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BACKGROUND

● Postcards to Swing States (PTSS), an initiative by Progressive Turnout 
Project, runs large-scale, volunteer-powered voter contact programs 
to increase turnout.

● In the 2021 Virginia primary, PTSS partnered with TMC Research to 
measure the effectiveness of a neighbor-to-neighbor GOTV program in 
which volunteers left personalized GOTV letters in their neighbors’ 
doors, while identifying themselves in the letter as a neighbor.

● The idea was that voters may be more responsive to signed letters 
from their actual neighbors than to organizations, and that this tactic 
might better engage volunteers uninterested in traditional canvassing.
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BACKGROUND

● The 2021 program recruited 250 volunteers and reached 
approximately 17,000 households made of 35,000 voters.

● The program was successful, increasing turnout by 0.9 percentage 
points (pp). The program was also remarkably cost-effective, adding 37 
voters per $1,000 spent.

● In addition, the program turned out to be a low lift for organizers, as 
well as a low lift for volunteers, making the tactic very appealing for 
further study.
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THIS STUDY

● In 2022, PTSS partnered with TMC Research to measure the tactic’s 
impact when scaled to seven states and in a higher-salience 
midterm context.

● 7 competitive states: Arizona, Georgia, North Carolina, New 
Hampshire, Nevada, Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin

● Higher-salience context: 2022 saw the second highest level of voter 
participation in decades, behind only 2018, making it a much harder 
test case of effectiveness than the 2021 Virginia primary.



STUDY DESIGN



6
The Movement Cooperative

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

● Did having volunteers deliver GOTV letters to their neighbors’ doors in 
advance of the 2022 general election increase turnout in Arizona, 
Georgia, North Carolina, New Hampshire, Nevada, Pennsylvania, and 
Wisconsin? 

● If so, what was the program’s effect on turnout and how cost-effective 
was this program?

● How much did the program scale?

● What demographics were reached by the program?
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EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN 2.8M target households in 7 states, divided 
into 22,631 canvassable turfs

Within each turf, households were randomly assigned into 1 of 2 conditions

Treatment (80%): Households included 
in turf lists provided to volunteers, and 

therefore eligible to be canvassed

As many turfs as possible were assigned to volunteers

Control (20%): Households excluded 
from turf lists provided to volunteers, 

and therefore ineligible to be canvassed

2022 general election turnout compared across treatment 
and control groups, excluding uncanvassed turfs



PROGRAM
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PROGRAM OVERVIEW

● 2,269 volunteers were recruited at a cost of $10 per volunteer.

● Recruitment was focused largely on staff texts and phone calls to past 
PTSS volunteers, which spread by word of mouth from there.

● Each volunteer was assigned to at least one turf including 100 
treatment households.

● Volunteers personalized, printed, and physically delivered the letters in 
the final weeks before the election, no earlier than Oct 15.

● Volunteers self-reported whether they completed each turf — if they 
didn’t, PTSS made numerous follow-up attempts.
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COST AND SCALABILITY

● The program cost $47,955, including staff time and recruitment costs, 
which is roughly $0.40 per letter.

● Volunteer recruitment spanning 7 states cost approximately $22k, 
including roughly $1k on 13,700 text messages and roughly $21k on 
associated staff time.

● Importantly, the program could’ve scaled further with a larger 
recruitment budget and by tapping into the support of coalition 
partners.

● We expect per letter costs would decrease as the program scales up 
(e.g. automating turf assignments would have saved roughly $10,000).
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VOLUNTEER TIMELINE

● Mid-Jun: Began limited recruitment to grassroots groups

● Jul 25: Sign-ups launched, continuing until a few days before Election 
Day

● Oct 15–Nov 7: Volunteers delivered letters to their neighbors’ doors
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The letter 
resembled what 
PTSS used in 
2021
Key elements: 
information on the 
process of voting, 
social norming, no 
organization or 
logo, and 
personalized 
sender

Personalization

Election Day

Process of voting

Social norm

Personal touch

Neighbor, not org
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Over 1,000 turfs 
were fully 
completed, 
according to 
volunteers

We turfed all 
walkable portions 
of 7 states for the 
randomization — 
the total turfs was 
not a stretch goal.

OUTCOME NO. TURFS %

Complete 1,052 5%

Partial 169 1%

Unknown 653 3%

Never Assigned or 
Not Delivered

20,757 91%

Total 22,631 100%



RESULTS
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Across all seven 
states, up to 
175,000 voters 
were reached
Estimates are 
based on volunteer 
self-reported data 
on turf-level 
completion, and 
and may not be 
very precise.

STATE

NO. 
TURF

(LOW)

NO. 
TURF

(HIGH)

NO. 
HOUSEHOLDS 

(LOW)

NO. 
HOUSEHOLDS 

(HIGH)

NO. 
VOTERS

(LOW)
NO.

VOTERS (HIGH)

AZ 170 199 16,929 19,832 24,932 29,209

GA 141 168 13,988 16,690 20,615 24,595

NC 229 269 22,781 26,774 32,400 38,098

NH 33 39 3,189 3,791 4,458 5,315

NV 34 42 3,314 4,113 4,890 6,169

PA 299 332 29,800 33,100 43,589 48,312

WI 146 172 14,547 17,148 20,237 23,826

Total 1,052 1,221 104,548 121,448 151,121 175,524
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The program 
largely reached 
its intended 
target 
demographics, 
except in the 
case of race
Completed turfs 
had fewer Black 
and Latine voters 
and more white 
voters.

VOTERS IN ELIGIBLE 
TURFS

VOTERS IN 
COMPLETED + 

PARTIAL + 
UNKNOWN TURFS

VOTERS IN
COMPLETED + 

PARTIAL TURFS

VOTERS IN
COMPLETED TURFS

N 4,282,904 336,846 219,469 188,971

% Black 36% 16% 15% 15%

% Latine 13% 7% 7% 7%

% Asian 2% 3% 3% 3%

% White 47% 73% 74% 74%

% Women 56% 56% 55% 55%

% Men 38% 38% 39% 39%

% Urban 37% 38% 40% 40%

% Suburban 45% 44% 44% 44%

% Rural 18% 17% 16% 16%

% Voted in 2018 54% 60% 60% 60%

% Voted in 2020 80% 85% 86% 86%

Avg. Age 56 56 56 56

Avg. Partisanship 
Score

93 92 93 93
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If the program 
increased 
turnout, it was 
by a small 
amount
Our best estimate of 
the overall impact is 
0.1 percentage 
points ± 0.4.
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If there was an 
effect, it 
appeared to be 
concentrated in 
younger, urban, 
and lower to 
middle turnout 
voters
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Zooming out, 
2022 showed 
the tactic could 
scale to 
multiple states
The effect in 2022 
was smaller than in 
2021, which is to be 
expected in a much 
higher-salience 
year.

YEAR STATES
ELECTORAL 

CONTEXT

TOTAL 
PROGRAM 

COST

ESTIMATED 
VOTERS 

REACHED
ESTIMATED 

EFFECT

2021 VA Primary $8.5k 35,000 +0.9pp

2022 AZ, GA, NC, NH, 
NV, PA, WI

General $48k 175,000 +0.1pp



DISCUSSION
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS

● Up to 175,000 voters were reached via PTSS’s scaled volunteer 
neighbor-to-neighbor GOTV letters program.

● The program largely reached its intended target demographics, 
except it reached fewer Black and Latine voters than expected.

● If the program increased turnout, it was by a small amount: our best 
estimate is that the overall impact was 0.1 percentage points ± 0.4.

● If there was an effect, it appeared concentrated in certain groups: 
younger and middle-aged voters; urban voters; Asian, Latine, and 
possibly white voters; lower and middle turnout score voters; and 
voters with partisanship score under 90.
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CONTEXTUALIZING RESULTS

● The program scaled to multiple states at $10 per volunteer. Another 
way to assess scalability is how much it cost to deliver one letter — 
roughly $0.50 in 2021 and $0.40 in 2022. A larger recruitment budget 
could’ve led to more scale.

● However, the effect size was much smaller than in the 2021 Virginia 
primary election, undoubtedly related to the saturation we expect in 
any midterm year, as well as the historically high turnout in 2022.

● Volunteers predominantly lived in older, white, and suburban areas, 
where effects were smallest. A more diverse volunteer pool may 
have led to a larger overall program effect. Further testing would be 
required to be certain.
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PROGRAM RECOMMENDATIONS

● In lower-salience elections: It’s clear that the neighbor-to-neighbor 
GOTV letter tactic can be deployed to impressive effect in 
lower-salience elections, like it was in 2021. This tactic may be an 
attractive option for a variety of volunteer-powered organizations 
looking to make an impact, in addition or as a substitute to 
traditional door-to-door canvassing.

● In higher-salience elections: It remains to be seen what may be 
required to guarantee that this tactic will successfully break through. 
The results of this study suggest that diversifying the volunteer pool 
might’ve increased the overall effect of the program. Further testing 
would be required to be certain.
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QUESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

● Testing various social pressure messages: What would be the 
impact of the tactic with various kinds of social pressure GOTV 
messaging? Certain social pressure messages wouldn’t look like 
they were organically written; would these messages impact 
volunteer enthusiasm or the program’s effectiveness?

● How to increase volunteer recruitment: What recruitment methods 
might increase the total number of volunteers, especially those 
living in more racially-diverse neighborhoods? 

● Qualitative: How does the volunteer experience for the neighbor 
letter program compare to traditional door-to-door canvassing?
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DEEPER DIVE: 
MESSAGE 
RECEPTIVITY BY 
RACE

DEEPER DIVE: 
MESSAGE 
RECEPTIVITY BY 
RACE

LETTER TEMPLATE
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The letter 
resembled what 
PTSS used in 
2021
Key elements: 
information on the 
process of voting, 
social norming, no 
organization or 
logo, and 
personalized 
sender

Personalization

Election Day

Process of voting

Social norm

Personal touch

Neighbor, not org
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DEEPER DIVE: 
MESSAGE 
RECEPTIVITY BY 
RACE

DEEPER DIVE: 
MESSAGE 
RECEPTIVITY BY 
RACE

EXPERIMENTAL 
ESTIMATES
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EXPERIMENTAL ESTIMATES

Group Condition N Level 90% ± Effect ± p
Overall Control 43,945 63.1% 0.4pp

Overall Treatment 175,524 63.2% 0.2pp 0.1pp 0.4pp 0.58
Age 18-39 Control 5,105 61.3% 1.0pp

Age 18-39 Treatment 20,602 61.7% 0.5pp 0.4pp 1.1pp 0.58
Age 40-64 Control 31,185 60.3% 0.4pp

Age 40-64 Treatment 124,536 60.5% 0.2pp 0.2pp 0.5pp 0.53
Age 65+ Control 7,655 75.5% 0.8pp

Age 65+ Treatment 30,386 75.4% 0.4pp -0.2pp 0.8pp 0.74
Men Control 17,162 64.3% 0.5pp

Men Treatment 67,615 64.4% 0.3pp 0.1pp 0.6pp 0.81
Women Control 24,150 63.5% 0.5pp

Women Treatment 97,524 63.7% 0.2pp 0.2pp 0.5pp 0.47
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EXPERIMENTAL ESTIMATES
Group Condition N Level 90% ± Effect ± p

Partisan Score 70-79 Control 4,326 53.8% 1.1pp

Partisan Score 70-79 Treatment 17,460 54.0% 0.6pp 0.3pp 1.3pp 0.73

Partisan Score 80-89 Control 6,483 54.4% 0.9pp

Partisan Score 80-89 Treatment 25,650 55.5% 0.5pp 1.1pp 1.0pp 0.08

Partisan Score 90-100 Control 33,136 66.0% 0.4pp

Partisan Score 90-100 Treatment 132,414 65.9% 0.2pp -0.1pp 0.5pp 0.83

Asian Control 1,145 55.1% 2.5pp

Asian Treatment 4,645 56.6% 1.2pp 1.5pp 2.7pp 0.37
Black Control 6,632 52.3% 1.0pp

Black Treatment 26,079 52.1% 0.5pp -0.2pp 1.1pp 0.8
Latine Control 2,942 46.7% 1.4pp

Latine Treatment 11,856 47.4% 0.7pp 0.8pp 1.6pp 0.44
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EXPERIMENTAL ESTIMATES

Group Condition N Level 90% ± Effect ± p
White Control 30,456 68.1% 0.4pp

White Treatment 121,745 68.2% 0.2pp 0.1pp 0.5pp 0.77
Midterm Turnout Score 10-39 Control 6,590 25.9% 0.9pp

Midterm Turnout Score 10-39 Treatment 26,380 26.2% 0.4pp 0.2pp 1.0pp 0.7
Midterm Turnout Score 40-59 Control 6,728 41.1% 1.0pp

Midterm Turnout Score 40-59 Treatment 26,710 42.1% 0.5pp 1.0pp 1.2pp 0.15
Midterm Turnout Score 60-90 Control 30,627 75.9% 0.4pp

Midterm Turnout Score 60-90 Treatment 122,434 75.8% 0.2pp -0.1pp 0.5pp 0.65
Rural Control 7,188 62.4% 0.9pp

Rural Treatment 28,545 62.3% 0.5pp -0.1pp 1.0pp 0.87
Suburban Control 19,343 61.8% 0.6pp

Suburban Treatment 77,148 61.7% 0.3pp -0.2pp 0.6pp 0.68
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EXPERIMENTAL ESTIMATES

Group Condition N Level 90% ± Effect ± p
Urban Control 17,414 64.7% 0.6pp

Urban Treatment 69,831 65.2% 0.3pp 0.6pp 0.6pp 0.15
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DEEPER DIVE: 
MESSAGE 
RECEPTIVITY BY 
RACE

DEEPER DIVE: 
MESSAGE 
RECEPTIVITY BY 
RACE

COSTS
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Staff time 
comprised 98% 
of the cost, and 
recruitment 
texts 2%

LINE ITEM AMOUNT NOTES

Hourly Staff Expense (inc. 
experiment set-up)

$41,905

Overhead Support $5,000 Recruitment video & 
program direction

Volunteer Recruitment Texts $1,050 13,700 text messages to 
past volunteers

Total $47,955
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DEEPER DIVE: 
MESSAGE 
RECEPTIVITY BY 
RACE

DEEPER DIVE: 
MESSAGE 
RECEPTIVITY BY 
RACE

VOLUNTEER 
INSTRUCTIONS
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The volunteer 
instructions 
gave clear 
directions on 
personalization 
and optimal 
timing
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It also gave 
volunteers 
instructions on 
self-reporting 
results, as well 
as answers to 
common 
questions
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DEEPER DIVE: 
MESSAGE 
RECEPTIVITY BY 
RACE

DEEPER DIVE: 
MESSAGE 
RECEPTIVITY BY 
RACE

VOLUNTEER 
FEEDBACK
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Volunteers 
reported that 
they’d be likely 
to recommend 
the program to 
others

HOW LIKELY ARE YOU TO RECOMMEND THIS 
PROGRAM TO SOMEONE? %

Likely or Very Likely 76%

Neutral 15%

Unlikely or Very Unlikely 10%

HOW LIKELY ARE YOU TO CONNECT WITH 
YOUR NEIGHBORS AFTER THIS EXPERIENCE? %

Likely or Very Likely 25%

Neutral 42%

Unlikely or Very Unlikely 33%


