
The Effectiveness of Canvassing in the
BC-STV Campaign∗

Torun Dewan
London School of Economics

Macartan Humphries
Columbia University

Daniel Rubenson
Ryerson University

April 2009

∗We thank the president of Fair Voting BC, Arjun Singh, for his support. We could not have provided
this research without the initial support of Wendy Bergerud, Maxwell Anderson and other members
of the Citizens’ Assembly whom we approached in December 2008. Throughout the implementation
of the research project we have worked closely with the campaign. We are especially grateful to Susan
Anderson-Behn who helped design the study and was critical in its implementation. Maggie Gilbert and
David Gagnon have handled much of the day-to-day logistics of implementing this research including
training of the canvassing team on the details of project implementation. Thanks to them for their
enthusiasm and care. We thank our research project managers, Stewart Prest and Pierce O Reilly, for
excellent research support and for handling the coordination of the enumeration side of implementing
this study. Don Green and David Epstein gave thoughtful comments on the project design. Kjell
Rubenson provided us with office space at UBC during the field work. We thank Columbia University,
the London School of Economics and Ryerson University for financial support of this research. Thanks
also to our team of enumerators who collected the data on which the findings in this report are based:
Naomi Arbabi, Pamela Bromley, Sue Clarke, J.Z. Garrod, Shannon Gormley, Rhys Harrop, Fiona
Hough, Chanelle Jen, Aliya Jiwa, Nicholas Jones, Denver McNeney, Chris Malmo-Laycock, Vanessa
Nicolson, Erin Penner, Sarah Shove, Vipapat Sinpeng, Kelly Starrak, Emily Warkentin, Sara Wylie,
Xiaofei Ying and Michelle Yun Tao. We are especially grateful to Stephanie Parent who acted as our
field team leader and tenaciously tracked down responses to our survey. Finally, and most importantly,
we thank the canvassers who gave up their spare time to go door-to-door in order to help find out
the effectiveness of this approach: Erin Arnett, Catarina Bellon, Lies Botman, David Bronk, Kaitlin
Burnett, Sarah Davidson, Darren Devlin, Jennifer von Gradulewski, Marion Hewitt Pollock, Sophie
Isbister, Paul Koros, James Mack, Becky Paynter, Lyn Stewart, Jandreet Totosaus and Haley Williams.
We admire their dedication and hope they find these results of value.



Executive Summary

We describe the results of a randomized evaluation of the effects on public opinion of
a canvassing campaign in support of the Single Transferable Vote (STV) referendum to
take place on 12 May 2009. Our study examines the overall effects of the campaign, the
effectiveness of different messages used by the campaign, and the impact of campaign
endorsers. Our strategy allowed us to isolate these effects from each other, and from
other confounding factors such as location.

The most fundamental question is whether door-to-door canvassing has an effect
on opinions toward STV. We found evidence of two campaign effects: a respondent
who had received a message from the campaign was less likely to be uncertain as to
which way they would vote in the referendum; and in particular a respondent who had
been visited by the campaign was more likely to support STV. The total estimated
effect is large: Receiving a message from the campaign reduces the likelihood that a
respondent is undecided over their intention to vote by around 9 percentage points.
And when analyzing the responses of those surveyed who expressed an intention to
vote in the referendum, we found that receiving a message from the campaign increases
the probability that a respondent supports STV by around 12 percentage points. The
campaign, we found, is especially effective for populations not otherwise predisposed to
support STV: voters in less ethnically diverse areas, voters in areas with lower education
levels, older voters and less well informed voters.

What aspect of the campaign accounts for these differences in the intention to vote?
Were respondents persuaded by the messages communicated by the campaign, by the
endorsers who supported the campaign, or both? We compared the effects of two sepa-
rate messages in favour of STV: the first highlighting fairness aspects of a change in the
electoral system; the second emphasizing the increase in voter choice and accountabil-
ity corresponding with a switch to STV. We found that both messages have a positive
direct effect on the intention to vote yes in the upcoming referendum. These effects are
of similar magnitude, but the total effect of the accountability message is marginally
stronger.

We also analyzed the effects of different STV endorsers. At randomly selected house-
holds, canvassers delivered a leaflet with a picture of one of 4 main endorsers. Sometimes
these endorsements were combined with one of the “fairness” or “accountability” mes-
sages. The advantage of this approach is that it allows us to separate the effect of these
arguments from the impact of the endorser, and in allowing us to ascertain whether a
message is more effective when endorsed by a leading public figure associated with the
campaign.

We found no evidence suggesting that endorsements on campaign literature increases
the likelihood that someone intending to vote supports STV either directly, by increasing
the likelihood of a yes vote, or indirectly, by boosting the impact of a message. In fact our
analysis suggests that the response to the door-to-door campaign is mainly due to the
strengths of the fairness and accountability arguments. We found no evidence suggesting
that either the fairness or accountability message is more effective when endorsed by a
leading public figure. That is, the arguments appear to stand on their own merits.
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1. Introduction

This report provides an evaluation of our research into canvassing by the BC-STV cam-

paign. The report provides a detailed account of our research design and a description

of our main findings and results.

1.1. Research design and goals

The research focused on the effectiveness of a political messaging campaign taking place

in the context of the referendum in British Columbia on Single Transferable Vote (STV).

The project examined the impact of canvassers engaging in door-to-door campaigning

in the Greater Vancouver area. The key research strategy addresses the difficulty in

identifying the impact of political messages and in separating the effect of these messages

from other confounding effects. For example, a message may appear to be effective (or

ineffective) but only because it was delivered in a specific district for which support

for STV was high (or low) in the first place. We aimed to separate the impact of the

message from messenger effects, and from other geographic effects, in order to get to

the heart of the effectiveness of political argument.

We did this by working with the British Columbians for STV campaign (http:

//stv.ca/). A team of canvassers implemented a canvassing protocol designed by the

research team in collaboration with the campaign organizers. The basic idea behind

this protocol was to vary which campaigners canvassed in which areas, which messages

they delivered as part of their canvassing and on which of the campaign endorsers they

provided information.

To identify campaign effects with confidence we used the first best method of ran-

domized assignment to ensure that observed differences are truly due to treatment effects

and not due to selection or other confounding effects. In a (random) subset of house-

holds canvassers delivered a “placebo” message in which voters were simply told that

a referendum will take place on May 12th. The placebo contained no information that

could be construed as favourable to the Yes side. In addition to these placebos a ran-

dom subset of households received one from a set of “treatments”. These treatments,

described more fully below, came in the form of a campaign document and a presentation

by the canvasser. The communication combined different elements that the campaign

believed might be effective in securing a yes vote from the recipient of the treatment.

In particular, canvassers were dispatched to give one of two arguments in favour of STV

(an argument that makes the case that STV leads to fairer outcomes, and an argument
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that STV allows for greater choice) and a flyer summarizing the main points of the

argument. Some of these flyers were also endorsed by leading public STV campaigners.

Some treatments involved a simple endorsement with no supporting argument.

Following the administration of the “treatments” and placebos, an independent set

of enumerators were then dispatched to the same households in the following days to

administer a short survey (available at http://www.columbia.edu/∼mh2245/STV/main

survey.pdf). This data collection was “double blind” in the sense that enumerators did

not know whether households had been visited, whether placebo messages were delivered

or which messages were delivered. From the perspective of households there was also

no link between the enumeration teams and the survey teams. Measured variation in

voting intentions was then related to exposure to different messages and endorsers.

Ultimately this strategy allowed us to analyze the following questions:

- Which messages are most effective?

- Which endorsements are most effective?

- Which messages/endorsements are most effective in which different areas?

- In which areas or for what populations are campaign effects greatest?

In addition, the research gathered general information regarding voter opinions, vote

intentions and access to information on the campaign.

1.2. Messages

Two messages were studied that examined the “Fairness” and “Accountability” argu-

ments. These are illustrated below in Figure 1. More information about these and other

messages are available from the campaign website (http://stv.ca/).
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FAIRNESS 
  ACCOUNTABILITY 

 

No  more  distorted  outcomes.  It  will  take  roughly  the 
same number of votes to elect an MLA, no matter what 
riding,  no  matter  what  party.  Across  the  province,  a 
party’s  share  of  the  votes will  be  very  similar  to  their 
share of the seats. Your vote will count. 

Under the present system the Legislature we get is not 
the  one  we  voted  for.  The  current  system  —  single‐
member  plurality,  or  “first‐past‐the‐post”  —  distorts 
people’s votes, producing unrepresentative legislatures.  

• We  usually  have  a majority  government  that  has 
been  elected  by  a  minority  of  voters  ‐  a  ‘false 
majority’. 

• Sometimes  the winning party does not even have 
the most votes – a ‘wrong winner’, as happened in 
1996. 

• A majority  of  our  votes  are  usually  ‘wasted’  –  in 
2005, 64% of voters had no effect on the outcome. 
Both  major  parties,  and  all  smaller  parties  and 
independent  candidates,  have  suffered  from  our 
antiquated voting system.  

 

Many  countries  around  the world,  including Germany, 
Ireland,  Sweden,  Australia  and  New  Zealand,  use 
modern  systems  that  avoid  these  problems.   
 

BC‐STV will give British Columbians the governments 
they vote for — and that’s the way it should be. 

 

 
Under  our  present  voting  system  voters  only  have  one 
candidate  per  party  to  choose  from  and  are  only 
represented by one candidate.  
 
But  under  STV,  parties  nominate  multiple  candidates  in 
each  district  and  the  voters  have  the  final  say  on  which 
ones are elected.   
 
This means: 
• No more  ‘safe  seats’  ‐  the voter’s  choice  is all  that 

counts.  
 

• Since  voters  are  represented  by  several  candidates 
from the same, or different, parties at election time, 
they  can  compare  how  all  of  their  district  MLAs 
measure up between elections.  
 

• More  voter  choice  means  MLAs  have  a  stronger 
incentive  to  represent  their  community’s  best 
interests in the legislature. 
 

• If  you  need  help  after  Election  Day  you  can 
approach the MLA you voted for, the one who lives 
closest to you, or all of your MLAs. 

 
BC‐STV puts the power in the hands of the voters — and 
that’s the way it should be. 

 

 

Figure 1: Messages
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1.3. Sample

The design involved randomly sampling 216 locations in the greater Vancouver area and

visiting 12 households within each of these 216 sites (see Figure 2). In our design, the

Figure 2: Location of Sampled Canvassing Sites

types of message delivered to households varied in the content of the message delivered

and the identity of the endorser associated with the message according to the distribution

given in Table 1.

In practice, data collection fell considerably short of what had been planned, and

so the sample of respondents is smaller than anticipated. However sufficient data was

still collected to allow core questions to be answered. The data shortfall arose due to

a combination of factors. First although 2592 households were targeted for canvassing,

engaging sufficient numbers of canvassers for the duration required proved very difficult.

In part this was due to the fact that the randomization strategy required greater time

spent travelling than normally needed for canvassing. The effect was that 1044 rather

than 2592 houses were canvassed. Enumeration teams were able to locate and visit 968

(93%) of these households. Often enumerators would have to visit a household several
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Table 1: Research Design Distribution of Messages and Endorsers

Endorser
None Coyne Manning Nystrom Suzuki Total

Message Account. 216 126 126 126 126 720
(8%) (5%) (5%) (5%) (5%) (28%)

Fairness 216 126 126 126 126 720
(8%) (5%) (5%) (5%) (5%) (28%)

Endorser 648 126 126 126 126 1152
only (25%) (5%) (5%) (5%) (5%) (44%)

Total 1080 378 378 378 378 2592
(42%) (15%) (15%) (15%) (15%) (100%)

times before making contact. Enumeration was successful, in that the enumerators were

able to get a full response to the survey, in 520 cases. Of the remainder, in 255 cases

enumerators were unable to find anybody at home after multiple visits (at least 3 per

house, often 6); in 192 cases respondents refused to respond to the survey (although

in 32 of these cases the respondents did agree to answer a single question on voting

intentions).

Table 2: Sample Distribution of Messages and Endorsers in Surveyed Areas

Endorser
None Coyne Manning Nystrom Suzuki Total

Message Account. 50 20 18 24 26 138
(10%) (4%) (3%) (5%) (5%) (27%)

Fairness 48 26 27 26 28 155
(9%) (5%) (5%) (5%) (5%) (30%)

Endorser 126 26 21 22 32 227
only (24%) (5%) (4%) (4%) (6%) (44%)

Total 224 72 66 72 86 520
(43%) (14%) (13%) (14%) (17%) (100%)

Table 2 shows the distribution of survey responses across treatments. The distri-

bution closely matches the intended distribution. This suggests that it is unlikely that

non-responses are systematically associated with treatment and thus validates that the

reported results are in fact due to campaign effects.
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2. Results

In this section we provide key results both from the canvassing and enumeration side of

the implementation phase.

2.1. Reception to canvassing

Canvassers were provided with a map, a random starting location, and a random route,

and then asked to visit every fifth building structure to make contact with an eligible

voter, replacing households when no eligible voter was available. Our analysis allowed

us to keep track of the type and frequency of problems canvassers experienced in making

contact at the door. Canvassers experienced a number of difficulties: no one at home;

no common language; no eligible voters; and no interest. Table 3 provides an overview

of the number of successful visit by riding, and the number of unsuccessful visits by

reason.

An initial question of interest is how responsive voters are when approached by a

member of the campaign on their doorstep.

Finding 1 On average, canvassers make two unsuccessful visits for every successful

contact.

This relatively low response rate on the canvasser side puts an upper bound on

the effectiveness of a door-to-door campaign of this form.

Each canvasser spent nine consecutive days doing door-to-door canvassing covering

two voting areas, and making contact with 6 households in each. On average canvassers

did not spend long at each house they visited, and most canvassers delivered their

message in two minutes or under. Occasionally canvassers would engage respondents

for longer, with 8–10 minutes not unusual.

2.2. Voter profiles

Enumerators were asked to provide basic descriptive information on the respondents.

This basic information allowed us to get an overview of the sample of respondents

and of the type of people the campaign is likely to make contact with in door-to-door

canvassing.

Our sample is composed of 48% women and 52% men. The median age is 48 and

about 48% of the sample had completed a university degree with only 8% of the sample
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Table 3: Response to Canvassing by Riding

Riding No one No common No eligible Not Successful Response
at home language voters interested visits rates

BND 55 1 1 6 42 40%
BNE 52 6 3 12 55 43%
BNN 51 4 1 13 36 34%
CQB 20 3 6 4 18 35%
CQM 7 0 0 4 24 69%
FLA 12 0 0 1 12 48%
LLY 66 2 1 25 45 32%
MRP 48 0 0 11 60 50%
NEW 34 1 0 13 36 43%
NVL 58 0 8 7 48 40%
POC 105 3 2 21 66 34%
RCC 19 2 0 0 18 46%
RCE 72 6 5 12 54 36%
RCS 17 5 2 2 24 48%
SRC 21 1 1 2 36 59%
SRF 3 0 0 3 24 80%
SRG 31 5 6 10 24 32%
SRN 15 3 2 5 30 55%
SRP 36 6 4 10 48 46%
SRT 9 0 3 1 14 52%
SWH 10 4 3 6 18 44%
SWR 19 0 0 5 12 33%
VFA 78 0 5 26 30 22%
VFC 25 0 1 0 6 19%
VFV 65 12 1 12 54 38%
VKE 39 5 3 16 36 36%
VKI 33 5 5 9 12 19%
VLA 98 12 7 42 42 21%
VMP 32 1 2 3 12 24%
VNP 22 1 2 3 24 46%
VNQ 33 3 3 15 24 31%
VNW 32 0 0 17 5 9%
WCA 38 1 6 9 24 31%

Total 1255 92 83 325 1013 37%

having less than a high school education. The voting profile of the respondent pool

largely matches the overall results from the last referendum. Of those reporting, 65%
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report not having voted in the last referendum; and of those that voted, 58.6% reported

having voted Yes and 41.4% reported having voted no.

Enumerators followed up by making contact at the door and administering a short

survey. The survey revealed a number of interesting findings related to our sample and

we list these below. Perhaps the key finding of interest to the campaign is listed as

Finding 5 below. Amongst those indicating a preference between STV and the status

quo, support is high for STV.

Finding 2 Intentions to vote in Referendum. There is less enthusiasm for voting in the

referendum. 19% of respondents say they are unlikely to vote in the referendum; 31%

say they are likely to vote; and 50% say that they are very likely to vote.

Finding 3 The main reason cited for intending to abstain from the refer-

endum is a lack of understanding or awareness of the main issues: 56% of those

that are not likely to vote say the reason is lack of sufficient understanding of the issues;

18% report that their vote has no effect; and 19% report indifference.

Finding 4 There are still a lot of undecided voters. Of those that responded to the

survey and responded to our question on voting intentions, 301 had intentions to vote

on STV, 183 were undecided.

Finding 5 Two thirds of respondents expect to support STV. 44% of respon-

dents said that if they were to vote they were very likely to support STV, 23% said that

they were likely to support STV, 19% said that they were likely to oppose it and 14%

said that they were very likely to oppose it.

Finding 6 Respondents report stable preferences overall with some shifting to-

wards STV. 12% of respondents say that they are now leaning more towards STV

(compared to one week previously), 2% report leaning more against, the rest report no

change.

Finding 7 Voters generally believe that STV will lead to a more diverse representation,

that it would better reflect votes and that it would make politicians more responsive.

There is disagreement on the effects of STV on parties, on whether it is too complicated,

and on whether the present system needs to be changed.

These responses are provided in more detail in Table 4.
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Table 4: Reasons to support or Oppose STV

How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements: Agree Agree Disagree Disagree All
strongly strongly

A Our present voting system works well and does not need to be changed 8 41 38 13 100%
B STV would lead to a more diverse representation in the legislative assembly 23 63 11 2 100%
C Under STV the results of elections would better reflect the way people vote 22 61 13 4 100%
D STV would lead to weak political parties 12 29 50 9 100%
E STV would make politicians more responsive to the needs of voters 14 61 18 7 100%
F STV is too complicated a system 10 28 50 13 100%

Finding 8 Respondents cite diverse representation (B) and the better reflection of votes

(C) as the most important reasons to support STV. Only 11% of respondents cited greater

responsiveness of politicians as the most important reason. For No voters the most

common reason cited is simply satisfaction with the status quo, this is cited more often

than negative reasons (STV is too complicated; STV leads to weaker parties).

Finding 9 : The Yes campaign appears to be more effective than the No campaign in

making contact with voters. Only 4% of respondents report having been contacted by the

no side, whilst 38% of those that received placebos report having been contacted in some

manner by the Yes side.

Finding 10 Respondents are not accessing campaign websites. Only 4% of re-

spondents say that they have accessed websites of the “Yes” side, only 2% of respondents

say that they have accessed websites of the “No” side.

2.3. Effectiveness of the Campaign

The main contribution of our research, over and above what could be obtained by a

polling company, is in discerning an overall campaign effect and the different components

of that effect. In this section we provide an overview of our main findings.

2.3.1. Overall campaign effect

The results listed below condition on which canvasser visited a household and other

geographic data such as riding or voting area. In other words, these results can clearly

separate out the effects of the main treatments. The following table provides a summary

of the main findings of our research.
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Table 5: Marginal Effects of Message and Endorser Treatmentsa

Message Effects

1 Marginal Effect of Receiving a Message when there is no +13.6 percentage points
Endorser [Standard error = 7.1 points]*

2 Marginal Effect of Receiving a Message when there is an +8.6 percentage points
Endorser [Standard error = 6.6 points]

3 Overall Average Marginal Effect of Receiving a Message +11.1 percentage points
[Standard error = 6.0 points]*

Endorser Effects

4 Marginal Effect of Seeing an Endorser when there is no +5.6 percentage points
Message [Standard error = 7.7 points]

5 Marginal Effect of Seeing an Endorser when there is a +0.6 percentage points
Message [Standard error = 6.4 points]

6 Average Marginal Effect of Endorsements +4.3 percentage points
[Standard error = 4.8 points]

Overall Effects

7 Overall Marginal Effect of Canvassing (Endorser or +11.8 percentage points
Message) [Standard error = 5.7 points]**

8 Observations 301
a * Significant at the 90% level , ** Significant at the 95% level. Estimates are from OLS models with voting

area fixed effects. Similar estimates obtain from model with matching at the voting area level.

All of the estimated effects are positive, a number of them are substantively large.

Some, but not all, are “statistically significant.” The following findings follow from the

results reported in Table 5.

Finding 11 Conditioning on all geographic data, household canvassing has a 12

percentage point positive effect on the probability that a respondent will vote in favour

of STV. This effect size is statistically significant at the 95% level (Row 7).

We also found that an effect of similar size obtains whether yes voters are compared

with no voters or with no voters and abstainers combined. Row 3 in Table 5 shows the

marginal effect of receiving one of the two messages—fairness or accountability—on the
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likelihood that a respondent states an intention to register a yes vote. The result shows

that receiving a treatment that makes the case for STV either in terms of fairness or in

terms of accountability increases the probability of a yes vote by just over 11 percentage

points, when compared to those who received either the placebo or the endorser only

treatment.

This might suggest that the largest campaign effect is due to the arguments used

in favour of STV. However, this treatment conflates the message and endorser effects

as some respondents received a message that was endorsed by a leading public figure.

A respondent who received one of the two messages without an endorsement had a

probability of intending to vote yes over 13 percentages points higher, relative to the

respondent receiving only the placebo. We can also assess whether receiving a message

that has been endorsed by a public figure gives an additional boost to support for STV.

We find that this is not the case: if anything the marginal effect of messages is weaker

in the presence of endorsers.

The effect of receiving a treatment containing an endorsement only, and hence neither

the fairness nor the accountability message has a smaller effect. However, given our

sample size, we do not have enough statistical power to distinguish such effect

Finding 12 Receiving a message from the campaign has a large effect on

the likelihood that a respondent intends to vote yes, whilst we find no evidence of

direct or indirect effects of receiving an endorsement.

In addition we examine whether canvassing is more effective for different sorts of

people. Canvassers reported their initial impressions of whether respondents were

informed or not, prior to the canvassing. Comparing their subject reports of voter

knowledge with voting intentions we find:

Finding 13 The campaign effect is strongest for relatively uninformed voters

(18 point effect) but less effective (1.4 point effect) for informed voters. Informed voters

are approximately 30 points more likely to vote yes than uninformed voters.

A similar analysis reveals the effects of canvassing of voters of different age groups.

Finding 14 The campaign effect is strongest for older voters (22 point effect) but

less effective (8 point effect) for younger voters. In our data younger voters (below the

median respondent age of 42) were only marginally and not significantly more likely to

13



vote Yes (4 points).

Analysis of this form can also be undertaken using census data on voting areas.

Such analysis gives rise to the following results:

Finding 15 The campaign effect is strongest in areas with lower education lev-

els (19 point effect) but less effective (-3 point effect) in areas with higher levels of

education. Areas with higher average education levels are however more likely to vote

Yes (25 points).

Finding 16 The campaign effect is strongest in less diverse areas (16 point ef-

fect) but less effective (10 point effect) in ethnically heterogeneous areas. Ethnically

heterogeneous areas are however more likely to vote Yes (by 8 points).

2.3.2. Accountability or Fairness?

Our results suggest that the message is the more important factor; but how do the

effects of these messages vary? How will the different arguments affect the propensity of

an individual to vote yes in the referendum? Table 6 presents the key estimates of the

effects of these arguments, when conditioning on all confounding effects such as which

canvasser visited a household, and other geographic data such as riding and voting area.

Reports are given both for those that expressed an opinion and for those that reported

no opinion on the issue—the undecided.

Table 6: Marginal Effect of Fairness and Accountability Messagesa

Effect on probability of Effect on probability of supporting
supporting vs opposing STV vs opposing or having no opinion

Accountability +10.0 percentage points +12.7 percentage points
[standard error = 5.7 points]* [standard error = 5.7 points]**

Fairness +12.7 percentage points +4.9 percentage points
[standard error = 5.7 points]** [standard error = 5.6 points]*

Observations 301 478
a * Significant at the 90% level , ** Significant at the 95% level. Estimates are from OLS models with voting

area fixed effects. Similar estimates obtain from model with matching at the voting area level.

In column 1 we report the effect of the accountability and fairness messages on the

probability of supporting STV versus opposing the reform, conditioning on all canvasser
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specific and geographic effects. In column 2, we report the results from similar models

but this time we are comparing the effect of the messages on supporting STV versus

opposing or having no opinion on the reform. The second column thus reports the total

effect of the canvassing on the Yes vote.

Receiving the accountability message increases the likelihood of a yes vote by 10

percentage points, compared to receiving the placebo. The effect of the accountabil-

ity message on voting yes versus opposing or having no opinion is an increase in the

probability of supporting STV of 12.7 percentage points. When it comes to the fair-

ness message, the effect on the probability of supporting (versus opposing) STV is also

+12.7 percentage points; when we look at supporting STV versus opposing or having

no opinion, however because the fairness message has little estimated effect on unde-

cided voters, the total effect of the fairness argument is to increase the probability of

supporting STV by just under 5 percentage points.

Finding 17 Both the fairness and the accountability message increase the likelihood

of a yes vote (relative to a no vote) and their estimated effects are of a similar magnitude.

Table 7 shows how the number of respondents who declare themselves as undecided

varies according to the campaign treatments.

Table 7: Percent of respondents still uncertain of vote in the BC-STV referenduma

Endorsement
Message No Yes

Accountability 27% 35%
Fairness 44% 39%
None 45% 35%
a Share of voters undecided (accounting for geographic effects).

From the table we see that the percentage of undecided voters falls from 45% upon

receiving the placebo (no endorser, no message), to 27% upon receiving the accountabil-

ity message only. Receiving an endorsement alone decreases the number of undecided

voters relative to the placebo group by 10 percentage points. But conditional on re-

ceiving a message, we find mixed evidence that the endorsement treatment reduces the

percentage of undecided voters. Of these effects only the effect of the accountability

relative to the Placebo is significant at conventional levels.
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Finding 18 Voters that receive the accountability message are least likely to be unde-

cided. Receiving a fairness message only marginally affects the likelihood that a respon-

dent is undecided when not accompanied by an endorsement.

Finding 19 Receiving an endorsement alone can reduce the likelihood that a voter is

undecided, but we find no evidence that it reduces uncertainty when coupled with the

accountability message.

Overall these results suggest that the endorsements are unlikely to be effective

in swaying undecided voters. Regarding the messages, the results suggest that:

Finding 20 The total effect of the accountability message is greater than the fairness

message, however, this difference is not statistically significant.

3. Conclusion

In this report we have provided the results of our investigation into the effect of door-

to-door campaigning by the British Columbians for STV Campaign.

We find evidence that voters are broadly supportive of the Yes side; those opposed

cite satisfaction with the status quo rather than active opposition; those that plan to

abstain cite lack of understanding as a motivation.

Despite the already high levels of support, our data suggests that door to door can-

vassing is effective in swaying voters, particular those that are not yet decided. Overall

we find strong evidence of a campaign effect: where the campaign has made contact

with voters on the doorstep, respondents are more likely to support STV. These ef-

fects are particularly strong for voters that are otherwise less predisposed to supporting

STV—those that are least informed, older voters, less educated voters, and voters from

less ethnically diverse voting areas.

Our analysis also allowed us to detect some of the elements of the campaign that

were persuasive. In particular, our results suggest that the arguments the campaign

is using, based on fairness and accountability, are persuasive to voters. The arguments

encourage voters to take a stance on the issue, and exposure to these arguments increases

the likelihood that voters who express an opinion vote Yes in the referendum. The

effects of the two messages are of similar size. We found, however, little evidence that

endorsements from public figures are having a positive effect on the campaign—certainly

such an effect cannot be detected from door-to-door canvassing.
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