5 for District Attorney; and 16 for Mayor. The Mayoral election was

particularly competitive, and there were multiple candidates who were considered viable

throughout the campaign.1° Although the eventual winner of the Mayor's race, Edwin Lee, was

technically the incumbent Mayor before the election, he was not a popularly elected incumbent,

10 Edwin Lee eventually emerged as a front-runner, but not until late in the campaign cycle. Even then, he
did not win a majority of first choice votes. The preferential ballots had to be redistributed in 12 separate rounds of
vote counting before Lee was declared the majority winner.
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and had been in office for less than a year." In this sense, many of the cues coming from

traditional sources of incumbency advantage were also lacking. Additionally, the ranked choice

voting system asked citizens to not only choose their favorite candidate, but also to choose their

second and third choices. In this sense, this election provided a rigorous test of information

acquisition. Voters had few cues, many candidates to choose from, and were expected to form

multiple preferences. Without a political party as a reference, left-right ideology is arguably the

best single tool with which to evaluate political candidates. The ability to accurately identify the

left-right (or liberal-conservative) position of candidates and representatives is a well-established

measure of political information.

The fifth category of questions focused on individual-level knowledge about the

ideological positions of the candidates across all three electoral contests. The survey asked

respondents to place all 25 candidates on an 11-point ideology scale, ranging from 0 (Extremely

Liberal) to 10 (Extremely Conservative), with 5 (Moderate) in the center. Subjects were also

given the option to select "I Don't Know" rather than being forced to make a guess. This data is

used to construct 3 estimates of political information. The first two variables are intended to

represent how accurately each respondent was able to identify the correct ideological position of

the different candidates. This method of measuring information borrows substantially from

Gordon and Segura (1997) and is calculated in a multi-step process.

First, I first estimate the "correct position" for each candidate in two different ways. The

first method estimates correct candidate positions as the average score among those provided by

respondents. I also calculate the average score provided through a series of expert evaluations, in

11 Lee was appointed as the interim Mayor when Gavin Newsom, the former Mayor
elected in 2003, won the California Lieutenant Governor Election in November 2010.
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a similar manner as conducted by Hubert and Inglehart (1995) and Laver and Hunt (1992).12

Second, for each respondent, I calculate the absolute distance between the respondent's

evaluation and the correct position for each of the 25 candiciates.13 Third, I combine the distance

scores for all 25 candidates across the three elections, and divide by 25 to calculate the average

distance for each candidate. 14 I re-scale this index to range from 0 — 100, with higher numbers

meaning more accurate responses, and therefore more informed. Two different indexes are

produced: an index measured in comparison to the survey average (Candidate Left-Right

Accuracy (Survey)), and an index measured in comparison to the expert average (Candidate Left-

Right Accuracy (Expert).

Candidate Left-Right Positions Response Index: Local politics are generally more

liberal in San Francisco, as compared to the national scale. There is a concern that individuals

could have been well-informed, bpt might have anchored their political evaluations on a different

scale. In consideration of the uncertainty of ranking local candidates on an ideological scale, a

third variable calculates the percent of the candidates each respondent was willing to place on the

left-right scale (Candidate Left-Right Response Total). This revised measure effectively treats all

12 A series of potential experts were identified based on their knowledge and experience
with local politics in San Francisco, and each was sent an invitation to complete an online survey
which asked them to rank each candidate on an identical 0 — 11 scale. In total, evaluations were
gathered from ten experts, including academics, reporters, campaign consultants, and politically
active community members. The correct position of each candidate's ideology is estimated as the
average value chosen for that candidate by the experts who provided an evaluation.

13 Sometimes, respondents indicated that they did not know the position of a particular
candidate. Admitting one does not know is an indication of a lack of information. Dropping these
observations from the sample would bias the results to exclude the least informed part of the
population. To account for this indicated low level of information, in all cases where a
respondent answered "I don't know" for a particular candidate, the response is recoded to a value
equal to the maximum error made by the respondents who offered a response.

14 The survey average index includes all 25 candidates. However, all of the experts
declined to estimate the ideological placement of one of the candidates for sheriff, so the expert
average index only includes 24 candidates.
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answers as correct, unless a subject volunteered that they did not know enough to make an

evaluation.

6. General Engagement in Local Politics: The last category of questions focused on a

subject's overall engagement with politics. The survey asked subjects to self-identify their

interest in, attention to, and informedness about politics at the local, national, and international

levels, as well as their frequency of discussing local, national, and international politics with

family, friends, and classmates or coworkers. Responses from each question are combined into

an additive index, which is then re-scaled to range from 0-100 (Overall Political Engagement).

This index is intended to capture a subject's overall engagement with politics in general, in

contrast to the previous variables which measure engagement with political issues directly

related to the municipal election.

Section 4: Results and Analysis

1. Comparing Average Information Scores across Treatment Groups

This analysis estimates the average effect of each treatment assignment, compared to the baseline

group. Each of the 16 measures of political sophistication is analyzed as a dependent variable in

two separate models. The first model compares raw averages across treatment groups.

Additionally, each information effect is estimated in a second model, which includes an

additional series of covariates. 15 Tables 3A — 3H present the results. Standard errors and

15 Covariates are included in order to decrease noise in the model and thereby increase
the precision of the estimate of the effect of each treatment on information (Pocock, Assmann,
Enos, and Kasten 2002). Covariate control variables include age, age2, gender, race, education,
income, previous participation history (including previous voter turnout and an index constructed
based on self-identified engagement in other forms of participation), partisan identity, strength of
partisanship, number of years at current address, and dummy variables indicating whether the
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significance levels are reported within each cell. Unless otherwise specified, all discussion refers

to the model including the covariates, all comparisons are made with respect to the baseline, and

the significance threshold for all treatment effects is evaluated within a 95% confidence interval.

Elected Offices (Tables 3A and 3B): Subjects who received only the mobilization

treatment reported higher average levels of information and attention for all four measures

related to the election campaign, but this increase is only significant in the model measuring the

number of electoral debates each subject watched. Subjects exposed to the mobilization

treatment alone reported watching candidate debates 9.5% more often than subjects in the

baseline. When combined with the information treatment, the effects of mobilization were much

stronger. Subjects exposed to both treatments assessed their own level of information 11.3 points

higher (on a 100-point scale) than subjects in the baseline group. Subjects receiving the

combined treatment also declared preferences between the candidates in 12.4% more elections

than subjects in the baseline.

Table 3A: Post-Election Information about Elected Offices, by Treatment

Informed
About Election

Candidate
Preferences Exist

Information + 7.77+ + 6.72+ + 14.81* + 12.39*
Only (4.09) (4.04) (5.87) (5.42)

Mobilization + 4.72 + 3.88 + 8.61 + 6.63
Only (4.03) (4.04)  (5.79 (5.18)

Information + + 10.75** + 11.30** + 13.15* + 12.35*
Mobilization  (4.05) (3.92) (5.82) (5.28)
Baseline 41.12** - 16.68*

_i
55A3** - 36.15*

Average (2.85) (15.25) (4.09) (21.05)
Controls
Included?

N Y

0.22

N Y

R2 0.01 0.01 1 0.31

+p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p < 0.01

respondent had children, was currently employed part-time or full-time, was currently in school
part-time or full-time, and was married. I report only the primary coefficients here. Full results
are available upon request.
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Table 3B: Post-Election Attention to Elected Offices, by Treatment

Attention
to Election

Watched
Debates

Information
Only

+ 5.35
(4.05)

+ 3.46
(3.52)
+ 4.11
(3.53)

+ 4,26
14.302
+ 9.36*
(4.23)

1 + 6.40
1 (3.9D
1 + 9.51*
1 (4.31)

Mobilization
Only

+ 6.22
(3.99)

Information +
Mobilization

+ 6.80+
(1.01)

+ 6.11+
0.59)

—1+ 5.63
(4.26) 1
11.61** 1
(2.99) 1

r

—,  + 6.81
1

(4.32)
Baseline
Average

39.33**
(2.82)

- 30.42*
(14.23)

- 7.25+

Controls
Included?

N Y N

_.(17.91)

Y

R2 0.00 0.32
..1_i

0.01 1 ' 0.15

+p<0.10 *p < 0.05 ** p < 0.01

The information treatment alone similarly increased the existence of preferences between the

candidates by 12.4%, and also increased self-assessed information by 6.7 points on a 100-point

scale. Figure 3 displays the average self-assessment of being informed about the campaigns

within each treatment group. Figure 4 displays the average percent of contests for which subjects

identified preferences between the candidates in each treatment group.

Figure 3: Informed About Election,
by Treatment Group

Figure 4: Candidate Preferences Exist,
by Treatment Group

Referenda (Tables 3C and 3D): Subjects exposed to the mobilization treatment alone expressed

preferences regarding 9.4% more referenda than subjects in the baseline (p = 0.096). When the

mobilization treatment was combined with the information treatment, the effect is larger and

more precise; subjects in the combined treatment expressed preferences on 12.8% more issues (p

= 0.026). The combined treatment also increased subjects' intensity of opinions toward each of
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Table 3C: Post-Election Preferences about Referenda, by Treatment

Referenda
Opinions Exist

Referenda
Opinions Intensity

Information
Only

+ 6.23
(6.02)

+ 7.09
(6.38)

+ 5.46
__(4.62) .__
+ 6.18

.._   (4.55) _:______(4.24)
+ 8.09+
(4.58)
43.40**
(3.221_

, + 4.27
I (4.71)

Mobilization
Only

+ 11.75+

(6.00)_ __________
+ 10.72+
(6.02)

+ 9.37+
(5.62) 

___
i + 5.56

Information +
Mobilization

+ 12.78*
(5.70)

- 18.66
(22.34)

7 + 10.58*
(4.42)

- 30.94+
(1 7.19)___

Baseline
Average

59.78**
(4.22)

Controls
Included?

N Y N Y

R2 0.00 0.20 0.00 1 0.24

Table 3D: Post-Election Information about Referenda, by Treatment

Informed About
Referenda

Knows Referenda G
Increase Sales Tax

Information + 4.14 + 0.21 + 7.45 + 5.80
Only (4.22) (3.98)   (6.94)__ (6.86)

Mobilization + 9A7* + 6.94+
_

+ 6.74 ' + 6.96
Only (4.16) (3.76) (6.84) (6.68)

Information + + 5.90 + 5.27
_

+ 8.39 + 6.05
Mobilization (4.19)   (3.95) (6.88) (6.57) 

Baseline 41.54** - 14.81 65.17** - 34.07
Average (2.94) (16.24) (4.841 (26.83)
Controls
Included?

N Y N Y

R2 0.01 0.23 0.00 0.21

+p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p < 0.01

the ballot measures by 10.6 points on a 100-point scale (p = 0.017). The information treatment

alone produced higher averages for existing preferences and intensity of preferences, but neither

difference is statistically significant. The mobilization treatment alone increased subject's self-

identified information about the ballot measures by 6.9 points on a 100-point scale (p = 0.066),

but - unexpectedly - both the magnitude and precision of this effect dropped when mobilization

was combined with information. Subjects in all three treatments were able to accurately identify

the content of Ballot Measure G about 6 - 7% more often than the baseline group, but this
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difference is not statistically significant for any of the treatments. Figure 5 displays the average

percent of referenda in which subjects identified a preference, and Figure 6 displays the average

intensity of those preferences.

Figure 5: Referenda Preferences Exist,
by Treatment Group

Figure 6: Referenda Preferences Intensity,
by Treatment Group

Er=

Ranked Choice Voting (Table 3E): Although none of the treatments significantly increased a

respondent's self-perception of being informed about RCV, subjects who received the

mobilization treatment correctly identified that RCV allows voters to rank exactly three

candidates 11.5% more often (p = 0.076). Subjects in the combined mobilization and information

treatment group also identified this aspect of the voting rule more often on average, but this

effect is only significant when the model is run without covariates. Figure 7 displays the average

percent of electoral contests in which subjects correctly identified that RCV allows voters to rank

three candidates.

Table 3E: Post-Election Information about Ranked Choice Voting, by Treatment

Informed
About RCV

Knows RCV
Gives 3 Choices

Information
Only

- 1.70
(5.40)

+ 3.09
(5.33)
+ 3.43

_61 

(5_36)

- 0.29
(5.42)
+ 2.95
(5.20)

+ 3.59
(5.24)

+ 5.96
0.75) 

---
I

+ 11.22+
(6.73)

i + 7.01
(7.01)

1 + 11.51+
(6.46)

I + 10.32
I  (6.81)

0.11
(28.84)

Y

0.14

Mobilization
Only 

Information +
Mobilization_

—

_i_.
+ 14.58*
 (6.75)

54.7 1* i-----r
(4.73) .....1

N

0.01 I

Baseline
Average (3.77)

N
_______________.  

0.00

(22.04)

Y

0.13

Controls
Included?

R2
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Election Results (Table 3F): None of the treatments had any effect on subjects' ability to

accurately identify which candidates won each race after the election took place, nor subjects'

information about the results of the ballot referenda. However, an interpretation of this result

should recognize that the level of information about election results was likely affected by the

timing of the post-election survey, which began before results were finalized." Figure 8 displays

the average number of elections in which subjects correctly identified the winning candidates.

Table 3F: Post-Election Knowledge of Electoral Outcomes by Treatment

Knows
Election Results

Knows
Referenda Results

Information
Only

+ 3.07
(4.38)

+ 2.72
(4.37)

- 1.38
(3.59)

+ 2.84
(3.81)

+ 0.19
(5.02) ___I
- 4.36
(5.00) 
+ 1.19

    (5,021
42.63**
(3.52)_ ........  ___.1.._..._..__

1 + 1.48
(4.51)

1 - 6.05
(4.25)

Mobilization
Only

Information +
Mobilization

- 1.00
(4.38)

+ 0.79
(3.66)_ _...
48.13**
(14.40)

+ 1.04
(4.32)   

Baseline
Average
Controls
Included?

28.67**-------
__33:07)

1 - 45.80**
I (16.6.51_

N

0.00

Y

0.25

N

0.00

1 
Y

1 0.38R2

+p<0.10

Figure 7: Knows RCV Gives 3 Choices,
by Treatment Group

*p< 0.05 p< 0.01

Figure 8: Knows Election Results,
by Treatment Group

16 The large number of vote-by-mail and provisional ballots took time to open and verify.
Furthermore, the competitive ranked-choice Mayoral election required 12 rounds of ballot
redistribution and recounting. As a result, the results of the election were not fully determined
until late the next day. More than 70% of subjects completed the second survey within 24 hours
of distribution. It is likely that knowledge of election results would have been higher among all
groups if the survey had been conducted a day or two later, after all results had been finalized
and fully distributed through the media.
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Candidate Left-Right Positions (Table 3G): All subjects evaluated the left-right ideological

position of all candidates on an 11-point scale. On average, subjects exposed to the mobilization

treatment identified candidate positions 7.7 points closer to the survey average (p = 0.054) and

8.5 points closer to the expert average (p = 0.041). When the mobilization treatment was

combined with the information treatment, accuracy increased even more. Subjects in the

combined treatment placed candidates an average of 12 points closer to the survey average and

13.5 points closer to the expert average (p = 0.003; p = 0.002). The effect of the information

treatment alone also produced similar increases in the accuracy of subjects' candidate

evaluations on both scales. All three treatments also increased subjects' willingness to place

candidates on the ideological scale: compared to the baseline, subjects in the information

treatment offered evaluations of 12.1% more candidates, subjects in the mobilization only

treatment offered evaluations of 10.6% more candidates, and subjects in the treatment combining

mobilization and information offered evaluations of 16.7% more candidates. Figure 9 displays

each treatment group's average accuracy score (compared to the expert rankings) and Figure 10

displays the percent of candidates that subjects were willing to place on the ideological scale.

Table 3G: Post-Election Accuracy Identifying Candidate Left-Right Positions,
by Treatment

Left-Right

Accuracy (Survey)

Left-Right

Accuracy (Expert)

Left-Right

Response Total

Information + 7.77+ + 10.91* + 8.04+ + 12.23** + 8.97 + 12.12*
Only (4.50) (4.49) (4.81) (4.70) (5.62)__ (5.11)

Mobilization + 8.09+ + 7.68+ + 8.57+ + 8.47* + 10.43+ + 10.56*
Only (4.49) (3.98) (4.79) (4.12) (5.54) (4.71)

Information + + 8.51+ + 12.04** + 9.54* + 13.46**
___,

+ 11.92* + 16.73**
Mobilization (4.50) (4.02) (4.81) 14.26) (5.57  (4.95)
Baseline 30.34** - 30.26+ 34.30**

_
- 37.75* 40.36** - 46.91*

Average (3.16) (17.43) (3.37) (17.82) (3.911 c20.68)
Controls
Included?

N

0.01

Y

0.26

N

0.01

Y

0.39

______

N Y

0.30 0.01R2
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Figure 9: Left-Right Accuracy (Expert), Figure 10: Left-Right Response Total,
by Treatment Group by Treatment Group

LAMA-

1@=—. 

The comparison across treatment groups within the first five categories suggests that reducing

costs and increasing incentives to participate increased political information regarding election-

specific materials. Reducing voting costs and increasing voting incentives had a positive effect

on individual-level ability to identify the ideological positions of the candidates, produced higher

levels of (self-reported) information about the candidates and the issues, increased knowledge

about how the voting system works, increased the number of contests for which a subject

developed preferences between the candidates, and increased both the number of referenda that a

subject had an opinion on, as well as the intensity of those opinions. The only category in which

the treatments did not produce significant changes is knowledge about election results: treated

subjects were not more aware of the election results.

The effects of the mobilization treatment were stronger when it was combined with

access to low-cost information, suggesting that reducing information costs helped to activate or

increase the effects of mobilization alone. The information treatment alone also produced

positive effects on information. All three treatments demonstrate positive effects on campaign

and election-specific attention and information. But did treated subjects also increase their

engagement with politics in general? The data suggests not.

General Engagement in Politics (Table 3H): None of the treatments produced any

significant increases or decreases in overall engagement with politics. Subjects in all four

City Ethics Commission

30

Item 8—Attachment G
30 of 40 August 14, 2014

ATTACHMENT A



treatment groups demonstrated post-election levels of overall political engagement that are

statistically indistinguishable.

Table 3H: Post-Election General Engagement in Local Politics. by Treatment

Engagement with Local
Politics

Information - 3.37 - 3-15
Only (2.50) (2.30)

Mobilization + 0.85 + 0.35
Only (2.47)------------(2.23)

Information + - 3.04
_____

- 2.33
Mobilization (2.48) (2.39)

Baseline 46.16** 0.80
Average (1.75) (8.76)
Controls
Included?

N Y

R2 0.00 0.29

+p<0.10 *p<0.05 ** p < 0.01

Analysis: Overall, the data suggests that decreasing costs and increasing incentives for electoral

participation caused an increase in political information, though this increase in information was

limited to election-specific content. Specifically, treated subjects produced higher scores in 4 of

the 5 categories of information that are related to the election, but treated subjects did not change

their engagement with other political activities. Collectively, this data suggests that decreasing

costs and increasing incentives for electoral participation caused an increase in investment in the

types of information that are related to making a good vote choice. Whether continued

mobilization would lead to increased engagement with other areas of politics over time is yet

undetermined.

2. Comparing Average Scores of Active Voters in each Treatment Group

The previous analysis tested whether mobilizing participation affected the average level of

information within each treatment group. Another important question asks whether mobilizing
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participation affected the average level of information within the active electorate — the people

who actually cast votes — within each treatment group.

Critics of full turnout worry that mobilization efforts will add new voters who are less

informed than the original voters, thereby damaging the quality of electoral outcomes. Even if

these new voters increased their information as a part of the mobilization process — as suggested

in the previous analysis — these new voters could still be less informed than the original voters

who existed before. Because of this, it is possible to increase the average level of information

within a given group while simultaneously decreasing the average level of information in the

active voting population within that same group.

In order to estimate the effect of the mobilization treatment on the level of information

among the active voting population, I compare the post-election average level of information

within the active electorate in each treatment group. In all cases, the active electorate is defined

as those subjects whose turnout was validated through the official voter history file.

In nearly every measure of political information, the active voting population in each

treatment group produced statistically indistinguishable scores.'? The only exceptions were that

validated voters who received the mobilization treatment were less likely to know that

Proposition G increased the sales tax, and were less likely to correctly identify which candidates

won in the Mayoral, Sheriff, and District Attorney elections, after the election was over.

Interestingly, these are two measures of information in which the treatments did not significantly

increase information. There is also some indication (p < 0.10) that the electorate produced by the

mobilization treatment was less likely to have watched the debates. Overall, there is little

evidence that increasing voter turnout decreased the information quality of the electorate. The

17 Only two of the sixteen models yield significant differences. I summarize the analysis
here, and full results are available from the author upon request.
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magnitude of the turnout effect 35 percentage points) gives this analysis high statistical power,

which makes a null result particularly encouraging.

Conclusion 

The relationship between information and participation is difficult to study because of the

endogeneity between the variables. This paper presented the design and results of a field

experiment specifically designed to isolate the effects of varied costs and incentives to

participate on the acquisition of political information. Given that a previous experiment produced

a null effect, the experimental design intentionally combined several mobilization strategies into

a single powerful mobilization treatment. The intent was to increase voter turnout as much as

possible, in order to generate a test case with strong statistical power.

The experiment successfully recruited a critical mass of subjects, randomly assigned

them into four balanced treatment groups, and then subjected half of them to an intense

mobilization effort, including both subsidies and incentives for voting. The mobilization

treatment increased voter turnout by more than 35 percentage points, yielding unique

opportunities for testing the effects of exogenous participation. Mobilized subjects demonstrated

significantly higher levels of infurmation relating to the eight ballot referenda, the three city-

wide candidate competitions, and the alternative voting system used to elect these offices.

The results suggest that electoral policies that increase incentives for participation — by

reducing participation costs and by increasing participation incentives — will not only increase

voter turnout; they will also motivate an increase in the types of political information that are

necessary for making a good vote choice. As a whole, this study provides strong evidence that

information levels are endogenous to participation costs. Therefore, researchers should be weary
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of simulations and hypothetical comparisons which are calculated using fixed levels of

information.

Because the decision to become informed about an election must happen before an

informed vote can be cast, it is more common for people to think of the effect information has on

participation. However, participation can also affect information acquisition. When actors decide

whether to become informed, they make this decision within the context of their expectations

regarding upcoming elections. Electoral policy can change expectations, and can therefore

influence incentives to become informed. Information is endogenous to electoral participation.

Increasing incentives or decreasing costs to vote will not only increase participation: it will

increase information acquisition as well. This increases the average level of political knowledge

within the population.

However, this exchange could come as a double-edged sword, because a newly mobilized

voter could increase her own personal information while simultaneously decreasing the average

level of information in the active electorate. Whether decreasing the average level of information

in the active electorate hurts or helps the quality of electoral outcomes depends both on the

distribution of preferences. in society, as well as the level of information necessary to make a

"correct" decision. The data generated in this experiment suggests that adding new voters did not

decrease the information quality of the voting population. Within the survey sample, mobilized

voters increased their levels of information such that the active voting population in all treatment

groups was equally informed.

The information treatment also produced strong independent effects, both on information

acquisition, and on voter turnout. The effects of the information treatment suggest that
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alternative methods of mobilization are possible, such as targeting informed voter turnout

through increasing electoral education.

None of the treatments yielded an increase in engagement with political matters that were

unrelated to the election. However, continued participation might have other effects that

accumulate over time. Future studies can further investigate whether long-term exposure to

political stimulus causes an increase in political curiosity or engagement. Will subjects in the

mobilization treatment continue to vote more often in subsequent elections? If so, will this

repeated political exposure gradually lead these subjects to increase their engagement with other

levels of politics?

This experiment isolated information effects within a single election study. The

generalizability of these results can be further tested across other populations and other electoral

contexts. For example, would the same effects be observed within a partisan election, an election

with fewer candidates, or an election with a strong incumbent? Would the effects hold up in

higher level elections? Furthermore, future studies can vary the mobilization strategies which are

included in each treatment, in order to isolate whether each method of mobilization has

differential effects on information acquisition. For example, does participation resulting from

reduced costs of voting have different effects from participation resulting from increased

incentives to vote?

This experimental design provided an initial framework for isolating the effects of

varying costs and incentives to participate. It is the hope that this design will be implemented and

expanded in future studies, so we can continue to build our understanding of what motivates

citizens to invest in informed participation.
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Appendix Links

Appendix A: Experimental Protocol 

Imps://docs.googlc.com/open?id=0B 1 gapkqmiF3 6eVUxdkFxeVRMSG8 

Appendix B: Stage 1— Information: Handout

ht-tps://docs.google.com/open?id=0B 1 gapkqmiF3 6NVVocG 1 hNOVS Qmc

Appendix C: Stage 1— Mobilization: Handout

https://docs . goo gle. com/open? id=0B 1 gapkqmiF36Zkxudlo4UGZ6NW8 

Appendix D: Stage 1— Mobilization: Visa Card 

https://docs .google.comiopen? id—OB 1 gapkqmiF360XhRVUFDWUKcTg
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Appendix E: Stage 1— Mobilization: Visa Verbal Script

https://docs. google. comlopen?id=0B 1 gapkqmiF36cGdiZTRJOVhvcTg

Appendix F: Stage 2 — E-mail Content

https://docs. googlc. com/open?id=0B 1 gapkqmiF3 6akILa1h.SLUhMb2M 

Appendix G: Stage 3 — E-mail Content

https://docs. google.com/open?id=013 1 gapkqmiF36WDRkU 113bWlibOk

Appendix H: Descriptive Statistics of Sample. by Treatment Group 

https://docs. google.com/op en? id=OB lzapkqmi F3 6ZFhGTUtKQS 1 ub2s 

Appendix I: Complete Survey Question Wording

https://docs google.comiopen?id=OB 1 gapkqmi F3 6dOZQ UnRnX2l aYmc
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