
subjects dropped from the rolls after November 1998, and additional data cleaning,

as described by [Gerber and Green 2005].) Postcards containing GOTV messages

were randomly sent to half of the households, with the number of mailings varied

at random between 1, 2 and 3. One-tenth of those households that were not sent a

mailer were randomly selected to also be targeted for GOTV by telephone. Among

households to which a mailer was sent, telephone contact was also attempted, but

at a higher rate, with 40% randomized to telephone GOTV. Viewed unto itself, the

telephone sub-experiment is randomized within blocks but not simply randomized,

with mailed and unmailed blocks; likewise, mail was in e↵ect block-randomized, with

blocks defined by whether telephone GOTV calls were and were not attempted. A

third form of intervention, in-person entreatment at potential voters’ doors, was ran-

domly assigned to 1/5 of the same pool, but this randomization was independent of

the other two. A household could have been slated for no intervention or for any

combination of interventions, up to and including mailers, multiple attempts at tele-

phone contact over the three days up to and including the election, and a weekend

personal visit during the month prior to the election; all of these combinations of

experimental assignments occurred. The overall situation is depicted in Figure 2.1,

which also speaks to compliance with assigned treatment.
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Figure 2: Assignment and compliance for mail, telephone and personal canvassing
experiments. Relative sizes of tiles reflect proportions of households in the sample.
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