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Random Assignment Procedures
New Jersey. For the New Jersey 2015 experiment, 179,395 unique addresses [households] were identified containing at least one registered voter who met the criteria for low to moderate voting propensity Latinos. Due to budget constraints, one individual was randomly selected for inclusion in the experimental population in households with multiple targets. This within-household random selection allowed us to look for spillover of treatment effects on other Latinos registered at the same address. In the spillover analysis, some households have more than one individual to whom the direct effect could spillover (i.e. households with three or more individuals in the experimental population). The randomization inference procedure used for hypothesis testing in the spillover analysis accounts for potential intra-household correlation of behavior – similar to using clustered standard errors to account for this statistical modeling problem in simple regression. 
The New Jersey randomization was stratified by whether the voter cast a ballot in the 2014 general election, with identical probabilities in each stratum. We intended to also stratify by whether the record was in a multi-target household, but a coding error omitted this blocking of the randomization. This coding error was not discovered until the analysis of the results. Therefore, when analyzing the spillover of treatment effects within these multi-target households we provide balance tables indicating that this sub-population was well balanced, as expected. 
The New Jersey randomization was also stratified to examine whether Catalist’s “Ethnicity” codes identify heterogeneous responses to treatment (see SOM Figure 1 and SOM Figure 8). This code is intended to indicate nation of origin for Latinos. In particular, Puerto Ricans who migrate from the Island are already United States citizens, while a significant proportion of the Mexican American community is comprised of naturalized citizens. The selected registered voters were separated into three strata using Catalist’s nation of origin coding: Mexican American (N=64,056), Puerto Rican (N=61,946), and Other Latino (N= 64,056). Since the predictive modeling of nation of origin involves considerable uncertainty and error, we are skeptical about equating these codes with self-reported nation of origin. Nonetheless, the codes likely indicate something about diversity among Latinos, and were therefore seen as worth examining to see if subgroups respond differently to treatment. In order to maximize the statistical power for comparisons across these subgroups, we sought to assign an equal quantity from each code category to each treatment. Since the subgroups were different sizes, the equal quantities required slightly different probabilities of assignment. Specifically, we randomly assigned 14.29% of the Other Latino and Puerto Rican code categories to each treatment condition and the remainder to the control group (71.43%). For the Mexican American code category, we randomly assigned 16.67% to each treatment condition and the remainder to the control group (66.67%). Due to these unequal probabilities of assignment, we weight by inverse probability of assignment and use indicators for each stratum in all analyses of the New Jersey experiment.
The re-randomization procedure parameters were the following: minimum iterations = 1; Wilks' lambda threshold for accepting randomization = 0.8; maximum iterations = 10. The covariates used to determine balance in the automated re-randomization procedure were the following: age, gender, year of voter registration, and participation in past general elections (2014, 2013, 2012, 2010). Table SOM 1a shows the balance on these covariates.
This procedure produced a random assignment with N=26,900 in the English mailing, N=26,898 in the Bilingual mailing, and the remaining N=125,597 in the untreated control group.
SOM Figure 1a displays the statistical power (y-axis) for the treatment effect (x-axis) for each treatment relative to the control group in the New Jersey experiment. The purple line plots statistical power based on the actual turnout in the control group (11.5%) while the green line plots statistical power based on our pre-election estimate of turnout in the control group (30%). SOM Figure 1b displays the statistical power for the difference between the two treatments. 


Virginia. For the Virginia 2015 experiment, 56,605 households had at least one voter who met the criteria. These households contained a total of 72,018 voters. In Virginia and North Carolina, experimental condition was assigned at the household level. Therefore, all individuals in households with multiple targeted registered voters received the same treatment. Due to the household level randomization, the randomization inference procedure used for hypothesis testing accounts for potential intra-household correlation of behavior – similar to using clustered standard errors to account for this statistical modeling problem in simple regression. 
Here, unlike the New Jersey experiment, there was no stratification by national origin due to a lack of coverage by the Catalist nation of origin codes: 48% were not assigned a specific nation of origin code. 
The Virginia randomization was stratified by whether the record was in a multi-target household and whether the voter cast a ballot in the 2014 general election, with identical probabilities in each stratum. 
The re-randomization procedure parameters were the following: minimum iterations = 1; Wilks' lambda threshold for accepting randomization = 0.8; maximum iterations = 10. The covariates used to determine balance in the automated re-randomization procedure were: age, gender, year of voter registration, and participation in past general elections (2014, 2013, 2012, 2010). Table SOM 1b shows the balance on these covariates.
The households were randomly split in thirds for the English (N=18,868; individuals=24,041), Bilingual (N=18,869; individuals=23,999), and control (N=18,868; individuals=23,978) conditions.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]SOM Figures 2a and 2b display statistical power for the Virginia experiment based on the actual turnout in the control group (11.5%) and pre-election estimated turnout (30%).  


North Carolina. For the North Carolina 2016 experiment, 69,356 households had at least one registered voter who met the selection criteria, with a total of 82,517 voters. As in Virginia, experimental conditions were assigned at the household level and randomization inference hypothesis testing accounts for potential intra-household correlation in behavior – similar to using clustered standard errors in regression. 
The North Carolina randomization was stratified by whether the record was in a multi-target household, with identical probabilities in each stratum. The North Carolina randomization was also stratified by whether the record was also selected by our partner organization for a program encouraging voting by mail. We account for this stratified randomization in estimating treatment effects with a dichotomous variable since the proportions assigned to each condition differ in these strata. The vote-by-mail (VBM) program strata had 11,084 households: 41.1% were randomly assigned to each treatment and 17.8% assigned to the control. The non-VBM strata had 54,794 households: 45% were randomly assigned to each treatment and 10% to the control. Our estimated treatment effects are likely conservative since they are attenuated by any mobilization effect from the VBM mobilization effort by our partner organization. 
As in Virginia, there was no stratification by national origin due to a lack of variation in the Catalist nation of origin codes: 71% of North Carolina Latinos were coded as Mexican American.
The re-randomization procedure parameters were the following: minimum iterations = 5; Wilks' lambda threshold for accepting randomization = 0.8; maximum iterations = 100. The covariates used to determine balance in the automated re-randomization procedure were the following: age, gender, year of voter registration, participation in past Presidential general elections (2012 & 2008), congressional district (i.e. geography), indicator for households with multiple targets, and strata for turnout propensity. Table SOM 1c shows the balance on these covariates.
Using this procedure, 44.4% of households were randomly assigned to the English treatment (N=30,760; individuals= 36,426) and 44.4% of households were assigned to the Bilingual treatment (N=30,764; individuals= 36,567). The remaining 11.3% are the control condition (N=7,832; individuals=9,524).
SOM Figures 3a and 3b display statistical power for the North Carolina experiment based on the actual turnout in the control group (48.7%) and pre-election estimated turnout (50%). Unlike the New Jersey and Virginia experiments where the pre-election estimated turnout was substantially higher than the actual turnout, in North Carolina the actual and estimated turnout are nearly identical so the plots are indistinguishable.

   

	SOM Table 1a: Covariate Balance in New Jersey 2015 Experiment 
Randomization stratified by Catalist 'Ethnicity' Code

	
	Other Latino
	Mexican American
	Puerto Rican

	
	Control
	English
	Bilingual
	Total
	Control
	English
	Bilingual
	Total
	Control
	English
	Bilingual
	Total

	Age
	49.81
	49.55
	49.82
	49.77
	46.86
	46.91
	46.89
	46.87
	46.82
	47.03
	46.77
	46.84

	Female
	0.54
	0.54
	0.53
	0.53
	0.58
	0.57
	0.57
	0.57
	0.56
	0.57
	0.56
	0.57

	Voted 2014 General
	0.27
	0.27
	0.27
	0.27
	0.23
	0.23
	0.23
	0.23
	0.22
	0.22
	0.22
	0.22

	Voted 2013 General
	0.28
	0.28
	0.28
	0.28
	0.25
	0.25
	0.25
	0.25
	0.25
	0.26
	0.25
	0.25

	Voted 2012 General
	0.65
	0.66
	0.65
	0.65
	0.63
	0.63
	0.62
	0.63
	0.65
	0.66
	0.66
	0.66

	Voted 2010 General
	0.19
	0.20
	0.19
	0.19
	0.18
	0.18
	0.18
	0.18
	0.17
	0.17
	0.17
	0.17

	Voted 2008 General
	0.58
	0.59
	0.59
	0.58
	0.58
	0.59
	0.58
	0.58
	0.58
	0.59
	0.58
	0.58

	Multi-target HH
	0.25
	0.24
	0.24
	0.24
	0.28
	0.28
	0.29
	0.28
	0.30
	0.30
	0.30
	0.30





	SOM Table 1b: Covariate Balance 
in Virginia 2015 Experiment

	
	Control
	English
	Bilingual
	Total

	Age
	43.99
	44.16
	44.12
	44.09

	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	0.52
	0.53
	0.53
	0.52

	
	
	
	
	

	Voted 2014 General
	0.22
	0.22
	0.22
	0.22

	
	
	
	
	

	Voted 2013 General
	0.23
	0.23
	0.23
	0.23

	
	
	
	
	

	Voted 2012 General
	0.64
	0.64
	0.65
	0.64

	
	
	
	
	

	Voted 2010 General
	0.09
	0.09
	0.09
	0.09

	
	
	
	
	

	Voted 2008 General
	0.43
	0.43
	0.44
	0.43

	
	
	
	
	

	Multi-target HH
	0.26
	0.26
	0.26
	0.26





	SOM Table 1c: Covariate Balance in North Carolina 2016 Experiment 
Randomization stratified by partner organization's VBM Program

	
	No VBM Program
	Partner Org.’s VBM Program

	
	Control
	English
	Bilingual
	Total
	Control
	English
	Bilingual
	Total

	Age
	31.87
	31.86
	31.94
	31.90
	45.74
	45.93
	45.88
	45.88

	Registration Year
	2011.74
	2011.73
	2011.77
	2011.75
	2006.91
	2006.76
	2006.84
	2006.82

	Female
	0.54
	0.53
	0.53
	0.53
	0.53
	0.53
	0.52
	0.53

	Voted 2014 General
	0.02
	0.02
	0.02
	0.02
	0.06
	0.06
	0.06
	0.06

	Voted 2012 General
	0.19
	0.20
	0.20
	0.20
	0.67
	0.68
	0.68
	0.68

	Voted 2010 General
	0.03
	0.02
	0.02
	0.02
	0.08
	0.09
	0.09
	0.09

	Voted 2008 General
	0.08
	0.09
	0.08
	0.08
	0.32
	0.33
	0.33
	0.33

	Multi-target HH
	0.31
	0.30
	0.31
	0.31
	0.57
	0.54
	0.54
	0.55

	Cong. Dist. 1
	0.06
	0.06
	0.06
	0.06
	0.06
	0.06
	0.06
	0.06

	Cong. Dist. 2
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08

	Cong. Dist. 3
	0.06
	0.06
	0.06
	0.06
	0.02
	0.03
	0.03
	0.03

	Cong. Dist. 4
	0.09
	0.10
	0.10
	0.10
	0.12
	0.12
	0.14
	0.13

	Cong. Dist. 5
	0.08
	0.07
	0.07
	0.07
	0.06
	0.06
	0.05
	0.05

	Cong. Dist. 6
	0.08
	0.07
	0.07
	0.07
	0.07
	0.06
	0.06
	0.06

	Cong. Dist. 7
	0.07
	0.07
	0.07
	0.07
	0.04
	0.04
	0.04
	0.04

	Cong. Dist. 8
	0.09
	0.09
	0.09
	0.09
	0.07
	0.08
	0.08
	0.08

	Cong. Dist. 9
	0.12
	0.11
	0.11
	0.11
	0.17
	0.17
	0.17
	0.17

	Cong. Dist. 10
	0.05
	0.05
	0.05
	0.05
	0.05
	0.04
	0.04
	0.05

	Cong. Dist. 11
	0.04
	0.04
	0.04
	0.04
	0.03
	0.03
	0.03
	0.03

	Cong. Dist. 12
	0.14
	0.14
	0.14
	0.14
	0.16
	0.17
	0.16
	0.16

	Cong. Dist. 13
	0.06
	0.06
	0.06
	0.06
	0.06
	0.06
	0.06
	0.06

	Best GOTV targets
	0.42
	0.42
	0.42
	0.42
	0.40
	0.40
	0.40
	0.40























	SOM Table 4a: Covariate Balance in New Jersey 2015 Experiment
Targeted Individual in Multi-target Households
Randomization stratified by Catalist 'Ethnicity' Code

	
	Other Latino
	Mexican American
	Puerto Rican

	
	Control
	English
	Bilingual
	Total
	Control
	English
	Bilingual
	Total
	Control
	English
	Bilingual
	Total

	Age
	49.84
	49.37
	49.71
	49.75
	46.82
	46.99
	46.33
	46.77
	46.54
	47.14
	45.93
	46.54

	Female
	0.52
	0.53
	0.52
	0.52
	0.55
	0.53
	0.53
	0.54
	0.53
	0.54
	0.54
	0.53

	Voted 2014 General
	0.26
	0.27
	0.25
	0.26
	0.21
	0.22
	0.20
	0.21
	0.20
	0.21
	0.19
	0.20

	Voted 2013 General
	0.26
	0.27
	0.28
	0.27
	0.25
	0.25
	0.24
	0.25
	0.24
	0.26
	0.24
	0.24

	Voted 2012 General
	0.65
	0.66
	0.66
	0.65
	0.65
	0.65
	0.64
	0.65
	0.66
	0.68
	0.66
	0.67

	Voted 2010 General
	0.18
	0.18
	0.20
	0.19
	0.17
	0.18
	0.16
	0.17
	0.16
	0.17
	0.15
	0.16

	Voted 2008 General
	0.60
	0.62
	0.62
	0.60
	0.61
	0.61
	0.60
	0.61
	0.60
	0.62
	0.60
	0.60






	SOM Table 4b: Covariate Balance in New Jersey 2015 Experiment
Spillover in Multi-target Households
Randomization stratified by Catalist 'Ethnicity' Code

	
	Other Latino
	Mexican American
	Puerto Rican

	
	Control
	English
	Bilingual
	Total
	Control
	English
	Bilingual
	Total
	Control
	English
	Bilingual
	Total

	Age
	49.46
	49.77
	49.82
	49.55
	46.86
	46.86
	46.53
	46.81
	46.59
	46.83
	46.14
	46.56

	Female
	0.51
	0.52
	0.51
	0.51
	0.53
	0.53
	0.53
	0.53
	0.53
	0.52
	0.54
	0.53

	Voted 2014 General
	0.24
	0.27
	0.24
	0.25
	0.20
	0.21
	0.20
	0.20
	0.20
	0.21
	0.20
	0.20

	Voted 2013 General
	0.26
	0.27
	0.26
	0.26
	0.23
	0.24
	0.23
	0.23
	0.24
	0.25
	0.24
	0.24

	Voted 2012 General
	0.65
	0.64
	0.66
	0.65
	0.64
	0.64
	0.64
	0.64
	0.66
	0.66
	0.67
	0.66

	Voted 2010 General
	0.18
	0.18
	0.18
	0.18
	0.17
	0.17
	0.16
	0.17
	0.15
	0.16
	0.15
	0.15

	Voted 2008 General
	0.61
	0.61
	0.60
	0.60
	0.60
	0.60
	0.58
	0.60
	0.60
	0.60
	0.60
	0.60














Heterogeneity Across Catalist Nation of Origin Codes
SOM Figure 1 and SOM Table 8a-c focus on the Catalist ethnicity codes discussed in the randomization procedures above. The data identified three Latino subgroups sufficient for robust testing of heterogeneous treatment effects in the New Jersey 2015 experiment: Mexican American, Puerto Rican, and Other Latino. The data for the Virginia 2015 and North Carolina 2016 experiments was only sufficient to identify Mexican American vs. Other Latino, but unlike New Jersey these subgroups were not blocked in the randomization procedure. 
As indicated by the blocking in the randomization procedure, analysis of these codes was part of the initial analysis plan for the experiment. 
In the top panel for the New Jersey 2015 experiment (also SOM Table 7a), results for the three subgroups are mostly consistent with the overall results described above: The treatment effects for both Bilingual and English mailings are all statistically significant relative to the control group (pate<0.001). The difference between the English mailing and the Bilingual mailing is only statistically significant among records coded as Mexican American (difference = +1.4, pdifference<0.001; English = +2.5 percentage points vs. Bilingual = +1.2 percentage points). The differences between the treatments are smaller among records coded as Puerto Rican (difference = +0.7, pdifference=0.121; English = +3.0 percentage points vs. Bilingual = +2.3 percentage points) and among records coded as Other Latino (difference = +0.4, pdifference = 0.391; English = +3.3 percentage points vs. Bilingual = +2.9 percentage points). The larger difference between the treatments among Mexican Americans is due to a significantly smaller treatment effect from the Bilingual mailing (Mexican Americans = +1.2 percentage points vs. Puerto Ricans = +2.3 percentage points and Other Latinos = +2.9 percentage points). Across the three Catalist nation of origin code categories, the differences between the English and Bilingual mailings are statistically indistinguishable collectively and in paired comparisons.
In the middle panel for the Virginia 2015 experiment (also SOM Table 7b), both treatments produced statistically significant increases in turnout relative to the control group. Similar to New Jersey, the difference between the English mailing and the Bilingual mailing is not statistically significant among either set of records (coded as Mexican American: difference = +0.7, pdifference<0.128; English = +1.5 percentage points vs. Bilingual = +0.8 percentage points; coded as Other Latino: difference = +0.2, pdifference<0.572; English = +2.2 percentage points vs. Bilingual = +2.0 percentage points). Across the two Catalist nation of origin code categories, the differences between the English and Bilingual mailings is statistically indistinguishable (pheterogeneity=0.405).
In the bottom panel for the North Carolina 2016 experiment (also SOM Table 7c), only the English mailing among records coded as Other Latino was statistically significant relative to the control. Neither treatment appeared to have a significant effect among records coded Mexican American: English = +0.8 percentage points (pate=0.306) vs. Bilingual = +1.0 percentage points (pate=0.212), pdifference=0.729. Among records coded as Other Latino, the English mailing had a significantly larger effect than the Bilingual mailing (difference = +1.5, pdifference < 0.001; English = +1.4 percentage points (pate < 0.001) vs. Bilingual = -0.1 percentage points (pate=0.873)). Across the two Catalist nation of origin code categories, the differences between the English and Bilingual mailings are significantly different (pheterogeneity=0.000).  
The mixed results within and across the three experiments suggest that the Latino community is not homogeneous in responding to the mailing language, but we are cautious about specific interpretation because the substantive implications of Catalist’s “nation of origin” coding are unclear. Due to the way Catalist’s “nation of origin” codes are created, we suspect that the hints of heterogeneity in these experiments is potentially the result of multiple aspects of social and political context, so better data might make this heterogeneity clearer. Therefore, the only reliable inference from the findings is that further research is needed about possible conditional effects.
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SOM Figure 1a: Statistical Power for Treatment vs. Control
Pre-election Estimates and Actual 
New Jersey 2015
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SOM Figure 1b: Statistical Power for Difference between Treatments
Pre-election Estimates and Actual 
New Jersey 2015
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SOM Figure 2a: Statistical Power for Treatment vs. Control 
Pre-election Estimates and Actual 
Virginia 2015
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SOM Figure 2b: Statistical Power for Treatment vs. Control 
Pre-election Estimates and Actual 
Virginia 2015
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SOM Figure 3a: Statistical Power for Treatment vs. Control
Pre-election Estimates and Actual 
North Carolina 2016
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SOM Figure 3b: Statistical Power for Difference between Treatments
Pre-election Estimates and Actual 
North Carolina 2016
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SOM Table 2a: Average Treatment Effect on 2015 General Election Turnout
New Jersey 2015 Experiment

No Covariates Incl. Covariates
p p SE p p SE

English Treatment 0.030""  0.000 0.002 0.02977  0.000 0.002
Bilingual Treatment 0.022"  0.000 0.002  0.0217"  0.000 0.002
Catalist: Mexican American -0.0317""  0.000 0.003  -0.015""  0.000 0.002
Catalist: Puerto Rican -0.022""  0.000  0.003 -0.004  0.118 0.002
Covariates N Y

Constant 0.1327  9.000 0.002 -0.018""  0.000 0.004
Diff. between treatments 0.008"" 0.001 0.003 0.008"  0.000 0.003
Individuals 179,395 179,395

Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations
of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata
dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 1
reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to
treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012,
2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Model with covariates from re-
randomization shows negligible difference in ATE as expected.
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Table 2a

		SOM Table 2a: Average Treatment Effect on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.030***		0.000		0.002		0.029***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.002		0.021***		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.031+++		0.000		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.022+++		0.000		0.003		-0.004		0.118		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.132+++		0.000		0.002		-0.018+++		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments		0.008**		0.001		0.003		0.008***		0.000		0.003

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 1 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Model with covariates from re-randomization shows negligible difference in ATE as expected. 











Table 2b

		SOM Table 2b: Average Treatment Effect on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		Virginia 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.019***		0.000		0.003		0.019***		0.000		0.003

		Bilingual Treatment		0.014***		0.000		0.003		0.015***		0.000		0.003

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.115+++		0.000		0.002		-0.004		0.346		0.004

		Diff. between treatments		0.005		0.080		0.003		0.004		0.159		0.003

		Households		56,605						56,605

		Individuals		72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 1 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Model with covariates from re-randomization randomization shows negligible difference in ATE as expected.











Table 2c

		SOM Table 2c: Average Treatment Effect on 2016 General Election Turnout 

		North Carolina Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.012*		0.050		0.006		0.006		0.290		0.007

		Bilingual Treatment		0.007		0.240		0.006		0.001		0.822		0.007

		VBM Program by Partner Org.		0.099+++		0.000		0.005		0.008		0.155		0.006

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.487+++		0.000		0.006		-4.441+++		0.000		0.739

		Diff. between treatments 		0.005		0.184		0.004		0.005		0.196		0.004

		Households		69,356						69,343

		Individuals		82,517						82,498

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 1 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, year of voter registration, voting in the general elections in 2012 and 2008, Congressional District, vote propensity strata, and residing in a multi-target household. Model with covariates from re-randomization shows negligible difference in ATE as expected.













Table 3a

		SOM Table 3a: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.028***		0.000		0.003		0.028***		0.000		0.003

		English * Latino. pop.>33%		0.004		0.359		0.005		0.004		0.298		0.004

		Bilingual Treatment		0.018***		0.000		0.003		0.018***		0.000		0.003

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>33%		0.009*		0.005		0.005		0.010*		0.025		0.004

		Latino pop.>33%		0.015+++		0.000		0.002		0.006+		0.019		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.010+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.020+++		0.000		0.003		-0.002		0.226		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.125+++		0.000		0.002		-0.020+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=33% Latino		0.032***		0.000		0.004		0.032***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if >=33% Latino		0.028***		0.000		0.004		0.027***		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if <33% Latino 		0.010**		0.002		0.004		0.010**		0.001		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=33% Latino 		0.005		0.335		0.005		0.005		0.324		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.005		0.420		0.006		0.005		0.338		0.006

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Figure 2 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the 33% Latino population. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 3b

		SOM Table 3b: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		Virginia 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.019***		0.000		0.003		0.018***		0.000		0.003

		English * Latino. pop.>33%		0.011		0.434		0.015		0.010		.453		0.013

		Bilingual Treatment		0.014***		0.000		0.003		0.015***		0.000		0.003

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>33%		-0.008		0.623		0.015		-0.008		.554		0.013

		Latino pop.>33%		0.008		0.424		0.010		0.021+		0.013		0.008

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.115+++		0.000		0.002		-0.005		0.188		0.004

		CATE: English if >=33% Latino		0.030*		0.046		0.014		0.028*		.033		0.012

		CATE: Bilingual if >=33% Latino		0.007		0.665		0.014		0.008		.538		0.012

		Diff. between treatments if <33% Latino 		0.004		0.161		0.003		0.003		0.283		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=33% Latino		0.024		0.117		0.015		0.020		0.114		0.013

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		-0.019		0.205		0.015		-0.017		0.184		0.014

		Households		56,605						56,605

		Individuals		72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Figure 2 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the 33% Latino population. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.







Table 3c

		SOM Table 3c: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2016 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		North Carolina 2016 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.012		0.064		0.006		0.010		0.106		0.006

		English * Latino. pop.>33%		0.024		0.618		0.046		0.029		0.535		0.045

		Bilingual Treatment		0.006		0.311		0.006		0.005		0.447		0.006

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>33%		0.038		0.408		0.046		0.038		0.390		0.045

		Latino pop.>33%		-0.041		0.415		0.041		-0.051		0.406		0.042

		VBM Program by Partner Org.		0.098+++		0.000		0.005		-0.010		0.093		0.006

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.488+++		0.000		0.006		-4.455+++		0.000		0.889

		CATE: English if >=33% Latino		0.036		0.438		0.046		0.039		0.380		0.045

		CATE: Bilingual if >=33% Latino		0.044		0.327		0.045		0.043		0.336		0.044

		Diff. between treatments if <33% Latino 		0.005		0.167		0.004		0.005		0.167		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if >=33% Latino 		-0.008		0.780		0.028		-0.003		0.880		0.026

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.013		0.628		0.028		0.009		0.726		0.266

		Households		69,356						69,343

		Individuals		82,517						82,498

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Figure 2 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the 33% Latino population. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2012, and 2008, Congressional District, vote propensity strata, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 3d

		SOM Table 3d: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		Majority (50%) Latino Population

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.029***		0.000		0.003		0.028***		0.000		0.002

		English * Latino pop.>50%		0.004		0.526		0.006		0.004		0.416		0.005

		Bilingual Treatment		0.019***		0.000		0.003		0.018***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>50%		0.012*		0.022		0.006		0.012*		0.021		0.005

		Latino pop.>50%		0.016+++		0.000		0.002		0.000		0.832		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.013+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.003		0.216		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.126+++		0.000		0.002		-0.019+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=50% Latino		0.032***		0.000		0.005		0.032***		0.000		0.005

		CATE: Bilingual if >=50% Latino		0.031***		0.000		0.005		0.030***		0.000		0.005

		Diff. between treatments if <50% Latino 		0.010***		0.000		0.003		0.010***		0.000		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=50% Latino 		0.001		0.845		0.007		0.002		0.689		0.006

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.009		0.228		0.007		0.007		0.253		0.007

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 50% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=50% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Results using 50% threshold are substantively identical to the 33% threshold. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 3e

		SOM Table 3e: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		67% Latino Population

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment 		0.027***		0.000		0.002		0.027***		0.000		0.002

		English * Hisp. pop.>67%		0.018* 		0.017		0.008		0.016*		0.017		0.007

		Bilingual Treatment 		0.019***		0.000		0.002		0.019***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Hisp. pop.>67%		0.024**		0.002		0.008		0.022***		0.001		0.007

		Hispanic pop.>67% 		0.008++ 		0.008		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.004+ 		0.094		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.129+++		0.000		0.002		-0.017+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=67% Latino		0.045***		0.000		0.007		0.044***		0.000		0.007

		CATE: Bilingual if >=67% Latino		0.043***		0.000		0.008		0.040***		0.000		0.007

		Diff. between treatments if <67% Latino 		0.009**		0.001		0.003		0.009***		0.000		0.002

		Diff. between treatments if >=67% Latino 		0.002		0.791		0.010		0.003		0.685		0.009

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.006		0.518		0.010		0.005		0.519		0.009

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 50% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=67% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Results using 67% threshold are substantively identical to the 33% and 50% thresholds. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected. 





Table 3f

		SOM Table 3f: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		75% Latino Population

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment 		0.027***		0.000		0.003		0.027***		0.000		0.002

		English * Hisp. pop.>75%		0.030**		0.002		0.010		0.028***		0.001		0.009

		Bilingual Treatment 		0.019***		0.000		0.002		0.019***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Hisp. pop.>75%		0.035***		0.000		0.010		0.031***		0.001		0.009

		Hispanic pop.>75% 		0.008+ 		0.040		0.004		-0.021+++		0.001		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.004+ 		0.106		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.129+++		0.000		0.002		-0.017+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=75% Latino		0.057***		0.000		0.010		0.055***		0.000		0.009

		CATE: Bilingual if >=75% Latino		0.054***		0.000		0.010		0.050***		0.000		0.009

		Diff. between treatments if <75% Latino 		0.008**		0.001		0.003		0.008***		0.000		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=75% Latino 		0.004		0.770		0.013		0.005		0.607		0.011

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.005		0.691		0.013		0.003		0.798		0.012

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 75% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=50% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Results using 75% threshold are substantively identical to the 33%, 50% and 67% thresholds. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 4a

		SOM Table 4a: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Catalist Nation of Origin Code 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.033***		0.000		0.004		0.033***		0.000		0.004

		English * Mexican American		-0.007		0.122		0.006		-0.008		0.111		0.005

		English * Puerto Rican		-0.003		0.573		0.006		-0.004		0.478		0.005

		Bilingual Treatment		0.029***		0.000		0.004		0.028***		0.000		0.004

		Bilingual * Mexican American		-0.017**		0.001		0.006		-0.016***		0.001		0.005

		Bilingual * Puerto Rican		-0.006		0.249		0.006		-0.005		0.308		0.005

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.023+++		0.000		0.002		-0.007+++		0.001		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.002		-0.001		0.708		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.128+++		0.000		0.002		-0.022+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if Mexican American		0.025***		0.000		0.004		0.025***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if Mexican American		0.012***		0.000		0.004		0.011***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if Puerto Rican		0.030***		0.000		0.004		0.029***		0.000		0.003

		CATE: Bilingual if Puerto Rican		0.023***		0.000		0.004		0.023***		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Other Latino 		0.004		0.391		0.005		0.005		0.285		0.005

		Diff. between treatments if Mexican American 		0.014***		0.000		0.005		0.014***		0.000		0.005

		Diff. between treatments if Puerto Rican 		0.007		0.121		0.005		0.007		0.134		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference Mexican American vs Other		-0.009		0.118		0.007		-0.009		0.146		0.007

		Heterogeneity of difference Puerto Rican vs Other		-0.003		0.642		0.007		-0.002		0.804		0.007

		Heterogeneity of difference Mexican American vs Puerto Rican		-0.006		0.327		.007		-0.007		0.273		0.007

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). SOM Figure 1 reports a model without covariates because re-randomization procedure was blocked using Catalist codes prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 4b

		SOM Table 4b: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout

		by Catalist Nation of Origin Code 

		Virginia 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.022***		0.000		0.004

		English * Mexican American		-0.007		0.323		0.007		-0.007		0.244		0.006

		Bilingual Treatment		0.018***		0.000		0.004		0.020***		0.000		0.004

		Bilingual * Mexican American		-0.009		0.198		0.007		-0.011* 		0.049		0.006

		Catalist: Mexican American		0.010+ 		0.026		0.004		0.009+ 		0.022		0.004

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.111+++		0.000		0.009		-0.008		0.083		0.004

		CATE: English if Mexican American		0.016**		0.001		0.005		0.015***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if Mexican American		0.009*		0.042		0.005		0.008*		0.063		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Other Latino 		0.005		0.256		0.004		0.002		0.572		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Mexican American 		0.007		0.171		0.005		0.007		0.128		0.004

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		-0.002		0.774		0.007		-0.004		0.405		0.006

		Households		56,605						56,605

		Individuals 		72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). SOM Figure 1 reports a model without covariates because re-randomization procedure was blocked using Catalist codes prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 4c

		SOM Table 4c: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout

		by Catalist Nation of Origin Code 

		North Carolina 2016 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.017**		0.006		0.009		0.014*		0.021		0.009

		English * Mexican American		-0.009		0.166		0.012		-0.006		0.198		0.012

		Bilingual Treatment		0.001		0.887		0.009		-0.001		0.873		0.009

		Bilingual * Mexican American		0.010		0.217		0.012		0.011*		0.042		0.012

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.048+++		0.001		0.011		-0.030		0.053		0.010

		VBM Program by Partner Org.		0.105+++		0.000		0.005		-0.010		0.14		0.006

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.514+++		0.000		0.009		-3.720+++		0.000		0.891

		CATE: English if Mexican American		0.009		0.331		0.008		0.008		0.306		0.008

		CATE: Bilingual if Mexican American		0.011***		0.000		0.008		0.010		0.212		0.008

		Diff. between treatments if Other Latino 		0.016***		0.000		0.006		0.015***		0.000		0.006

		Diff. between treatments if Mexican American 		-0.002		0.724		0.005		-0.002		0.729		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.018***		0.000		0.008		0.017***		0.000		0.007

		Households		69,356						69,356

		Individuals 		82,517						82,517

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). SOM Figure 1 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the Catalist nation of origin code categories. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2012, and 2008, Congressional District, vote propensity strata, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 5a

		SOM Table 5a: Downstream Average Treatment Effects from New Jersey 2015 Experiment

		Turnout in 2016 Primary & General Elections

				Primary Election 2016												General Election 2016

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates						No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.007*		0.016		0.003		0.006*		0.023		0.003		0.009***		0.000		0.003		0.007*		0.020		0.003

		Bilingual Treatment		0.006*		0.020		0.003		0.006*		0.025		0.003		0.003		0.350		0.003		0.003		0.364		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.025+++		0.000		0.004		-0.011+++		0.000		0.003		-0.017+++		0.000		0.003		-0.008++		0.005		0.003

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.028+++		0.000		0.005		-0.015+++		0.000		0.003		-0.037+++		0.000		0.003		-0.034+++		0.000		0.003

		Covariates		    N						    Y						    N						    Y

		Constant		0.235+++		0.000		0.002		0.069+++		0.000		0.005		0.701+++		0.000		0.002		0.489+++		0.000		0.005

		Diff. between treatments 		0.001		0.848		0.004		0.000		0.942		0.003		0.006		0.123		0.004		0.004		0.274		0.004

		Individuals		179,395						179,395						179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 3 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 5b

		SOM Table 5b: Downstream Average Treatment Effects from Virginia 2015 Experiment

		Turnout in 2016 Primary & General Elections

				Primary Election 2016												General Election 2016

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates						No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.002		0.524		0.004		0.002		0.665		0.004		0.000		0.983		0.005		-0.001		0.889		0.004

		Bilingual Treatment		-0.006		0.102		0.004		-0.006		0.121		0.004		0.003		0.512		0.005		0.002		0.573		0.004

		Covariates		    N						    Y						    N						    Y

		Constant		0.240+++		0.000		0.003		0.130+++		0.000		0.005		0.672+++		0.000		0.003		0.397+++		0.000		0.006

		Diff. between treatments 		0.009*		0.024		0.004		0.007*		0.047		0.004		-0.003		0.509		0.004		-0.003		0.464		0.004

		Households		56605						56605						56605						56605

		Individuals		72,018						72,018						72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 3 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.







Table 7

		SOM Table 7: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Single- vs. Multi-target Household 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.030***		0.000		0.003		0.032***		0.000		0.002

		English * Multi-target HH		-0.003		0.462		0.005		-0.010*		0.019		0.005

		Bilingual Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.003		0.020***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Multi-target HH		0.000		0.991		0.005		0.003		0.473		0.005

		Multi-target HH		-0.013+++		0.000		0.002		-0.007++		0.001		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.030+++		0.000		0.003		-0.014+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.021+++		0.000		0.003		-0.003		0.222		0.002

		Dummies for HH Size		    Y						    Y

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.136+++		0.000		0.002		-0.016+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if Multi-target HH		0.027***		0.000		0.004		0.022***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if Multi-target HH		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.023***		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Single-target HH 		0.009**		0.002		0.004		0.012***		0.000		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if Multi-target HH 		0.005		0.310		0.005		-0.001		0.779		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.003		0.565		0.007		0.013*		0.018		0.006

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes:  P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). The one percentage point decline in the English treatment is the only statistically significant heterogeneity in treatment effects. All models included dummy variables indicating the household contained three targets, four targets, or five or more targets, with two target households as the omitted category. Covariates are age, gender, and voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 8

		SOM Table 8: Direct & Spillover Average Treatment Effects in New Jersey 2015 Experiment

		Turnout in 2015 General Election

				Direct Effect												Spillover Effect

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates						No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.027***		0.000		0.004		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.013***		0.001		0.004		0.008* 		0.011		0.003

		Bilingual Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.023***		0.000		0.004		0.010** 		0.009		0.004		0.010** 		0.002		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.032+++		0.000		0.005		-0.017+++		0.001		0.004		-0.024+++		0.000		0.003		-0.012+++		0.000		0.003

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.027+++		0.000		0.005		-0.009+ 		0.043		0.004		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.007+ 		0.024		0.003

		Dummies for HH Size		    Y						    Y						    Y						    Y

		Covariates		    N						    Y						    N						    Y

		Constant		0.126+++		0.000		0.003		0.000		0.988		0.007		0.119+++		0.000		0.003		0.019+++		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments		0.005		0.311		0.005		-0.001		0.889		0.005		0.003		0.539		0.005		-0.001		0.773		0.004

		Households														49,095						49,095

		Individuals		49,095						49,095						66,205						66,205

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 4 reports model with covariates for direct effects and spillover effects because re-randomization procedure did not account for the non-targeted records in the spillover population. All models included dummy variables indicating the household contained three targets, four targets, or five or more targets, with two target households as the omitted category. Covariates are age, gender, and voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008. Results show negligible change between models as expected. 
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SOM Table 2b: Average Treatment Effect on 2015 General Election Turnout

Virginia 2015 Experiment
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Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations
of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant based on
observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 1 reports model with no
covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are
age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and

residing in a multi-target household. Model with covariates from re-randomization

randomization shows negligible difference in ATE as expected.
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observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 1 reports model with no 

covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are 

age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and 

residing in a multi-target household. Model with covariates from re-randomization 

randomization shows negligible difference in ATE as expected.
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Table 2a

		SOM Table 2a: Average Treatment Effect on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.030***		0.000		0.002		0.029***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.002		0.021***		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.031+++		0.000		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.022+++		0.000		0.003		-0.004		0.118		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.132+++		0.000		0.002		-0.018+++		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments		0.008**		0.001		0.003		0.008***		0.000		0.003

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 1 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Model with covariates from re-randomization shows negligible difference in ATE as expected. 











Table 2b

		SOM Table 2b: Average Treatment Effect on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		Virginia 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.019***		0.000		0.003		0.019***		0.000		0.003

		Bilingual Treatment		0.014***		0.000		0.003		0.015***		0.000		0.003

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.115+++		0.000		0.002		-0.004		0.346		0.004

		Diff. between treatments		0.005		0.080		0.003		0.004		0.159		0.003

		Households		56,605						56,605

		Individuals		72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 1 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Model with covariates from re-randomization randomization shows negligible difference in ATE as expected.











Table 2c

		SOM Table 2c: Average Treatment Effect on 2016 General Election Turnout 

		North Carolina Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.012*		0.050		0.006		0.006		0.290		0.007

		Bilingual Treatment		0.007		0.240		0.006		0.001		0.822		0.007

		VBM Program by Partner Org.		0.099+++		0.000		0.005		0.008		0.155		0.006

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.487+++		0.000		0.006		-4.441+++		0.000		0.739

		Diff. between treatments 		0.005		0.184		0.004		0.005		0.196		0.004

		Households		69,356						69,343

		Individuals		82,517						82,498

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 1 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, year of voter registration, voting in the general elections in 2012 and 2008, Congressional District, vote propensity strata, and residing in a multi-target household. Model with covariates from re-randomization shows negligible difference in ATE as expected.













Table 3a

		SOM Table 3a: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.028***		0.000		0.003		0.028***		0.000		0.003

		English * Latino. pop.>33%		0.004		0.359		0.005		0.004		0.298		0.004

		Bilingual Treatment		0.018***		0.000		0.003		0.018***		0.000		0.003

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>33%		0.009*		0.005		0.005		0.010*		0.025		0.004

		Latino pop.>33%		0.015+++		0.000		0.002		0.006+		0.019		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.010+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.020+++		0.000		0.003		-0.002		0.226		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.125+++		0.000		0.002		-0.020+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=33% Latino		0.032***		0.000		0.004		0.032***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if >=33% Latino		0.028***		0.000		0.004		0.027***		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if <33% Latino 		0.010**		0.002		0.004		0.010**		0.001		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=33% Latino 		0.005		0.335		0.005		0.005		0.324		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.005		0.420		0.006		0.005		0.338		0.006

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Figure 2 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the 33% Latino population. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 3b

		SOM Table 3b: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		Virginia 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.019***		0.000		0.003		0.018***		0.000		0.003

		English * Latino. pop.>33%		0.011		0.434		0.015		0.010		.453		0.013

		Bilingual Treatment		0.014***		0.000		0.003		0.015***		0.000		0.003

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>33%		-0.008		0.623		0.015		-0.008		.554		0.013

		Latino pop.>33%		0.008		0.424		0.010		0.021+		0.013		0.008

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.115+++		0.000		0.002		-0.005		0.188		0.004

		CATE: English if >=33% Latino		0.030*		0.046		0.014		0.028*		.033		0.012

		CATE: Bilingual if >=33% Latino		0.007		0.665		0.014		0.008		.538		0.012

		Diff. between treatments if <33% Latino 		0.004		0.161		0.003		0.003		0.283		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=33% Latino		0.024		0.117		0.015		0.020		0.114		0.013

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		-0.019		0.205		0.015		-0.017		0.184		0.014

		Households		56,605						56,605

		Individuals		72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Figure 2 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the 33% Latino population. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.







Table 3c

		SOM Table 3c: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2016 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		North Carolina 2016 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.012		0.064		0.006		0.010		0.106		0.006

		English * Latino. pop.>33%		0.024		0.618		0.046		0.029		0.535		0.045

		Bilingual Treatment		0.006		0.311		0.006		0.005		0.447		0.006

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>33%		0.038		0.408		0.046		0.038		0.390		0.045

		Latino pop.>33%		-0.041		0.415		0.041		-0.051		0.406		0.042

		VBM Program by Partner Org.		0.098+++		0.000		0.005		-0.010		0.093		0.006

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.488+++		0.000		0.006		-4.455+++		0.000		0.889

		CATE: English if >=33% Latino		0.036		0.438		0.046		0.039		0.380		0.045

		CATE: Bilingual if >=33% Latino		0.044		0.327		0.045		0.043		0.336		0.044

		Diff. between treatments if <33% Latino 		0.005		0.167		0.004		0.005		0.167		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if >=33% Latino 		-0.008		0.780		0.028		-0.003		0.880		0.026

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.013		0.628		0.028		0.009		0.726		0.266

		Households		69,356						69,343

		Individuals		82,517						82,498

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Figure 2 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the 33% Latino population. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2012, and 2008, Congressional District, vote propensity strata, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 3d

		SOM Table 3d: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		Majority (50%) Latino Population

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.029***		0.000		0.003		0.028***		0.000		0.002

		English * Latino pop.>50%		0.004		0.526		0.006		0.004		0.416		0.005

		Bilingual Treatment		0.019***		0.000		0.003		0.018***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>50%		0.012*		0.022		0.006		0.012*		0.021		0.005

		Latino pop.>50%		0.016+++		0.000		0.002		0.000		0.832		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.013+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.003		0.216		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.126+++		0.000		0.002		-0.019+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=50% Latino		0.032***		0.000		0.005		0.032***		0.000		0.005

		CATE: Bilingual if >=50% Latino		0.031***		0.000		0.005		0.030***		0.000		0.005

		Diff. between treatments if <50% Latino 		0.010***		0.000		0.003		0.010***		0.000		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=50% Latino 		0.001		0.845		0.007		0.002		0.689		0.006

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.009		0.228		0.007		0.007		0.253		0.007

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 50% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=50% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Results using 50% threshold are substantively identical to the 33% threshold. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 3e

		SOM Table 3e: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		67% Latino Population

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment 		0.027***		0.000		0.002		0.027***		0.000		0.002

		English * Hisp. pop.>67%		0.018* 		0.017		0.008		0.016*		0.017		0.007

		Bilingual Treatment 		0.019***		0.000		0.002		0.019***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Hisp. pop.>67%		0.024**		0.002		0.008		0.022***		0.001		0.007

		Hispanic pop.>67% 		0.008++ 		0.008		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.004+ 		0.094		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.129+++		0.000		0.002		-0.017+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=67% Latino		0.045***		0.000		0.007		0.044***		0.000		0.007

		CATE: Bilingual if >=67% Latino		0.043***		0.000		0.008		0.040***		0.000		0.007

		Diff. between treatments if <67% Latino 		0.009**		0.001		0.003		0.009***		0.000		0.002

		Diff. between treatments if >=67% Latino 		0.002		0.791		0.010		0.003		0.685		0.009

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.006		0.518		0.010		0.005		0.519		0.009

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 50% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=67% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Results using 67% threshold are substantively identical to the 33% and 50% thresholds. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected. 





Table 3f

		SOM Table 3f: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		75% Latino Population

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment 		0.027***		0.000		0.003		0.027***		0.000		0.002

		English * Hisp. pop.>75%		0.030**		0.002		0.010		0.028***		0.001		0.009

		Bilingual Treatment 		0.019***		0.000		0.002		0.019***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Hisp. pop.>75%		0.035***		0.000		0.010		0.031***		0.001		0.009

		Hispanic pop.>75% 		0.008+ 		0.040		0.004		-0.021+++		0.001		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.004+ 		0.106		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.129+++		0.000		0.002		-0.017+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=75% Latino		0.057***		0.000		0.010		0.055***		0.000		0.009

		CATE: Bilingual if >=75% Latino		0.054***		0.000		0.010		0.050***		0.000		0.009

		Diff. between treatments if <75% Latino 		0.008**		0.001		0.003		0.008***		0.000		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=75% Latino 		0.004		0.770		0.013		0.005		0.607		0.011

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.005		0.691		0.013		0.003		0.798		0.012

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 75% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=50% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Results using 75% threshold are substantively identical to the 33%, 50% and 67% thresholds. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 4a

		SOM Table 4a: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Catalist Nation of Origin Code 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.033***		0.000		0.004		0.033***		0.000		0.004

		English * Mexican American		-0.007		0.122		0.006		-0.008		0.111		0.005

		English * Puerto Rican		-0.003		0.573		0.006		-0.004		0.478		0.005

		Bilingual Treatment		0.029***		0.000		0.004		0.028***		0.000		0.004

		Bilingual * Mexican American		-0.017**		0.001		0.006		-0.016***		0.001		0.005

		Bilingual * Puerto Rican		-0.006		0.249		0.006		-0.005		0.308		0.005

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.023+++		0.000		0.002		-0.007+++		0.001		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.002		-0.001		0.708		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.128+++		0.000		0.002		-0.022+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if Mexican American		0.025***		0.000		0.004		0.025***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if Mexican American		0.012***		0.000		0.004		0.011***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if Puerto Rican		0.030***		0.000		0.004		0.029***		0.000		0.003

		CATE: Bilingual if Puerto Rican		0.023***		0.000		0.004		0.023***		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Other Latino 		0.004		0.391		0.005		0.005		0.285		0.005

		Diff. between treatments if Mexican American 		0.014***		0.000		0.005		0.014***		0.000		0.005

		Diff. between treatments if Puerto Rican 		0.007		0.121		0.005		0.007		0.134		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference Mexican American vs Other		-0.009		0.118		0.007		-0.009		0.146		0.007

		Heterogeneity of difference Puerto Rican vs Other		-0.003		0.642		0.007		-0.002		0.804		0.007

		Heterogeneity of difference Mexican American vs Puerto Rican		-0.006		0.327		.007		-0.007		0.273		0.007

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). SOM Figure 1 reports a model without covariates because re-randomization procedure was blocked using Catalist codes prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 4b

		SOM Table 4b: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout

		by Catalist Nation of Origin Code 

		Virginia 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.022***		0.000		0.004

		English * Mexican American		-0.007		0.323		0.007		-0.007		0.244		0.006

		Bilingual Treatment		0.018***		0.000		0.004		0.020***		0.000		0.004

		Bilingual * Mexican American		-0.009		0.198		0.007		-0.011* 		0.049		0.006

		Catalist: Mexican American		0.010+ 		0.026		0.004		0.009+ 		0.022		0.004

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.111+++		0.000		0.009		-0.008		0.083		0.004

		CATE: English if Mexican American		0.016**		0.001		0.005		0.015***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if Mexican American		0.009*		0.042		0.005		0.008*		0.063		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Other Latino 		0.005		0.256		0.004		0.002		0.572		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Mexican American 		0.007		0.171		0.005		0.007		0.128		0.004

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		-0.002		0.774		0.007		-0.004		0.405		0.006

		Households		56,605						56,605

		Individuals 		72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). SOM Figure 1 reports a model without covariates because re-randomization procedure was blocked using Catalist codes prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 4c

		SOM Table 4c: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout

		by Catalist Nation of Origin Code 

		North Carolina 2016 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.017**		0.006		0.009		0.014*		0.021		0.009

		English * Mexican American		-0.009		0.166		0.012		-0.006		0.198		0.012

		Bilingual Treatment		0.001		0.887		0.009		-0.001		0.873		0.009

		Bilingual * Mexican American		0.010		0.217		0.012		0.011*		0.042		0.012

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.048+++		0.001		0.011		-0.030		0.053		0.010

		VBM Program by Partner Org.		0.105+++		0.000		0.005		-0.010		0.14		0.006

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.514+++		0.000		0.009		-3.720+++		0.000		0.891

		CATE: English if Mexican American		0.009		0.331		0.008		0.008		0.306		0.008

		CATE: Bilingual if Mexican American		0.011***		0.000		0.008		0.010		0.212		0.008

		Diff. between treatments if Other Latino 		0.016***		0.000		0.006		0.015***		0.000		0.006

		Diff. between treatments if Mexican American 		-0.002		0.724		0.005		-0.002		0.729		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.018***		0.000		0.008		0.017***		0.000		0.007

		Households		69,356						69,356

		Individuals 		82,517						82,517

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). SOM Figure 1 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the Catalist nation of origin code categories. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2012, and 2008, Congressional District, vote propensity strata, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 5a

		SOM Table 5a: Downstream Average Treatment Effects from New Jersey 2015 Experiment

		Turnout in 2016 Primary & General Elections

				Primary Election 2016												General Election 2016

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates						No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.007*		0.016		0.003		0.006*		0.023		0.003		0.009***		0.000		0.003		0.007*		0.020		0.003

		Bilingual Treatment		0.006*		0.020		0.003		0.006*		0.025		0.003		0.003		0.350		0.003		0.003		0.364		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.025+++		0.000		0.004		-0.011+++		0.000		0.003		-0.017+++		0.000		0.003		-0.008++		0.005		0.003

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.028+++		0.000		0.005		-0.015+++		0.000		0.003		-0.037+++		0.000		0.003		-0.034+++		0.000		0.003

		Covariates		    N						    Y						    N						    Y

		Constant		0.235+++		0.000		0.002		0.069+++		0.000		0.005		0.701+++		0.000		0.002		0.489+++		0.000		0.005

		Diff. between treatments 		0.001		0.848		0.004		0.000		0.942		0.003		0.006		0.123		0.004		0.004		0.274		0.004

		Individuals		179,395						179,395						179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 3 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 5b

		SOM Table 5b: Downstream Average Treatment Effects from Virginia 2015 Experiment

		Turnout in 2016 Primary & General Elections

				Primary Election 2016												General Election 2016

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates						No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.002		0.524		0.004		0.002		0.665		0.004		0.000		0.983		0.005		-0.001		0.889		0.004

		Bilingual Treatment		-0.006		0.102		0.004		-0.006		0.121		0.004		0.003		0.512		0.005		0.002		0.573		0.004

		Covariates		    N						    Y						    N						    Y

		Constant		0.240+++		0.000		0.003		0.130+++		0.000		0.005		0.672+++		0.000		0.003		0.397+++		0.000		0.006

		Diff. between treatments 		0.009*		0.024		0.004		0.007*		0.047		0.004		-0.003		0.509		0.004		-0.003		0.464		0.004

		Households		56605						56605						56605						56605

		Individuals		72,018						72,018						72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 3 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.







Table 7

		SOM Table 7: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Single- vs. Multi-target Household 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.030***		0.000		0.003		0.032***		0.000		0.002

		English * Multi-target HH		-0.003		0.462		0.005		-0.010*		0.019		0.005

		Bilingual Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.003		0.020***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Multi-target HH		0.000		0.991		0.005		0.003		0.473		0.005

		Multi-target HH		-0.013+++		0.000		0.002		-0.007++		0.001		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.030+++		0.000		0.003		-0.014+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.021+++		0.000		0.003		-0.003		0.222		0.002

		Dummies for HH Size		    Y						    Y

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.136+++		0.000		0.002		-0.016+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if Multi-target HH		0.027***		0.000		0.004		0.022***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if Multi-target HH		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.023***		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Single-target HH 		0.009**		0.002		0.004		0.012***		0.000		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if Multi-target HH 		0.005		0.310		0.005		-0.001		0.779		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.003		0.565		0.007		0.013*		0.018		0.006

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes:  P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). The one percentage point decline in the English treatment is the only statistically significant heterogeneity in treatment effects. All models included dummy variables indicating the household contained three targets, four targets, or five or more targets, with two target households as the omitted category. Covariates are age, gender, and voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 8

		SOM Table 8: Direct & Spillover Average Treatment Effects in New Jersey 2015 Experiment

		Turnout in 2015 General Election

				Direct Effect												Spillover Effect

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates						No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.027***		0.000		0.004		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.013***		0.001		0.004		0.008* 		0.011		0.003

		Bilingual Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.023***		0.000		0.004		0.010** 		0.009		0.004		0.010** 		0.002		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.032+++		0.000		0.005		-0.017+++		0.001		0.004		-0.024+++		0.000		0.003		-0.012+++		0.000		0.003

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.027+++		0.000		0.005		-0.009+ 		0.043		0.004		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.007+ 		0.024		0.003

		Dummies for HH Size		    Y						    Y						    Y						    Y

		Covariates		    N						    Y						    N						    Y

		Constant		0.126+++		0.000		0.003		0.000		0.988		0.007		0.119+++		0.000		0.003		0.019+++		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments		0.005		0.311		0.005		-0.001		0.889		0.005		0.003		0.539		0.005		-0.001		0.773		0.004

		Households														49,095						49,095

		Individuals		49,095						49,095						66,205						66,205

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 4 reports model with covariates for direct effects and spillover effects because re-randomization procedure did not account for the non-targeted records in the spillover population. All models included dummy variables indicating the household contained three targets, four targets, or five or more targets, with two target households as the omitted category. Covariates are age, gender, and voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008. Results show negligible change between models as expected. 
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SOM Table 2¢c: Average Treatment Effect on 2016 General Election Turnout
North Carolina Experiment

No Covariates Incl. Covariates
B p SE B p SE

English Treatment 0.012" 0.050 0.006 0.006 0.290 0.007
Bilingual Treatment 0.007 0.240  0.006 0.001 0.822  0.007
VBM Program by Partner Org.  0.099™" 0.000 0.005 0.008 0.155 0.006
Covariates N Y

Constant 0.487""  0.000 0.006 -4.4417"  0.000 0.739
Diff. between treatments 0.005 0.184 0.004 0.005 0.196  0.004
Households 69,356 69,343
Individuals 82,517 82,498

Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of
randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies
based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 1 reports model with
no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age,
gender, year of voter registration, voting in the general elections in 2012 and 2008,
Congressional District, vote propensity strata, and residing in a multi-target household. Model
with covariates from re-randomization shows negligible difference in ATE as expected.
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Table 2a

		SOM Table 2a: Average Treatment Effect on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.030***		0.000		0.002		0.029***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.002		0.021***		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.031+++		0.000		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.022+++		0.000		0.003		-0.004		0.118		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.132+++		0.000		0.002		-0.018+++		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments		0.008**		0.001		0.003		0.008***		0.000		0.003

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 1 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Model with covariates from re-randomization shows negligible difference in ATE as expected. 











Table 2b

		SOM Table 2b: Average Treatment Effect on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		Virginia 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.019***		0.000		0.003		0.019***		0.000		0.003

		Bilingual Treatment		0.014***		0.000		0.003		0.015***		0.000		0.003

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.115+++		0.000		0.002		-0.004		0.346		0.004

		Diff. between treatments		0.005		0.080		0.003		0.004		0.159		0.003

		Households		56,605						56,605

		Individuals		72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 1 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Model with covariates from re-randomization randomization shows negligible difference in ATE as expected.











Table 2c

		SOM Table 2c: Average Treatment Effect on 2016 General Election Turnout 

		North Carolina Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.012*		0.050		0.006		0.006		0.290		0.007

		Bilingual Treatment		0.007		0.240		0.006		0.001		0.822		0.007

		VBM Program by Partner Org.		0.099+++		0.000		0.005		0.008		0.155		0.006

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.487+++		0.000		0.006		-4.441+++		0.000		0.739

		Diff. between treatments 		0.005		0.184		0.004		0.005		0.196		0.004

		Households		69,356						69,343

		Individuals		82,517						82,498

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 1 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, year of voter registration, voting in the general elections in 2012 and 2008, Congressional District, vote propensity strata, and residing in a multi-target household. Model with covariates from re-randomization shows negligible difference in ATE as expected.













Table 3a

		SOM Table 3a: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.028***		0.000		0.003		0.028***		0.000		0.003

		English * Latino. pop.>33%		0.004		0.359		0.005		0.004		0.298		0.004

		Bilingual Treatment		0.018***		0.000		0.003		0.018***		0.000		0.003

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>33%		0.009*		0.005		0.005		0.010*		0.025		0.004

		Latino pop.>33%		0.015+++		0.000		0.002		0.006+		0.019		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.010+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.020+++		0.000		0.003		-0.002		0.226		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.125+++		0.000		0.002		-0.020+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=33% Latino		0.032***		0.000		0.004		0.032***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if >=33% Latino		0.028***		0.000		0.004		0.027***		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if <33% Latino 		0.010**		0.002		0.004		0.010**		0.001		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=33% Latino 		0.005		0.335		0.005		0.005		0.324		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.005		0.420		0.006		0.005		0.338		0.006

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Figure 2 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the 33% Latino population. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 3b

		SOM Table 3b: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		Virginia 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.019***		0.000		0.003		0.018***		0.000		0.003

		English * Latino. pop.>33%		0.011		0.434		0.015		0.010		.453		0.013

		Bilingual Treatment		0.014***		0.000		0.003		0.015***		0.000		0.003

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>33%		-0.008		0.623		0.015		-0.008		.554		0.013

		Latino pop.>33%		0.008		0.424		0.010		0.021+		0.013		0.008

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.115+++		0.000		0.002		-0.005		0.188		0.004

		CATE: English if >=33% Latino		0.030*		0.046		0.014		0.028*		.033		0.012

		CATE: Bilingual if >=33% Latino		0.007		0.665		0.014		0.008		.538		0.012

		Diff. between treatments if <33% Latino 		0.004		0.161		0.003		0.003		0.283		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=33% Latino		0.024		0.117		0.015		0.020		0.114		0.013

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		-0.019		0.205		0.015		-0.017		0.184		0.014

		Households		56,605						56,605

		Individuals		72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Figure 2 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the 33% Latino population. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.







Table 3c

		SOM Table 3c: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2016 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		North Carolina 2016 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.012		0.064		0.006		0.010		0.106		0.006

		English * Latino. pop.>33%		0.024		0.618		0.046		0.029		0.535		0.045

		Bilingual Treatment		0.006		0.311		0.006		0.005		0.447		0.006

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>33%		0.038		0.408		0.046		0.038		0.390		0.045

		Latino pop.>33%		-0.041		0.415		0.041		-0.051		0.406		0.042

		VBM Program by Partner Org.		0.098+++		0.000		0.005		-0.010		0.093		0.006

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.488+++		0.000		0.006		-4.455+++		0.000		0.889

		CATE: English if >=33% Latino		0.036		0.438		0.046		0.039		0.380		0.045

		CATE: Bilingual if >=33% Latino		0.044		0.327		0.045		0.043		0.336		0.044

		Diff. between treatments if <33% Latino 		0.005		0.167		0.004		0.005		0.167		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if >=33% Latino 		-0.008		0.780		0.028		-0.003		0.880		0.026

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.013		0.628		0.028		0.009		0.726		0.266

		Households		69,356						69,343

		Individuals		82,517						82,498

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Figure 2 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the 33% Latino population. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2012, and 2008, Congressional District, vote propensity strata, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 3d

		SOM Table 3d: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		Majority (50%) Latino Population

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.029***		0.000		0.003		0.028***		0.000		0.002

		English * Latino pop.>50%		0.004		0.526		0.006		0.004		0.416		0.005

		Bilingual Treatment		0.019***		0.000		0.003		0.018***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>50%		0.012*		0.022		0.006		0.012*		0.021		0.005

		Latino pop.>50%		0.016+++		0.000		0.002		0.000		0.832		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.013+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.003		0.216		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.126+++		0.000		0.002		-0.019+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=50% Latino		0.032***		0.000		0.005		0.032***		0.000		0.005

		CATE: Bilingual if >=50% Latino		0.031***		0.000		0.005		0.030***		0.000		0.005

		Diff. between treatments if <50% Latino 		0.010***		0.000		0.003		0.010***		0.000		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=50% Latino 		0.001		0.845		0.007		0.002		0.689		0.006

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.009		0.228		0.007		0.007		0.253		0.007

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 50% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=50% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Results using 50% threshold are substantively identical to the 33% threshold. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 3e

		SOM Table 3e: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		67% Latino Population

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment 		0.027***		0.000		0.002		0.027***		0.000		0.002

		English * Hisp. pop.>67%		0.018* 		0.017		0.008		0.016*		0.017		0.007

		Bilingual Treatment 		0.019***		0.000		0.002		0.019***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Hisp. pop.>67%		0.024**		0.002		0.008		0.022***		0.001		0.007

		Hispanic pop.>67% 		0.008++ 		0.008		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.004+ 		0.094		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.129+++		0.000		0.002		-0.017+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=67% Latino		0.045***		0.000		0.007		0.044***		0.000		0.007

		CATE: Bilingual if >=67% Latino		0.043***		0.000		0.008		0.040***		0.000		0.007

		Diff. between treatments if <67% Latino 		0.009**		0.001		0.003		0.009***		0.000		0.002

		Diff. between treatments if >=67% Latino 		0.002		0.791		0.010		0.003		0.685		0.009

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.006		0.518		0.010		0.005		0.519		0.009

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 50% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=67% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Results using 67% threshold are substantively identical to the 33% and 50% thresholds. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected. 





Table 3f

		SOM Table 3f: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		75% Latino Population

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment 		0.027***		0.000		0.003		0.027***		0.000		0.002

		English * Hisp. pop.>75%		0.030**		0.002		0.010		0.028***		0.001		0.009

		Bilingual Treatment 		0.019***		0.000		0.002		0.019***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Hisp. pop.>75%		0.035***		0.000		0.010		0.031***		0.001		0.009

		Hispanic pop.>75% 		0.008+ 		0.040		0.004		-0.021+++		0.001		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.004+ 		0.106		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.129+++		0.000		0.002		-0.017+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=75% Latino		0.057***		0.000		0.010		0.055***		0.000		0.009

		CATE: Bilingual if >=75% Latino		0.054***		0.000		0.010		0.050***		0.000		0.009

		Diff. between treatments if <75% Latino 		0.008**		0.001		0.003		0.008***		0.000		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=75% Latino 		0.004		0.770		0.013		0.005		0.607		0.011

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.005		0.691		0.013		0.003		0.798		0.012

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 75% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=50% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Results using 75% threshold are substantively identical to the 33%, 50% and 67% thresholds. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 4a

		SOM Table 4a: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Catalist Nation of Origin Code 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.033***		0.000		0.004		0.033***		0.000		0.004

		English * Mexican American		-0.007		0.122		0.006		-0.008		0.111		0.005

		English * Puerto Rican		-0.003		0.573		0.006		-0.004		0.478		0.005

		Bilingual Treatment		0.029***		0.000		0.004		0.028***		0.000		0.004

		Bilingual * Mexican American		-0.017**		0.001		0.006		-0.016***		0.001		0.005

		Bilingual * Puerto Rican		-0.006		0.249		0.006		-0.005		0.308		0.005

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.023+++		0.000		0.002		-0.007+++		0.001		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.002		-0.001		0.708		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.128+++		0.000		0.002		-0.022+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if Mexican American		0.025***		0.000		0.004		0.025***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if Mexican American		0.012***		0.000		0.004		0.011***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if Puerto Rican		0.030***		0.000		0.004		0.029***		0.000		0.003

		CATE: Bilingual if Puerto Rican		0.023***		0.000		0.004		0.023***		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Other Latino 		0.004		0.391		0.005		0.005		0.285		0.005

		Diff. between treatments if Mexican American 		0.014***		0.000		0.005		0.014***		0.000		0.005

		Diff. between treatments if Puerto Rican 		0.007		0.121		0.005		0.007		0.134		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference Mexican American vs Other		-0.009		0.118		0.007		-0.009		0.146		0.007

		Heterogeneity of difference Puerto Rican vs Other		-0.003		0.642		0.007		-0.002		0.804		0.007

		Heterogeneity of difference Mexican American vs Puerto Rican		-0.006		0.327		.007		-0.007		0.273		0.007

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). SOM Figure 1 reports a model without covariates because re-randomization procedure was blocked using Catalist codes prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 4b

		SOM Table 4b: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout

		by Catalist Nation of Origin Code 

		Virginia 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.022***		0.000		0.004

		English * Mexican American		-0.007		0.323		0.007		-0.007		0.244		0.006

		Bilingual Treatment		0.018***		0.000		0.004		0.020***		0.000		0.004

		Bilingual * Mexican American		-0.009		0.198		0.007		-0.011* 		0.049		0.006

		Catalist: Mexican American		0.010+ 		0.026		0.004		0.009+ 		0.022		0.004

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.111+++		0.000		0.009		-0.008		0.083		0.004

		CATE: English if Mexican American		0.016**		0.001		0.005		0.015***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if Mexican American		0.009*		0.042		0.005		0.008*		0.063		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Other Latino 		0.005		0.256		0.004		0.002		0.572		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Mexican American 		0.007		0.171		0.005		0.007		0.128		0.004

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		-0.002		0.774		0.007		-0.004		0.405		0.006

		Households		56,605						56,605

		Individuals 		72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). SOM Figure 1 reports a model without covariates because re-randomization procedure was blocked using Catalist codes prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 4c

		SOM Table 4c: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout

		by Catalist Nation of Origin Code 

		North Carolina 2016 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.017**		0.006		0.009		0.014*		0.021		0.009

		English * Mexican American		-0.009		0.166		0.012		-0.006		0.198		0.012

		Bilingual Treatment		0.001		0.887		0.009		-0.001		0.873		0.009

		Bilingual * Mexican American		0.010		0.217		0.012		0.011*		0.042		0.012

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.048+++		0.001		0.011		-0.030		0.053		0.010

		VBM Program by Partner Org.		0.105+++		0.000		0.005		-0.010		0.14		0.006

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.514+++		0.000		0.009		-3.720+++		0.000		0.891

		CATE: English if Mexican American		0.009		0.331		0.008		0.008		0.306		0.008

		CATE: Bilingual if Mexican American		0.011***		0.000		0.008		0.010		0.212		0.008

		Diff. between treatments if Other Latino 		0.016***		0.000		0.006		0.015***		0.000		0.006

		Diff. between treatments if Mexican American 		-0.002		0.724		0.005		-0.002		0.729		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.018***		0.000		0.008		0.017***		0.000		0.007

		Households		69,356						69,356

		Individuals 		82,517						82,517

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). SOM Figure 1 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the Catalist nation of origin code categories. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2012, and 2008, Congressional District, vote propensity strata, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 5a

		SOM Table 5a: Downstream Average Treatment Effects from New Jersey 2015 Experiment

		Turnout in 2016 Primary & General Elections

				Primary Election 2016												General Election 2016

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates						No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.007*		0.016		0.003		0.006*		0.023		0.003		0.009***		0.000		0.003		0.007*		0.020		0.003

		Bilingual Treatment		0.006*		0.020		0.003		0.006*		0.025		0.003		0.003		0.350		0.003		0.003		0.364		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.025+++		0.000		0.004		-0.011+++		0.000		0.003		-0.017+++		0.000		0.003		-0.008++		0.005		0.003

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.028+++		0.000		0.005		-0.015+++		0.000		0.003		-0.037+++		0.000		0.003		-0.034+++		0.000		0.003

		Covariates		    N						    Y						    N						    Y

		Constant		0.235+++		0.000		0.002		0.069+++		0.000		0.005		0.701+++		0.000		0.002		0.489+++		0.000		0.005

		Diff. between treatments 		0.001		0.848		0.004		0.000		0.942		0.003		0.006		0.123		0.004		0.004		0.274		0.004

		Individuals		179,395						179,395						179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 3 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 5b

		SOM Table 5b: Downstream Average Treatment Effects from Virginia 2015 Experiment

		Turnout in 2016 Primary & General Elections

				Primary Election 2016												General Election 2016

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates						No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.002		0.524		0.004		0.002		0.665		0.004		0.000		0.983		0.005		-0.001		0.889		0.004

		Bilingual Treatment		-0.006		0.102		0.004		-0.006		0.121		0.004		0.003		0.512		0.005		0.002		0.573		0.004

		Covariates		    N						    Y						    N						    Y

		Constant		0.240+++		0.000		0.003		0.130+++		0.000		0.005		0.672+++		0.000		0.003		0.397+++		0.000		0.006

		Diff. between treatments 		0.009*		0.024		0.004		0.007*		0.047		0.004		-0.003		0.509		0.004		-0.003		0.464		0.004

		Households		56605						56605						56605						56605

		Individuals		72,018						72,018						72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 3 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.







Table 7

		SOM Table 7: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Single- vs. Multi-target Household 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.030***		0.000		0.003		0.032***		0.000		0.002

		English * Multi-target HH		-0.003		0.462		0.005		-0.010*		0.019		0.005

		Bilingual Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.003		0.020***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Multi-target HH		0.000		0.991		0.005		0.003		0.473		0.005

		Multi-target HH		-0.013+++		0.000		0.002		-0.007++		0.001		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.030+++		0.000		0.003		-0.014+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.021+++		0.000		0.003		-0.003		0.222		0.002

		Dummies for HH Size		    Y						    Y

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.136+++		0.000		0.002		-0.016+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if Multi-target HH		0.027***		0.000		0.004		0.022***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if Multi-target HH		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.023***		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Single-target HH 		0.009**		0.002		0.004		0.012***		0.000		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if Multi-target HH 		0.005		0.310		0.005		-0.001		0.779		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.003		0.565		0.007		0.013*		0.018		0.006

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes:  P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). The one percentage point decline in the English treatment is the only statistically significant heterogeneity in treatment effects. All models included dummy variables indicating the household contained three targets, four targets, or five or more targets, with two target households as the omitted category. Covariates are age, gender, and voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 8

		SOM Table 8: Direct & Spillover Average Treatment Effects in New Jersey 2015 Experiment

		Turnout in 2015 General Election

				Direct Effect												Spillover Effect

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates						No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.027***		0.000		0.004		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.013***		0.001		0.004		0.008* 		0.011		0.003

		Bilingual Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.023***		0.000		0.004		0.010** 		0.009		0.004		0.010** 		0.002		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.032+++		0.000		0.005		-0.017+++		0.001		0.004		-0.024+++		0.000		0.003		-0.012+++		0.000		0.003

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.027+++		0.000		0.005		-0.009+ 		0.043		0.004		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.007+ 		0.024		0.003

		Dummies for HH Size		    Y						    Y						    Y						    Y

		Covariates		    N						    Y						    N						    Y

		Constant		0.126+++		0.000		0.003		0.000		0.988		0.007		0.119+++		0.000		0.003		0.019+++		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments		0.005		0.311		0.005		-0.001		0.889		0.005		0.003		0.539		0.005		-0.001		0.773		0.004

		Households														49,095						49,095

		Individuals		49,095						49,095						66,205						66,205

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 4 reports model with covariates for direct effects and spillover effects because re-randomization procedure did not account for the non-targeted records in the spillover population. All models included dummy variables indicating the household contained three targets, four targets, or five or more targets, with two target households as the omitted category. Covariates are age, gender, and voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008. Results show negligible change between models as expected. 






image4.emf
SOM Table 3a: Downstream Average Treatment Effects from New Jersey 2015 Experiment
Turnout in 2016 Primary & General Elections

Primary Election 2016 General Election 2016
No Covariates Incl. Covariates No Covariates Incl. Covariates
p p SE p p SE p p SE p p SE

English Treatment 0.007°  0.016 0.003  0.006° 0.023 0.003 0.009"" 0.000 0.003 0.007° 0.020 0.003
Bilingual Treatment 0.006°  0.020 0.003  0.006°  0.025 0.003 0.003  0.350 0.003 0.003  0.364 0.003
Catalist: Mexican American -0.025"" 0.000 0.004 -0.011"" 0.000 0.003 -0.017"" 0.000 0.003 -0.008" 0.005 0.003
Catalist: Puerto Rican -0.028 0.000 0.005 -0.0157" 0.000 0.003 -0.0377" 0.000 0.003 -0.034"" 0.000 0.003
Covariates N Y N Y

Constant 0.2357"  0.000 0.002 0.0697" 0.000 0.005 07017 0.000 0.002 0.4897" 0.000 0.005
Diff. between treatments 0.001  0.848 0.004  0.000 0.942 0.003 0.006  0.123 0.004  0.004 0.274 0.004
Individuals 179,395 179,395 179,395 179,395

Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001).
P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 2 reports model with no
covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013,
2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.
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Diff. between treatments  0.001 0.848 0.004 0.000 0.942 0.003 0.006 0.123 0.004 0.004 0.274 0.004

Individuals

Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). 

P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 2 reports model with no 

covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 

2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.
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Table 2a

		SOM Table 2a: Average Treatment Effect on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.030***		0.000		0.002		0.029***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.002		0.021***		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.031+++		0.000		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.022+++		0.000		0.003		-0.004		0.118		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.132+++		0.000		0.002		-0.018+++		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments		0.008**		0.001		0.003		0.008***		0.000		0.003

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 1 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Model with covariates from re-randomization shows negligible difference in ATE as expected. 











Table 2b

		SOM Table 2b: Average Treatment Effect on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		Virginia 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.019***		0.000		0.003		0.019***		0.000		0.003

		Bilingual Treatment		0.014***		0.000		0.003		0.015***		0.000		0.003

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.115+++		0.000		0.002		-0.004		0.346		0.004

		Diff. between treatments		0.005		0.080		0.003		0.004		0.159		0.003

		Households		56,605						56,605

		Individuals		72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 1 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Model with covariates from re-randomization randomization shows negligible difference in ATE as expected.











Table 2c

		SOM Table 2c: Average Treatment Effect on 2016 General Election Turnout 

		North Carolina Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.012*		0.050		0.006		0.006		0.290		0.007

		Bilingual Treatment		0.007		0.240		0.006		0.001		0.822		0.007

		VBM Program by Partner Org.		0.099+++		0.000		0.005		0.008		0.155		0.006

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.487+++		0.000		0.006		-4.441+++		0.000		0.739

		Diff. between treatments 		0.005		0.184		0.004		0.005		0.196		0.004

		Households		69,356						69,343

		Individuals		82,517						82,498

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 1 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, year of voter registration, voting in the general elections in 2012 and 2008, Congressional District, vote propensity strata, and residing in a multi-target household. Model with covariates from re-randomization shows negligible difference in ATE as expected.













Table 3a

		SOM Table 3a: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.028***		0.000		0.003		0.028***		0.000		0.003

		English * Latino. pop.>33%		0.004		0.359		0.005		0.004		0.298		0.004

		Bilingual Treatment		0.018***		0.000		0.003		0.018***		0.000		0.003

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>33%		0.009*		0.005		0.005		0.010*		0.025		0.004

		Latino pop.>33%		0.015+++		0.000		0.002		0.006+		0.019		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.010+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.020+++		0.000		0.003		-0.002		0.226		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.125+++		0.000		0.002		-0.020+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=33% Latino		0.032***		0.000		0.004		0.032***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if >=33% Latino		0.028***		0.000		0.004		0.027***		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if <33% Latino 		0.010**		0.002		0.004		0.010**		0.001		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=33% Latino 		0.005		0.335		0.005		0.005		0.324		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.005		0.420		0.006		0.005		0.338		0.006

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Figure 2 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the 33% Latino population. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 3b

		SOM Table 3b: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		Virginia 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.019***		0.000		0.003		0.018***		0.000		0.003

		English * Latino. pop.>33%		0.011		0.434		0.015		0.010		.453		0.013

		Bilingual Treatment		0.014***		0.000		0.003		0.015***		0.000		0.003

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>33%		-0.008		0.623		0.015		-0.008		.554		0.013

		Latino pop.>33%		0.008		0.424		0.010		0.021+		0.013		0.008

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.115+++		0.000		0.002		-0.005		0.188		0.004

		CATE: English if >=33% Latino		0.030*		0.046		0.014		0.028*		.033		0.012

		CATE: Bilingual if >=33% Latino		0.007		0.665		0.014		0.008		.538		0.012

		Diff. between treatments if <33% Latino 		0.004		0.161		0.003		0.003		0.283		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=33% Latino		0.024		0.117		0.015		0.020		0.114		0.013

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		-0.019		0.205		0.015		-0.017		0.184		0.014

		Households		56,605						56,605

		Individuals		72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Figure 2 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the 33% Latino population. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.







Table 3c

		SOM Table 3c: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2016 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		North Carolina 2016 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.012		0.064		0.006		0.010		0.106		0.006

		English * Latino. pop.>33%		0.024		0.618		0.046		0.029		0.535		0.045

		Bilingual Treatment		0.006		0.311		0.006		0.005		0.447		0.006

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>33%		0.038		0.408		0.046		0.038		0.390		0.045

		Latino pop.>33%		-0.041		0.415		0.041		-0.051		0.406		0.042

		VBM Program by Partner Org.		0.098+++		0.000		0.005		-0.010		0.093		0.006

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.488+++		0.000		0.006		-4.455+++		0.000		0.889

		CATE: English if >=33% Latino		0.036		0.438		0.046		0.039		0.380		0.045

		CATE: Bilingual if >=33% Latino		0.044		0.327		0.045		0.043		0.336		0.044

		Diff. between treatments if <33% Latino 		0.005		0.167		0.004		0.005		0.167		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if >=33% Latino 		-0.008		0.780		0.028		-0.003		0.880		0.026

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.013		0.628		0.028		0.009		0.726		0.266

		Households		69,356						69,343

		Individuals		82,517						82,498

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Figure 2 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the 33% Latino population. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2012, and 2008, Congressional District, vote propensity strata, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 3d

		SOM Table 3d: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		Majority (50%) Latino Population

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.029***		0.000		0.003		0.028***		0.000		0.002

		English * Latino pop.>50%		0.004		0.526		0.006		0.004		0.416		0.005

		Bilingual Treatment		0.019***		0.000		0.003		0.018***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>50%		0.012*		0.022		0.006		0.012*		0.021		0.005

		Latino pop.>50%		0.016+++		0.000		0.002		0.000		0.832		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.013+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.003		0.216		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.126+++		0.000		0.002		-0.019+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=50% Latino		0.032***		0.000		0.005		0.032***		0.000		0.005

		CATE: Bilingual if >=50% Latino		0.031***		0.000		0.005		0.030***		0.000		0.005

		Diff. between treatments if <50% Latino 		0.010***		0.000		0.003		0.010***		0.000		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=50% Latino 		0.001		0.845		0.007		0.002		0.689		0.006

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.009		0.228		0.007		0.007		0.253		0.007

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 50% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=50% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Results using 50% threshold are substantively identical to the 33% threshold. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 3e

		SOM Table 3e: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		67% Latino Population

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment 		0.027***		0.000		0.002		0.027***		0.000		0.002

		English * Hisp. pop.>67%		0.018* 		0.017		0.008		0.016*		0.017		0.007

		Bilingual Treatment 		0.019***		0.000		0.002		0.019***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Hisp. pop.>67%		0.024**		0.002		0.008		0.022***		0.001		0.007

		Hispanic pop.>67% 		0.008++ 		0.008		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.004+ 		0.094		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.129+++		0.000		0.002		-0.017+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=67% Latino		0.045***		0.000		0.007		0.044***		0.000		0.007

		CATE: Bilingual if >=67% Latino		0.043***		0.000		0.008		0.040***		0.000		0.007

		Diff. between treatments if <67% Latino 		0.009**		0.001		0.003		0.009***		0.000		0.002

		Diff. between treatments if >=67% Latino 		0.002		0.791		0.010		0.003		0.685		0.009

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.006		0.518		0.010		0.005		0.519		0.009

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 50% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=67% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Results using 67% threshold are substantively identical to the 33% and 50% thresholds. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected. 





Table 3f

		SOM Table 3f: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		75% Latino Population

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment 		0.027***		0.000		0.003		0.027***		0.000		0.002

		English * Hisp. pop.>75%		0.030**		0.002		0.010		0.028***		0.001		0.009

		Bilingual Treatment 		0.019***		0.000		0.002		0.019***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Hisp. pop.>75%		0.035***		0.000		0.010		0.031***		0.001		0.009

		Hispanic pop.>75% 		0.008+ 		0.040		0.004		-0.021+++		0.001		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.004+ 		0.106		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.129+++		0.000		0.002		-0.017+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=75% Latino		0.057***		0.000		0.010		0.055***		0.000		0.009

		CATE: Bilingual if >=75% Latino		0.054***		0.000		0.010		0.050***		0.000		0.009

		Diff. between treatments if <75% Latino 		0.008**		0.001		0.003		0.008***		0.000		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=75% Latino 		0.004		0.770		0.013		0.005		0.607		0.011

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.005		0.691		0.013		0.003		0.798		0.012

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 75% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=50% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Results using 75% threshold are substantively identical to the 33%, 50% and 67% thresholds. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 4a

		SOM Table 4a: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Catalist Nation of Origin Code 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.033***		0.000		0.004		0.033***		0.000		0.004

		English * Mexican American		-0.007		0.122		0.006		-0.008		0.111		0.005

		English * Puerto Rican		-0.003		0.573		0.006		-0.004		0.478		0.005

		Bilingual Treatment		0.029***		0.000		0.004		0.028***		0.000		0.004

		Bilingual * Mexican American		-0.017**		0.001		0.006		-0.016***		0.001		0.005

		Bilingual * Puerto Rican		-0.006		0.249		0.006		-0.005		0.308		0.005

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.023+++		0.000		0.002		-0.007+++		0.001		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.002		-0.001		0.708		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.128+++		0.000		0.002		-0.022+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if Mexican American		0.025***		0.000		0.004		0.025***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if Mexican American		0.012***		0.000		0.004		0.011***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if Puerto Rican		0.030***		0.000		0.004		0.029***		0.000		0.003

		CATE: Bilingual if Puerto Rican		0.023***		0.000		0.004		0.023***		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Other Latino 		0.004		0.391		0.005		0.005		0.285		0.005

		Diff. between treatments if Mexican American 		0.014***		0.000		0.005		0.014***		0.000		0.005

		Diff. between treatments if Puerto Rican 		0.007		0.121		0.005		0.007		0.134		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference Mexican American vs Other		-0.009		0.118		0.007		-0.009		0.146		0.007

		Heterogeneity of difference Puerto Rican vs Other		-0.003		0.642		0.007		-0.002		0.804		0.007

		Heterogeneity of difference Mexican American vs Puerto Rican		-0.006		0.327		.007		-0.007		0.273		0.007

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). SOM Figure 1 reports a model without covariates because re-randomization procedure was blocked using Catalist codes prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 4b

		SOM Table 4b: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout

		by Catalist Nation of Origin Code 

		Virginia 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.022***		0.000		0.004

		English * Mexican American		-0.007		0.323		0.007		-0.007		0.244		0.006

		Bilingual Treatment		0.018***		0.000		0.004		0.020***		0.000		0.004

		Bilingual * Mexican American		-0.009		0.198		0.007		-0.011* 		0.049		0.006

		Catalist: Mexican American		0.010+ 		0.026		0.004		0.009+ 		0.022		0.004

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.111+++		0.000		0.009		-0.008		0.083		0.004

		CATE: English if Mexican American		0.016**		0.001		0.005		0.015***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if Mexican American		0.009*		0.042		0.005		0.008*		0.063		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Other Latino 		0.005		0.256		0.004		0.002		0.572		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Mexican American 		0.007		0.171		0.005		0.007		0.128		0.004

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		-0.002		0.774		0.007		-0.004		0.405		0.006

		Households		56,605						56,605

		Individuals 		72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). SOM Figure 1 reports a model without covariates because re-randomization procedure was blocked using Catalist codes prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 4c

		SOM Table 4c: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout

		by Catalist Nation of Origin Code 

		North Carolina 2016 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.017**		0.006		0.009		0.014*		0.021		0.009

		English * Mexican American		-0.009		0.166		0.012		-0.006		0.198		0.012

		Bilingual Treatment		0.001		0.887		0.009		-0.001		0.873		0.009

		Bilingual * Mexican American		0.010		0.217		0.012		0.011*		0.042		0.012

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.048+++		0.001		0.011		-0.030		0.053		0.010

		VBM Program by Partner Org.		0.105+++		0.000		0.005		-0.010		0.14		0.006

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.514+++		0.000		0.009		-3.720+++		0.000		0.891

		CATE: English if Mexican American		0.009		0.331		0.008		0.008		0.306		0.008

		CATE: Bilingual if Mexican American		0.011***		0.000		0.008		0.010		0.212		0.008

		Diff. between treatments if Other Latino 		0.016***		0.000		0.006		0.015***		0.000		0.006

		Diff. between treatments if Mexican American 		-0.002		0.724		0.005		-0.002		0.729		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.018***		0.000		0.008		0.017***		0.000		0.007

		Households		69,356						69,356

		Individuals 		82,517						82,517

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). SOM Figure 1 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the Catalist nation of origin code categories. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2012, and 2008, Congressional District, vote propensity strata, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 5a

		SOM Table 3a: Downstream Average Treatment Effects from New Jersey 2015 Experiment

		Turnout in 2016 Primary & General Elections

				Primary Election 2016												General Election 2016

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates						No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.007*		0.016		0.003		0.006*		0.023		0.003		0.009***		0.000		0.003		0.007*		0.020		0.003

		Bilingual Treatment		0.006*		0.020		0.003		0.006*		0.025		0.003		0.003		0.350		0.003		0.003		0.364		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.025+++		0.000		0.004		-0.011+++		0.000		0.003		-0.017+++		0.000		0.003		-0.008++		0.005		0.003

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.028+++		0.000		0.005		-0.015+++		0.000		0.003		-0.037+++		0.000		0.003		-0.034+++		0.000		0.003

		Covariates		    N						    Y						    N						    Y

		Constant		0.235+++		0.000		0.002		0.069+++		0.000		0.005		0.701+++		0.000		0.002		0.489+++		0.000		0.005

		Diff. between treatments 		0.001		0.848		0.004		0.000		0.942		0.003		0.006		0.123		0.004		0.004		0.274		0.004

		Individuals		179,395						179,395						179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 2 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 5b

		SOM Table 5b: Downstream Average Treatment Effects from Virginia 2015 Experiment

		Turnout in 2016 Primary & General Elections

				Primary Election 2016												General Election 2016

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates						No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.002		0.524		0.004		0.002		0.665		0.004		0.000		0.983		0.005		-0.001		0.889		0.004

		Bilingual Treatment		-0.006		0.102		0.004		-0.006		0.121		0.004		0.003		0.512		0.005		0.002		0.573		0.004

		Covariates		    N						    Y						    N						    Y

		Constant		0.240+++		0.000		0.003		0.130+++		0.000		0.005		0.672+++		0.000		0.003		0.397+++		0.000		0.006

		Diff. between treatments 		0.009*		0.024		0.004		0.007*		0.047		0.004		-0.003		0.509		0.004		-0.003		0.464		0.004

		Households		56605						56605						56605						56605

		Individuals		72,018						72,018						72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 3 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.







Table 7

		SOM Table 7: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Single- vs. Multi-target Household 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.030***		0.000		0.003		0.032***		0.000		0.002

		English * Multi-target HH		-0.003		0.462		0.005		-0.010*		0.019		0.005

		Bilingual Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.003		0.020***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Multi-target HH		0.000		0.991		0.005		0.003		0.473		0.005

		Multi-target HH		-0.013+++		0.000		0.002		-0.007++		0.001		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.030+++		0.000		0.003		-0.014+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.021+++		0.000		0.003		-0.003		0.222		0.002

		Dummies for HH Size		    Y						    Y

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.136+++		0.000		0.002		-0.016+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if Multi-target HH		0.027***		0.000		0.004		0.022***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if Multi-target HH		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.023***		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Single-target HH 		0.009**		0.002		0.004		0.012***		0.000		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if Multi-target HH 		0.005		0.310		0.005		-0.001		0.779		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.003		0.565		0.007		0.013*		0.018		0.006

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes:  P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). The one percentage point decline in the English treatment is the only statistically significant heterogeneity in treatment effects. All models included dummy variables indicating the household contained three targets, four targets, or five or more targets, with two target households as the omitted category. Covariates are age, gender, and voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 8

		SOM Table 8: Direct & Spillover Average Treatment Effects in New Jersey 2015 Experiment

		Turnout in 2015 General Election

				Direct Effect												Spillover Effect

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates						No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.027***		0.000		0.004		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.013***		0.001		0.004		0.008* 		0.011		0.003

		Bilingual Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.023***		0.000		0.004		0.010** 		0.009		0.004		0.010** 		0.002		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.032+++		0.000		0.005		-0.017+++		0.001		0.004		-0.024+++		0.000		0.003		-0.012+++		0.000		0.003

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.027+++		0.000		0.005		-0.009+ 		0.043		0.004		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.007+ 		0.024		0.003

		Dummies for HH Size		    Y						    Y						    Y						    Y

		Covariates		    N						    Y						    N						    Y

		Constant		0.126+++		0.000		0.003		0.000		0.988		0.007		0.119+++		0.000		0.003		0.019+++		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments		0.005		0.311		0.005		-0.001		0.889		0.005		0.003		0.539		0.005		-0.001		0.773		0.004

		Households														49,095						49,095

		Individuals		49,095						49,095						66,205						66,205

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 4 reports model with covariates for direct effects and spillover effects because re-randomization procedure did not account for the non-targeted records in the spillover population. All models included dummy variables indicating the household contained three targets, four targets, or five or more targets, with two target households as the omitted category. Covariates are age, gender, and voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008. Results show negligible change between models as expected. 
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Table 2a

		SOM Table 2a: Average Treatment Effect on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.030***		0.000		0.002		0.029***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.002		0.021***		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.031+++		0.000		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.022+++		0.000		0.003		-0.004		0.118		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.132+++		0.000		0.002		-0.018+++		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments		0.008**		0.001		0.003		0.008***		0.000		0.003

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 1 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Model with covariates from re-randomization shows negligible difference in ATE as expected. 











Table 2b

		SOM Table 2b: Average Treatment Effect on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		Virginia 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.019***		0.000		0.003		0.019***		0.000		0.003

		Bilingual Treatment		0.014***		0.000		0.003		0.015***		0.000		0.003

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.115+++		0.000		0.002		-0.004		0.346		0.004

		Diff. between treatments		0.005		0.080		0.003		0.004		0.159		0.003

		Households		56,605						56,605

		Individuals		72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 1 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Model with covariates from re-randomization randomization shows negligible difference in ATE as expected.











Table 2c

		SOM Table 2c: Average Treatment Effect on 2016 General Election Turnout 

		North Carolina Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.012*		0.050		0.006		0.006		0.290		0.007

		Bilingual Treatment		0.007		0.240		0.006		0.001		0.822		0.007

		VBM Program by Partner Org.		0.099+++		0.000		0.005		0.008		0.155		0.006

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.487+++		0.000		0.006		-4.441+++		0.000		0.739

		Diff. between treatments 		0.005		0.184		0.004		0.005		0.196		0.004

		Households		69,356						69,343

		Individuals		82,517						82,498

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 1 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, year of voter registration, voting in the general elections in 2012 and 2008, Congressional District, vote propensity strata, and residing in a multi-target household. Model with covariates from re-randomization shows negligible difference in ATE as expected.













Table 3a

		SOM Table 3a: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.028***		0.000		0.003		0.028***		0.000		0.003

		English * Latino. pop.>33%		0.004		0.359		0.005		0.004		0.298		0.004

		Bilingual Treatment		0.018***		0.000		0.003		0.018***		0.000		0.003

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>33%		0.009*		0.005		0.005		0.010*		0.025		0.004

		Latino pop.>33%		0.015+++		0.000		0.002		0.006+		0.019		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.010+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.020+++		0.000		0.003		-0.002		0.226		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.125+++		0.000		0.002		-0.020+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=33% Latino		0.032***		0.000		0.004		0.032***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if >=33% Latino		0.028***		0.000		0.004		0.027***		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if <33% Latino 		0.010**		0.002		0.004		0.010**		0.001		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=33% Latino 		0.005		0.335		0.005		0.005		0.324		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.005		0.420		0.006		0.005		0.338		0.006

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Figure 2 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the 33% Latino population. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 3b

		SOM Table 3b: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		Virginia 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.019***		0.000		0.003		0.018***		0.000		0.003

		English * Latino. pop.>33%		0.011		0.434		0.015		0.010		.453		0.013

		Bilingual Treatment		0.014***		0.000		0.003		0.015***		0.000		0.003

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>33%		-0.008		0.623		0.015		-0.008		.554		0.013

		Latino pop.>33%		0.008		0.424		0.010		0.021+		0.013		0.008

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.115+++		0.000		0.002		-0.005		0.188		0.004

		CATE: English if >=33% Latino		0.030*		0.046		0.014		0.028*		.033		0.012

		CATE: Bilingual if >=33% Latino		0.007		0.665		0.014		0.008		.538		0.012

		Diff. between treatments if <33% Latino 		0.004		0.161		0.003		0.003		0.283		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=33% Latino		0.024		0.117		0.015		0.020		0.114		0.013

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		-0.019		0.205		0.015		-0.017		0.184		0.014

		Households		56,605						56,605

		Individuals		72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Figure 2 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the 33% Latino population. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.







Table 3c

		SOM Table 3c: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2016 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		North Carolina 2016 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.012		0.064		0.006		0.010		0.106		0.006

		English * Latino. pop.>33%		0.024		0.618		0.046		0.029		0.535		0.045

		Bilingual Treatment		0.006		0.311		0.006		0.005		0.447		0.006

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>33%		0.038		0.408		0.046		0.038		0.390		0.045

		Latino pop.>33%		-0.041		0.415		0.041		-0.051		0.406		0.042

		VBM Program by Partner Org.		0.098+++		0.000		0.005		-0.010		0.093		0.006

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.488+++		0.000		0.006		-4.455+++		0.000		0.889

		CATE: English if >=33% Latino		0.036		0.438		0.046		0.039		0.380		0.045

		CATE: Bilingual if >=33% Latino		0.044		0.327		0.045		0.043		0.336		0.044

		Diff. between treatments if <33% Latino 		0.005		0.167		0.004		0.005		0.167		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if >=33% Latino 		-0.008		0.780		0.028		-0.003		0.880		0.026

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.013		0.628		0.028		0.009		0.726		0.266

		Households		69,356						69,343

		Individuals		82,517						82,498

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Figure 2 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the 33% Latino population. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2012, and 2008, Congressional District, vote propensity strata, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 3d

		SOM Table 3d: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		Majority (50%) Latino Population

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.029***		0.000		0.003		0.028***		0.000		0.002

		English * Latino pop.>50%		0.004		0.526		0.006		0.004		0.416		0.005

		Bilingual Treatment		0.019***		0.000		0.003		0.018***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>50%		0.012*		0.022		0.006		0.012*		0.021		0.005

		Latino pop.>50%		0.016+++		0.000		0.002		0.000		0.832		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.013+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.003		0.216		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.126+++		0.000		0.002		-0.019+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=50% Latino		0.032***		0.000		0.005		0.032***		0.000		0.005

		CATE: Bilingual if >=50% Latino		0.031***		0.000		0.005		0.030***		0.000		0.005

		Diff. between treatments if <50% Latino 		0.010***		0.000		0.003		0.010***		0.000		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=50% Latino 		0.001		0.845		0.007		0.002		0.689		0.006

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.009		0.228		0.007		0.007		0.253		0.007

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 50% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=50% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Results using 50% threshold are substantively identical to the 33% threshold. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 3e

		SOM Table 3e: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		67% Latino Population

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment 		0.027***		0.000		0.002		0.027***		0.000		0.002

		English * Hisp. pop.>67%		0.018* 		0.017		0.008		0.016*		0.017		0.007

		Bilingual Treatment 		0.019***		0.000		0.002		0.019***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Hisp. pop.>67%		0.024**		0.002		0.008		0.022***		0.001		0.007

		Hispanic pop.>67% 		0.008++ 		0.008		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.004+ 		0.094		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.129+++		0.000		0.002		-0.017+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=67% Latino		0.045***		0.000		0.007		0.044***		0.000		0.007

		CATE: Bilingual if >=67% Latino		0.043***		0.000		0.008		0.040***		0.000		0.007

		Diff. between treatments if <67% Latino 		0.009**		0.001		0.003		0.009***		0.000		0.002

		Diff. between treatments if >=67% Latino 		0.002		0.791		0.010		0.003		0.685		0.009

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.006		0.518		0.010		0.005		0.519		0.009

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 50% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=67% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Results using 67% threshold are substantively identical to the 33% and 50% thresholds. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected. 





Table 3f

		SOM Table 3f: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		75% Latino Population

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment 		0.027***		0.000		0.003		0.027***		0.000		0.002

		English * Hisp. pop.>75%		0.030**		0.002		0.010		0.028***		0.001		0.009

		Bilingual Treatment 		0.019***		0.000		0.002		0.019***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Hisp. pop.>75%		0.035***		0.000		0.010		0.031***		0.001		0.009

		Hispanic pop.>75% 		0.008+ 		0.040		0.004		-0.021+++		0.001		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.004+ 		0.106		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.129+++		0.000		0.002		-0.017+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=75% Latino		0.057***		0.000		0.010		0.055***		0.000		0.009

		CATE: Bilingual if >=75% Latino		0.054***		0.000		0.010		0.050***		0.000		0.009

		Diff. between treatments if <75% Latino 		0.008**		0.001		0.003		0.008***		0.000		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=75% Latino 		0.004		0.770		0.013		0.005		0.607		0.011

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.005		0.691		0.013		0.003		0.798		0.012

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 75% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=50% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Results using 75% threshold are substantively identical to the 33%, 50% and 67% thresholds. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 4a

		SOM Table 4a: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Catalist Nation of Origin Code 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.033***		0.000		0.004		0.033***		0.000		0.004

		English * Mexican American		-0.007		0.122		0.006		-0.008		0.111		0.005

		English * Puerto Rican		-0.003		0.573		0.006		-0.004		0.478		0.005

		Bilingual Treatment		0.029***		0.000		0.004		0.028***		0.000		0.004

		Bilingual * Mexican American		-0.017**		0.001		0.006		-0.016***		0.001		0.005

		Bilingual * Puerto Rican		-0.006		0.249		0.006		-0.005		0.308		0.005

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.023+++		0.000		0.002		-0.007+++		0.001		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.002		-0.001		0.708		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.128+++		0.000		0.002		-0.022+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if Mexican American		0.025***		0.000		0.004		0.025***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if Mexican American		0.012***		0.000		0.004		0.011***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if Puerto Rican		0.030***		0.000		0.004		0.029***		0.000		0.003

		CATE: Bilingual if Puerto Rican		0.023***		0.000		0.004		0.023***		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Other Latino 		0.004		0.391		0.005		0.005		0.285		0.005

		Diff. between treatments if Mexican American 		0.014***		0.000		0.005		0.014***		0.000		0.005

		Diff. between treatments if Puerto Rican 		0.007		0.121		0.005		0.007		0.134		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference Mexican American vs Other		-0.009		0.118		0.007		-0.009		0.146		0.007

		Heterogeneity of difference Puerto Rican vs Other		-0.003		0.642		0.007		-0.002		0.804		0.007

		Heterogeneity of difference Mexican American vs Puerto Rican		-0.006		0.327		.007		-0.007		0.273		0.007

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). SOM Figure 1 reports a model without covariates because re-randomization procedure was blocked using Catalist codes prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 4b

		SOM Table 4b: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout

		by Catalist Nation of Origin Code 

		Virginia 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.022***		0.000		0.004

		English * Mexican American		-0.007		0.323		0.007		-0.007		0.244		0.006

		Bilingual Treatment		0.018***		0.000		0.004		0.020***		0.000		0.004

		Bilingual * Mexican American		-0.009		0.198		0.007		-0.011* 		0.049		0.006

		Catalist: Mexican American		0.010+ 		0.026		0.004		0.009+ 		0.022		0.004

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.111+++		0.000		0.009		-0.008		0.083		0.004

		CATE: English if Mexican American		0.016**		0.001		0.005		0.015***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if Mexican American		0.009*		0.042		0.005		0.008*		0.063		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Other Latino 		0.005		0.256		0.004		0.002		0.572		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Mexican American 		0.007		0.171		0.005		0.007		0.128		0.004

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		-0.002		0.774		0.007		-0.004		0.405		0.006

		Households		56,605						56,605

		Individuals 		72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). SOM Figure 1 reports a model without covariates because re-randomization procedure was blocked using Catalist codes prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 4c

		SOM Table 4c: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout

		by Catalist Nation of Origin Code 

		North Carolina 2016 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.017**		0.006		0.009		0.014*		0.021		0.009

		English * Mexican American		-0.009		0.166		0.012		-0.006		0.198		0.012

		Bilingual Treatment		0.001		0.887		0.009		-0.001		0.873		0.009

		Bilingual * Mexican American		0.010		0.217		0.012		0.011*		0.042		0.012

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.048+++		0.001		0.011		-0.030		0.053		0.010

		VBM Program by Partner Org.		0.105+++		0.000		0.005		-0.010		0.14		0.006

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.514+++		0.000		0.009		-3.720+++		0.000		0.891

		CATE: English if Mexican American		0.009		0.331		0.008		0.008		0.306		0.008

		CATE: Bilingual if Mexican American		0.011***		0.000		0.008		0.010		0.212		0.008

		Diff. between treatments if Other Latino 		0.016***		0.000		0.006		0.015***		0.000		0.006

		Diff. between treatments if Mexican American 		-0.002		0.724		0.005		-0.002		0.729		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.018***		0.000		0.008		0.017***		0.000		0.007

		Households		69,356						69,356

		Individuals 		82,517						82,517

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). SOM Figure 1 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the Catalist nation of origin code categories. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2012, and 2008, Congressional District, vote propensity strata, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 5a

		SOM Table 5a: Downstream Average Treatment Effects from New Jersey 2015 Experiment

		Turnout in 2016 Primary & General Elections

				Primary Election 2016												General Election 2016

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates						No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.007*		0.016		0.003		0.006*		0.023		0.003		0.009***		0.000		0.003		0.007*		0.020		0.003

		Bilingual Treatment		0.006*		0.020		0.003		0.006*		0.025		0.003		0.003		0.350		0.003		0.003		0.364		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.025+++		0.000		0.004		-0.011+++		0.000		0.003		-0.017+++		0.000		0.003		-0.008++		0.005		0.003

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.028+++		0.000		0.005		-0.015+++		0.000		0.003		-0.037+++		0.000		0.003		-0.034+++		0.000		0.003

		Covariates		    N						    Y						    N						    Y

		Constant		0.235+++		0.000		0.002		0.069+++		0.000		0.005		0.701+++		0.000		0.002		0.489+++		0.000		0.005

		Diff. between treatments 		0.001		0.848		0.004		0.000		0.942		0.003		0.006		0.123		0.004		0.004		0.274		0.004

		Individuals		179,395						179,395						179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 3 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 5b

		SOM Table 3b: Downstream Average Treatment Effects from Virginia 2015 Experiment

		Turnout in 2016 Primary & General Elections

				Primary Election 2016												General Election 2016

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates						No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.002		0.524		0.004		0.002		0.665		0.004		0.000		0.983		0.005		-0.001		0.889		0.004

		Bilingual Treatment		-0.006		0.102		0.004		-0.006		0.121		0.004		0.003		0.512		0.005		0.002		0.573		0.004

		Covariates		    N						    Y						    N						    Y

		Constant		0.240+++		0.000		0.003		0.130+++		0.000		0.005		0.672+++		0.000		0.003		0.397+++		0.000		0.006

		Diff. between treatments 		0.009*		0.024		0.004		0.007*		0.047		0.004		-0.003		0.509		0.004		-0.003		0.464		0.004

		Households		56605						56605						56605						56605

		Individuals		72,018						72,018						72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 2 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.







Table 7

		SOM Table 7: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Single- vs. Multi-target Household 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.030***		0.000		0.003		0.032***		0.000		0.002

		English * Multi-target HH		-0.003		0.462		0.005		-0.010*		0.019		0.005

		Bilingual Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.003		0.020***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Multi-target HH		0.000		0.991		0.005		0.003		0.473		0.005

		Multi-target HH		-0.013+++		0.000		0.002		-0.007++		0.001		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.030+++		0.000		0.003		-0.014+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.021+++		0.000		0.003		-0.003		0.222		0.002

		Dummies for HH Size		    Y						    Y

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.136+++		0.000		0.002		-0.016+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if Multi-target HH		0.027***		0.000		0.004		0.022***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if Multi-target HH		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.023***		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Single-target HH 		0.009**		0.002		0.004		0.012***		0.000		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if Multi-target HH 		0.005		0.310		0.005		-0.001		0.779		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.003		0.565		0.007		0.013*		0.018		0.006

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes:  P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). The one percentage point decline in the English treatment is the only statistically significant heterogeneity in treatment effects. All models included dummy variables indicating the household contained three targets, four targets, or five or more targets, with two target households as the omitted category. Covariates are age, gender, and voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 8

		SOM Table 8: Direct & Spillover Average Treatment Effects in New Jersey 2015 Experiment

		Turnout in 2015 General Election

				Direct Effect												Spillover Effect

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates						No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.027***		0.000		0.004		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.013***		0.001		0.004		0.008* 		0.011		0.003

		Bilingual Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.023***		0.000		0.004		0.010** 		0.009		0.004		0.010** 		0.002		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.032+++		0.000		0.005		-0.017+++		0.001		0.004		-0.024+++		0.000		0.003		-0.012+++		0.000		0.003

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.027+++		0.000		0.005		-0.009+ 		0.043		0.004		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.007+ 		0.024		0.003

		Dummies for HH Size		    Y						    Y						    Y						    Y

		Covariates		    N						    Y						    N						    Y

		Constant		0.126+++		0.000		0.003		0.000		0.988		0.007		0.119+++		0.000		0.003		0.019+++		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments		0.005		0.311		0.005		-0.001		0.889		0.005		0.003		0.539		0.005		-0.001		0.773		0.004

		Households														49,095						49,095

		Individuals		49,095						49,095						66,205						66,205

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 4 reports model with covariates for direct effects and spillover effects because re-randomization procedure did not account for the non-targeted records in the spillover population. All models included dummy variables indicating the household contained three targets, four targets, or five or more targets, with two target households as the omitted category. Covariates are age, gender, and voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008. Results show negligible change between models as expected. 
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randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies
based on observed outcomes (" p<0.05, " p<0.01, " p<0.001). The one percentage point decline
in the English treatment is the only statistically significant heterogeneity in treatment effects. All
models included dummy variables indicating the household contained three targets, four targets, or
five or more targets, with two target households as the omitted category. Covariates are age,
gender, and voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008. Results show
negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.
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Table 2a

		SOM Table 2a: Average Treatment Effect on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.030***		0.000		0.002		0.029***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.002		0.021***		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.031+++		0.000		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.022+++		0.000		0.003		-0.004		0.118		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.132+++		0.000		0.002		-0.018+++		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments		0.008**		0.001		0.003		0.008***		0.000		0.003

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 1 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Model with covariates from re-randomization shows negligible difference in ATE as expected. 











Table 2b

		SOM Table 2b: Average Treatment Effect on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		Virginia 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.019***		0.000		0.003		0.019***		0.000		0.003

		Bilingual Treatment		0.014***		0.000		0.003		0.015***		0.000		0.003

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.115+++		0.000		0.002		-0.004		0.346		0.004

		Diff. between treatments		0.005		0.080		0.003		0.004		0.159		0.003

		Households		56,605						56,605

		Individuals		72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 1 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Model with covariates from re-randomization randomization shows negligible difference in ATE as expected.











Table 2c

		SOM Table 2c: Average Treatment Effect on 2016 General Election Turnout 

		North Carolina Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.012*		0.050		0.006		0.006		0.290		0.007

		Bilingual Treatment		0.007		0.240		0.006		0.001		0.822		0.007

		VBM Program by Partner Org.		0.099+++		0.000		0.005		0.008		0.155		0.006

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.487+++		0.000		0.006		-4.441+++		0.000		0.739

		Diff. between treatments 		0.005		0.184		0.004		0.005		0.196		0.004

		Households		69,356						69,343

		Individuals		82,517						82,498

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 1 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, year of voter registration, voting in the general elections in 2012 and 2008, Congressional District, vote propensity strata, and residing in a multi-target household. Model with covariates from re-randomization shows negligible difference in ATE as expected.













Table 3a

		SOM Table 3a: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.028***		0.000		0.003		0.028***		0.000		0.003

		English * Latino. pop.>33%		0.004		0.359		0.005		0.004		0.298		0.004

		Bilingual Treatment		0.018***		0.000		0.003		0.018***		0.000		0.003

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>33%		0.009*		0.005		0.005		0.010*		0.025		0.004

		Latino pop.>33%		0.015+++		0.000		0.002		0.006+		0.019		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.010+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.020+++		0.000		0.003		-0.002		0.226		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.125+++		0.000		0.002		-0.020+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=33% Latino		0.032***		0.000		0.004		0.032***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if >=33% Latino		0.028***		0.000		0.004		0.027***		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if <33% Latino 		0.010**		0.002		0.004		0.010**		0.001		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=33% Latino 		0.005		0.335		0.005		0.005		0.324		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.005		0.420		0.006		0.005		0.338		0.006

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Figure 2 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the 33% Latino population. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 3b

		SOM Table 3b: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		Virginia 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.019***		0.000		0.003		0.018***		0.000		0.003

		English * Latino. pop.>33%		0.011		0.434		0.015		0.010		.453		0.013

		Bilingual Treatment		0.014***		0.000		0.003		0.015***		0.000		0.003

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>33%		-0.008		0.623		0.015		-0.008		.554		0.013

		Latino pop.>33%		0.008		0.424		0.010		0.021+		0.013		0.008

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.115+++		0.000		0.002		-0.005		0.188		0.004

		CATE: English if >=33% Latino		0.030*		0.046		0.014		0.028*		.033		0.012

		CATE: Bilingual if >=33% Latino		0.007		0.665		0.014		0.008		.538		0.012

		Diff. between treatments if <33% Latino 		0.004		0.161		0.003		0.003		0.283		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=33% Latino		0.024		0.117		0.015		0.020		0.114		0.013

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		-0.019		0.205		0.015		-0.017		0.184		0.014

		Households		56,605						56,605

		Individuals		72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Figure 2 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the 33% Latino population. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.







Table 3c

		SOM Table 3c: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2016 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		North Carolina 2016 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.012		0.064		0.006		0.010		0.106		0.006

		English * Latino. pop.>33%		0.024		0.618		0.046		0.029		0.535		0.045

		Bilingual Treatment		0.006		0.311		0.006		0.005		0.447		0.006

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>33%		0.038		0.408		0.046		0.038		0.390		0.045

		Latino pop.>33%		-0.041		0.415		0.041		-0.051		0.406		0.042

		VBM Program by Partner Org.		0.098+++		0.000		0.005		-0.010		0.093		0.006

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.488+++		0.000		0.006		-4.455+++		0.000		0.889

		CATE: English if >=33% Latino		0.036		0.438		0.046		0.039		0.380		0.045

		CATE: Bilingual if >=33% Latino		0.044		0.327		0.045		0.043		0.336		0.044

		Diff. between treatments if <33% Latino 		0.005		0.167		0.004		0.005		0.167		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if >=33% Latino 		-0.008		0.780		0.028		-0.003		0.880		0.026

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.013		0.628		0.028		0.009		0.726		0.266

		Households		69,356						69,343

		Individuals		82,517						82,498

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Figure 2 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the 33% Latino population. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2012, and 2008, Congressional District, vote propensity strata, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 3d

		SOM Table 3d: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		Majority (50%) Latino Population

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.029***		0.000		0.003		0.028***		0.000		0.002

		English * Latino pop.>50%		0.004		0.526		0.006		0.004		0.416		0.005

		Bilingual Treatment		0.019***		0.000		0.003		0.018***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>50%		0.012*		0.022		0.006		0.012*		0.021		0.005

		Latino pop.>50%		0.016+++		0.000		0.002		0.000		0.832		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.013+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.003		0.216		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.126+++		0.000		0.002		-0.019+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=50% Latino		0.032***		0.000		0.005		0.032***		0.000		0.005

		CATE: Bilingual if >=50% Latino		0.031***		0.000		0.005		0.030***		0.000		0.005

		Diff. between treatments if <50% Latino 		0.010***		0.000		0.003		0.010***		0.000		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=50% Latino 		0.001		0.845		0.007		0.002		0.689		0.006

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.009		0.228		0.007		0.007		0.253		0.007

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 50% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=50% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Results using 50% threshold are substantively identical to the 33% threshold. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 3e

		SOM Table 3e: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		67% Latino Population

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment 		0.027***		0.000		0.002		0.027***		0.000		0.002

		English * Hisp. pop.>67%		0.018* 		0.017		0.008		0.016*		0.017		0.007

		Bilingual Treatment 		0.019***		0.000		0.002		0.019***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Hisp. pop.>67%		0.024**		0.002		0.008		0.022***		0.001		0.007

		Hispanic pop.>67% 		0.008++ 		0.008		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.004+ 		0.094		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.129+++		0.000		0.002		-0.017+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=67% Latino		0.045***		0.000		0.007		0.044***		0.000		0.007

		CATE: Bilingual if >=67% Latino		0.043***		0.000		0.008		0.040***		0.000		0.007

		Diff. between treatments if <67% Latino 		0.009**		0.001		0.003		0.009***		0.000		0.002

		Diff. between treatments if >=67% Latino 		0.002		0.791		0.010		0.003		0.685		0.009

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.006		0.518		0.010		0.005		0.519		0.009

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 50% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=67% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Results using 67% threshold are substantively identical to the 33% and 50% thresholds. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected. 





Table 3f

		SOM Table 3f: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		75% Latino Population

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment 		0.027***		0.000		0.003		0.027***		0.000		0.002

		English * Hisp. pop.>75%		0.030**		0.002		0.010		0.028***		0.001		0.009

		Bilingual Treatment 		0.019***		0.000		0.002		0.019***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Hisp. pop.>75%		0.035***		0.000		0.010		0.031***		0.001		0.009

		Hispanic pop.>75% 		0.008+ 		0.040		0.004		-0.021+++		0.001		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.004+ 		0.106		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.129+++		0.000		0.002		-0.017+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=75% Latino		0.057***		0.000		0.010		0.055***		0.000		0.009

		CATE: Bilingual if >=75% Latino		0.054***		0.000		0.010		0.050***		0.000		0.009

		Diff. between treatments if <75% Latino 		0.008**		0.001		0.003		0.008***		0.000		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=75% Latino 		0.004		0.770		0.013		0.005		0.607		0.011

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.005		0.691		0.013		0.003		0.798		0.012

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 75% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=50% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Results using 75% threshold are substantively identical to the 33%, 50% and 67% thresholds. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 4a

		SOM Table 4a: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Catalist Nation of Origin Code 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.033***		0.000		0.004		0.033***		0.000		0.004

		English * Mexican American		-0.007		0.122		0.006		-0.008		0.111		0.005

		English * Puerto Rican		-0.003		0.573		0.006		-0.004		0.478		0.005

		Bilingual Treatment		0.029***		0.000		0.004		0.028***		0.000		0.004

		Bilingual * Mexican American		-0.017**		0.001		0.006		-0.016***		0.001		0.005

		Bilingual * Puerto Rican		-0.006		0.249		0.006		-0.005		0.308		0.005

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.023+++		0.000		0.002		-0.007+++		0.001		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.002		-0.001		0.708		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.128+++		0.000		0.002		-0.022+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if Mexican American		0.025***		0.000		0.004		0.025***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if Mexican American		0.012***		0.000		0.004		0.011***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if Puerto Rican		0.030***		0.000		0.004		0.029***		0.000		0.003

		CATE: Bilingual if Puerto Rican		0.023***		0.000		0.004		0.023***		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Other Latino 		0.004		0.391		0.005		0.005		0.285		0.005

		Diff. between treatments if Mexican American 		0.014***		0.000		0.005		0.014***		0.000		0.005

		Diff. between treatments if Puerto Rican 		0.007		0.121		0.005		0.007		0.134		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference Mexican American vs Other		-0.009		0.118		0.007		-0.009		0.146		0.007

		Heterogeneity of difference Puerto Rican vs Other		-0.003		0.642		0.007		-0.002		0.804		0.007

		Heterogeneity of difference Mexican American vs Puerto Rican		-0.006		0.327		.007		-0.007		0.273		0.007

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). SOM Figure 1 reports a model without covariates because re-randomization procedure was blocked using Catalist codes prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 4b

		SOM Table 4b: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout

		by Catalist Nation of Origin Code 

		Virginia 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.022***		0.000		0.004

		English * Mexican American		-0.007		0.323		0.007		-0.007		0.244		0.006

		Bilingual Treatment		0.018***		0.000		0.004		0.020***		0.000		0.004

		Bilingual * Mexican American		-0.009		0.198		0.007		-0.011* 		0.049		0.006

		Catalist: Mexican American		0.010+ 		0.026		0.004		0.009+ 		0.022		0.004

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.111+++		0.000		0.009		-0.008		0.083		0.004

		CATE: English if Mexican American		0.016**		0.001		0.005		0.015***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if Mexican American		0.009*		0.042		0.005		0.008*		0.063		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Other Latino 		0.005		0.256		0.004		0.002		0.572		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Mexican American 		0.007		0.171		0.005		0.007		0.128		0.004

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		-0.002		0.774		0.007		-0.004		0.405		0.006

		Households		56,605						56,605

		Individuals 		72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). SOM Figure 1 reports a model without covariates because re-randomization procedure was blocked using Catalist codes prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 4c

		SOM Table 4c: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout

		by Catalist Nation of Origin Code 

		North Carolina 2016 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.017**		0.006		0.009		0.014*		0.021		0.009

		English * Mexican American		-0.009		0.166		0.012		-0.006		0.198		0.012

		Bilingual Treatment		0.001		0.887		0.009		-0.001		0.873		0.009

		Bilingual * Mexican American		0.010		0.217		0.012		0.011*		0.042		0.012

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.048+++		0.001		0.011		-0.030		0.053		0.010

		VBM Program by Partner Org.		0.105+++		0.000		0.005		-0.010		0.14		0.006

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.514+++		0.000		0.009		-3.720+++		0.000		0.891

		CATE: English if Mexican American		0.009		0.331		0.008		0.008		0.306		0.008

		CATE: Bilingual if Mexican American		0.011***		0.000		0.008		0.010		0.212		0.008

		Diff. between treatments if Other Latino 		0.016***		0.000		0.006		0.015***		0.000		0.006

		Diff. between treatments if Mexican American 		-0.002		0.724		0.005		-0.002		0.729		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.018***		0.000		0.008		0.017***		0.000		0.007

		Households		69,356						69,356

		Individuals 		82,517						82,517

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). SOM Figure 1 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the Catalist nation of origin code categories. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2012, and 2008, Congressional District, vote propensity strata, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 5a

		SOM Table 5a: Downstream Average Treatment Effects from New Jersey 2015 Experiment

		Turnout in 2016 Primary & General Elections

				Primary Election 2016												General Election 2016

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates						No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.007*		0.016		0.003		0.006*		0.023		0.003		0.009***		0.000		0.003		0.007*		0.020		0.003

		Bilingual Treatment		0.006*		0.020		0.003		0.006*		0.025		0.003		0.003		0.350		0.003		0.003		0.364		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.025+++		0.000		0.004		-0.011+++		0.000		0.003		-0.017+++		0.000		0.003		-0.008++		0.005		0.003

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.028+++		0.000		0.005		-0.015+++		0.000		0.003		-0.037+++		0.000		0.003		-0.034+++		0.000		0.003

		Covariates		    N						    Y						    N						    Y

		Constant		0.235+++		0.000		0.002		0.069+++		0.000		0.005		0.701+++		0.000		0.002		0.489+++		0.000		0.005

		Diff. between treatments 		0.001		0.848		0.004		0.000		0.942		0.003		0.006		0.123		0.004		0.004		0.274		0.004

		Individuals		179,395						179,395						179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 3 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 5b

		SOM Table 5b: Downstream Average Treatment Effects from Virginia 2015 Experiment

		Turnout in 2016 Primary & General Elections

				Primary Election 2016												General Election 2016

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates						No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.002		0.524		0.004		0.002		0.665		0.004		0.000		0.983		0.005		-0.001		0.889		0.004

		Bilingual Treatment		-0.006		0.102		0.004		-0.006		0.121		0.004		0.003		0.512		0.005		0.002		0.573		0.004

		Covariates		    N						    Y						    N						    Y

		Constant		0.240+++		0.000		0.003		0.130+++		0.000		0.005		0.672+++		0.000		0.003		0.397+++		0.000		0.006

		Diff. between treatments 		0.009*		0.024		0.004		0.007*		0.047		0.004		-0.003		0.509		0.004		-0.003		0.464		0.004

		Households		56605						56605						56605						56605

		Individuals		72,018						72,018						72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 3 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.







Table 7

		SOM Table 5: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Single- vs. Multi-target Household 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.030***		0.000		0.003		0.032***		0.000		0.002

		English * Multi-target HH		-0.003		0.462		0.005		-0.010*		0.019		0.005

		Bilingual Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.003		0.020***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Multi-target HH		0.000		0.991		0.005		0.003		0.473		0.005

		Multi-target HH		-0.013+++		0.000		0.002		-0.007++		0.001		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.030+++		0.000		0.003		-0.014+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.021+++		0.000		0.003		-0.003		0.222		0.002

		Dummies for HH Size		    Y						    Y

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.136+++		0.000		0.002		-0.016+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if Multi-target HH		0.027***		0.000		0.004		0.022***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if Multi-target HH		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.023***		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Single-target HH 		0.009**		0.002		0.004		0.012***		0.000		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if Multi-target HH 		0.005		0.310		0.005		-0.001		0.779		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.003		0.565		0.007		0.013*		0.018		0.006

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes:  P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). The one percentage point decline in the English treatment is the only statistically significant heterogeneity in treatment effects. All models included dummy variables indicating the household contained three targets, four targets, or five or more targets, with two target households as the omitted category. Covariates are age, gender, and voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 8

		SOM Table 8: Direct & Spillover Average Treatment Effects in New Jersey 2015 Experiment

		Turnout in 2015 General Election

				Direct Effect												Spillover Effect

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates						No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.027***		0.000		0.004		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.013***		0.001		0.004		0.008* 		0.011		0.003

		Bilingual Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.023***		0.000		0.004		0.010** 		0.009		0.004		0.010** 		0.002		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.032+++		0.000		0.005		-0.017+++		0.001		0.004		-0.024+++		0.000		0.003		-0.012+++		0.000		0.003

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.027+++		0.000		0.005		-0.009+ 		0.043		0.004		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.007+ 		0.024		0.003

		Dummies for HH Size		    Y						    Y						    Y						    Y

		Covariates		    N						    Y						    N						    Y

		Constant		0.126+++		0.000		0.003		0.000		0.988		0.007		0.119+++		0.000		0.003		0.019+++		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments		0.005		0.311		0.005		-0.001		0.889		0.005		0.003		0.539		0.005		-0.001		0.773		0.004

		Households														49,095						49,095

		Individuals		49,095						49,095						66,205						66,205

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 4 reports model with covariates for direct effects and spillover effects because re-randomization procedure did not account for the non-targeted records in the spillover population. All models included dummy variables indicating the household contained three targets, four targets, or five or more targets, with two target households as the omitted category. Covariates are age, gender, and voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008. Results show negligible change between models as expected. 
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Direct Effect Spillover Effect

No Covariates Incl. Covariates No Covariates Incl. Covariates

B p SE B p SE B p SE B p SE
English Treatment 0.027°"" 0.000 0.004 0.022°" 0.000 0.004 0.013""° 0.001 0.004 0.008 0.0/ 0.003
Bilingual Treatment 0.022°"" 0.000 0.004 0.023"" 0.000 0.004 0.010" 0.009 0.004 0.010" 0.002 0.003
Catalist: Mexican American -0.032""" 0.000 0.005 -0.017"" 0.001 0.004 -0.024"" 0.000 0.003 -0.012"" 0.000 0.003
Catalist: Puerto Rican -0.027° 0.000 0.005 -0.009" 0.043 0.004 -0.019""" 0.000 0.003 -0.007" 0.024 0.003
Dummies for HH Size Y Y Y Y
Covariates N Y N Y
Constant 0.126"" 0.000_0.003 _ 0.000 0.988 0.007 0.119"" 0.000 _0.003 _0.019"" 0.000 0.004_
Diff. between treatments 0.005 0.3/ 0.005__-0.001 _0.889 0.005 _0.003 0.539 0.005 _-0.001 _0.773 0.004_
Households 49,095 49,095
Individuals 49,095 49,095 66,205 66,205

Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, ***
p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 4 reports
model with covariates for direct effects and spillover effects because re-randomization procedure did not account for the non-targeted
records in the spillover population. All models included dummy variables indicating the household contained three targets, four targets,
or five or more targets, with two target households as the omitted category. Covariates are age, gender, and voting in the general
elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008. Results show negligible change between models as expected.
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Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** 

p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 4 reports 

model with covariates for direct effects and spillover effects because re-randomization procedure did not account for the non-targeted 

records in the spillover population. All models included dummy variables indicating the household contained three targets, four targets, 

or five or more targets, with two target households as the omitted category. Covariates are age, gender, and voting in the general 

elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008. Results show negligible change between models as expected. 
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Table 2a

		SOM Table 2a: Average Treatment Effect on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.030***		0.000		0.002		0.029***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.002		0.021***		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.031+++		0.000		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.022+++		0.000		0.003		-0.004		0.118		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.132+++		0.000		0.002		-0.018+++		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments		0.008**		0.001		0.003		0.008***		0.000		0.003

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 1 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Model with covariates from re-randomization shows negligible difference in ATE as expected. 











Table 2b

		SOM Table 2b: Average Treatment Effect on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		Virginia 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.019***		0.000		0.003		0.019***		0.000		0.003

		Bilingual Treatment		0.014***		0.000		0.003		0.015***		0.000		0.003

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.115+++		0.000		0.002		-0.004		0.346		0.004

		Diff. between treatments		0.005		0.080		0.003		0.004		0.159		0.003

		Households		56,605						56,605

		Individuals		72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 1 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Model with covariates from re-randomization randomization shows negligible difference in ATE as expected.











Table 2c

		SOM Table 2c: Average Treatment Effect on 2016 General Election Turnout 

		North Carolina Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.012*		0.050		0.006		0.006		0.290		0.007

		Bilingual Treatment		0.007		0.240		0.006		0.001		0.822		0.007

		VBM Program by Partner Org.		0.099+++		0.000		0.005		0.008		0.155		0.006

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.487+++		0.000		0.006		-4.441+++		0.000		0.739

		Diff. between treatments 		0.005		0.184		0.004		0.005		0.196		0.004

		Households		69,356						69,343

		Individuals		82,517						82,498

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 1 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, year of voter registration, voting in the general elections in 2012 and 2008, Congressional District, vote propensity strata, and residing in a multi-target household. Model with covariates from re-randomization shows negligible difference in ATE as expected.













Table 3a

		SOM Table 3a: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.028***		0.000		0.003		0.028***		0.000		0.003

		English * Latino. pop.>33%		0.004		0.359		0.005		0.004		0.298		0.004

		Bilingual Treatment		0.018***		0.000		0.003		0.018***		0.000		0.003

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>33%		0.009*		0.005		0.005		0.010*		0.025		0.004

		Latino pop.>33%		0.015+++		0.000		0.002		0.006+		0.019		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.010+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.020+++		0.000		0.003		-0.002		0.226		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.125+++		0.000		0.002		-0.020+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=33% Latino		0.032***		0.000		0.004		0.032***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if >=33% Latino		0.028***		0.000		0.004		0.027***		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if <33% Latino 		0.010**		0.002		0.004		0.010**		0.001		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=33% Latino 		0.005		0.335		0.005		0.005		0.324		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.005		0.420		0.006		0.005		0.338		0.006

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Figure 2 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the 33% Latino population. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 3b

		SOM Table 3b: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		Virginia 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.019***		0.000		0.003		0.018***		0.000		0.003

		English * Latino. pop.>33%		0.011		0.434		0.015		0.010		.453		0.013

		Bilingual Treatment		0.014***		0.000		0.003		0.015***		0.000		0.003

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>33%		-0.008		0.623		0.015		-0.008		.554		0.013

		Latino pop.>33%		0.008		0.424		0.010		0.021+		0.013		0.008

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.115+++		0.000		0.002		-0.005		0.188		0.004

		CATE: English if >=33% Latino		0.030*		0.046		0.014		0.028*		.033		0.012

		CATE: Bilingual if >=33% Latino		0.007		0.665		0.014		0.008		.538		0.012

		Diff. between treatments if <33% Latino 		0.004		0.161		0.003		0.003		0.283		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=33% Latino		0.024		0.117		0.015		0.020		0.114		0.013

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		-0.019		0.205		0.015		-0.017		0.184		0.014

		Households		56,605						56,605

		Individuals		72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Figure 2 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the 33% Latino population. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.







Table 3c

		SOM Table 3c: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2016 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		North Carolina 2016 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.012		0.064		0.006		0.010		0.106		0.006

		English * Latino. pop.>33%		0.024		0.618		0.046		0.029		0.535		0.045

		Bilingual Treatment		0.006		0.311		0.006		0.005		0.447		0.006

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>33%		0.038		0.408		0.046		0.038		0.390		0.045

		Latino pop.>33%		-0.041		0.415		0.041		-0.051		0.406		0.042

		VBM Program by Partner Org.		0.098+++		0.000		0.005		-0.010		0.093		0.006

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.488+++		0.000		0.006		-4.455+++		0.000		0.889

		CATE: English if >=33% Latino		0.036		0.438		0.046		0.039		0.380		0.045

		CATE: Bilingual if >=33% Latino		0.044		0.327		0.045		0.043		0.336		0.044

		Diff. between treatments if <33% Latino 		0.005		0.167		0.004		0.005		0.167		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if >=33% Latino 		-0.008		0.780		0.028		-0.003		0.880		0.026

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.013		0.628		0.028		0.009		0.726		0.266

		Households		69,356						69,343

		Individuals		82,517						82,498

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Figure 2 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the 33% Latino population. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2012, and 2008, Congressional District, vote propensity strata, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 3d

		SOM Table 3d: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		Majority (50%) Latino Population

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.029***		0.000		0.003		0.028***		0.000		0.002

		English * Latino pop.>50%		0.004		0.526		0.006		0.004		0.416		0.005

		Bilingual Treatment		0.019***		0.000		0.003		0.018***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>50%		0.012*		0.022		0.006		0.012*		0.021		0.005

		Latino pop.>50%		0.016+++		0.000		0.002		0.000		0.832		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.013+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.003		0.216		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.126+++		0.000		0.002		-0.019+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=50% Latino		0.032***		0.000		0.005		0.032***		0.000		0.005

		CATE: Bilingual if >=50% Latino		0.031***		0.000		0.005		0.030***		0.000		0.005

		Diff. between treatments if <50% Latino 		0.010***		0.000		0.003		0.010***		0.000		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=50% Latino 		0.001		0.845		0.007		0.002		0.689		0.006

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.009		0.228		0.007		0.007		0.253		0.007

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 50% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=50% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Results using 50% threshold are substantively identical to the 33% threshold. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 3e

		SOM Table 3e: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		67% Latino Population

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment 		0.027***		0.000		0.002		0.027***		0.000		0.002

		English * Hisp. pop.>67%		0.018* 		0.017		0.008		0.016*		0.017		0.007

		Bilingual Treatment 		0.019***		0.000		0.002		0.019***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Hisp. pop.>67%		0.024**		0.002		0.008		0.022***		0.001		0.007

		Hispanic pop.>67% 		0.008++ 		0.008		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.004+ 		0.094		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.129+++		0.000		0.002		-0.017+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=67% Latino		0.045***		0.000		0.007		0.044***		0.000		0.007

		CATE: Bilingual if >=67% Latino		0.043***		0.000		0.008		0.040***		0.000		0.007

		Diff. between treatments if <67% Latino 		0.009**		0.001		0.003		0.009***		0.000		0.002

		Diff. between treatments if >=67% Latino 		0.002		0.791		0.010		0.003		0.685		0.009

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.006		0.518		0.010		0.005		0.519		0.009

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 50% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=67% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Results using 67% threshold are substantively identical to the 33% and 50% thresholds. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected. 





Table 3f

		SOM Table 3f: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		75% Latino Population

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment 		0.027***		0.000		0.003		0.027***		0.000		0.002

		English * Hisp. pop.>75%		0.030**		0.002		0.010		0.028***		0.001		0.009

		Bilingual Treatment 		0.019***		0.000		0.002		0.019***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Hisp. pop.>75%		0.035***		0.000		0.010		0.031***		0.001		0.009

		Hispanic pop.>75% 		0.008+ 		0.040		0.004		-0.021+++		0.001		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.004+ 		0.106		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.129+++		0.000		0.002		-0.017+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=75% Latino		0.057***		0.000		0.010		0.055***		0.000		0.009

		CATE: Bilingual if >=75% Latino		0.054***		0.000		0.010		0.050***		0.000		0.009

		Diff. between treatments if <75% Latino 		0.008**		0.001		0.003		0.008***		0.000		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=75% Latino 		0.004		0.770		0.013		0.005		0.607		0.011

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.005		0.691		0.013		0.003		0.798		0.012

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 75% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=50% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Results using 75% threshold are substantively identical to the 33%, 50% and 67% thresholds. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 4a

		SOM Table 4a: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Catalist Nation of Origin Code 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.033***		0.000		0.004		0.033***		0.000		0.004

		English * Mexican American		-0.007		0.122		0.006		-0.008		0.111		0.005

		English * Puerto Rican		-0.003		0.573		0.006		-0.004		0.478		0.005

		Bilingual Treatment		0.029***		0.000		0.004		0.028***		0.000		0.004

		Bilingual * Mexican American		-0.017**		0.001		0.006		-0.016***		0.001		0.005

		Bilingual * Puerto Rican		-0.006		0.249		0.006		-0.005		0.308		0.005

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.023+++		0.000		0.002		-0.007+++		0.001		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.002		-0.001		0.708		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.128+++		0.000		0.002		-0.022+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if Mexican American		0.025***		0.000		0.004		0.025***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if Mexican American		0.012***		0.000		0.004		0.011***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if Puerto Rican		0.030***		0.000		0.004		0.029***		0.000		0.003

		CATE: Bilingual if Puerto Rican		0.023***		0.000		0.004		0.023***		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Other Latino 		0.004		0.391		0.005		0.005		0.285		0.005

		Diff. between treatments if Mexican American 		0.014***		0.000		0.005		0.014***		0.000		0.005

		Diff. between treatments if Puerto Rican 		0.007		0.121		0.005		0.007		0.134		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference Mexican American vs Other		-0.009		0.118		0.007		-0.009		0.146		0.007

		Heterogeneity of difference Puerto Rican vs Other		-0.003		0.642		0.007		-0.002		0.804		0.007

		Heterogeneity of difference Mexican American vs Puerto Rican		-0.006		0.327		.007		-0.007		0.273		0.007

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). SOM Figure 1 reports a model without covariates because re-randomization procedure was blocked using Catalist codes prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 4b

		SOM Table 4b: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout

		by Catalist Nation of Origin Code 

		Virginia 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.022***		0.000		0.004

		English * Mexican American		-0.007		0.323		0.007		-0.007		0.244		0.006

		Bilingual Treatment		0.018***		0.000		0.004		0.020***		0.000		0.004

		Bilingual * Mexican American		-0.009		0.198		0.007		-0.011* 		0.049		0.006

		Catalist: Mexican American		0.010+ 		0.026		0.004		0.009+ 		0.022		0.004

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.111+++		0.000		0.009		-0.008		0.083		0.004

		CATE: English if Mexican American		0.016**		0.001		0.005		0.015***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if Mexican American		0.009*		0.042		0.005		0.008*		0.063		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Other Latino 		0.005		0.256		0.004		0.002		0.572		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Mexican American 		0.007		0.171		0.005		0.007		0.128		0.004

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		-0.002		0.774		0.007		-0.004		0.405		0.006

		Households		56,605						56,605

		Individuals 		72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). SOM Figure 1 reports a model without covariates because re-randomization procedure was blocked using Catalist codes prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 4c

		SOM Table 4c: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout

		by Catalist Nation of Origin Code 

		North Carolina 2016 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.017**		0.006		0.009		0.014*		0.021		0.009

		English * Mexican American		-0.009		0.166		0.012		-0.006		0.198		0.012

		Bilingual Treatment		0.001		0.887		0.009		-0.001		0.873		0.009

		Bilingual * Mexican American		0.010		0.217		0.012		0.011*		0.042		0.012

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.048+++		0.001		0.011		-0.030		0.053		0.010

		VBM Program by Partner Org.		0.105+++		0.000		0.005		-0.010		0.14		0.006

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.514+++		0.000		0.009		-3.720+++		0.000		0.891

		CATE: English if Mexican American		0.009		0.331		0.008		0.008		0.306		0.008

		CATE: Bilingual if Mexican American		0.011***		0.000		0.008		0.010		0.212		0.008

		Diff. between treatments if Other Latino 		0.016***		0.000		0.006		0.015***		0.000		0.006

		Diff. between treatments if Mexican American 		-0.002		0.724		0.005		-0.002		0.729		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.018***		0.000		0.008		0.017***		0.000		0.007

		Households		69,356						69,356

		Individuals 		82,517						82,517

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). SOM Figure 1 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the Catalist nation of origin code categories. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2012, and 2008, Congressional District, vote propensity strata, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 5a

		SOM Table 5a: Downstream Average Treatment Effects from New Jersey 2015 Experiment

		Turnout in 2016 Primary & General Elections

				Primary Election 2016												General Election 2016

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates						No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.007*		0.016		0.003		0.006*		0.023		0.003		0.009***		0.000		0.003		0.007*		0.020		0.003

		Bilingual Treatment		0.006*		0.020		0.003		0.006*		0.025		0.003		0.003		0.350		0.003		0.003		0.364		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.025+++		0.000		0.004		-0.011+++		0.000		0.003		-0.017+++		0.000		0.003		-0.008++		0.005		0.003

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.028+++		0.000		0.005		-0.015+++		0.000		0.003		-0.037+++		0.000		0.003		-0.034+++		0.000		0.003

		Covariates		    N						    Y						    N						    Y

		Constant		0.235+++		0.000		0.002		0.069+++		0.000		0.005		0.701+++		0.000		0.002		0.489+++		0.000		0.005

		Diff. between treatments 		0.001		0.848		0.004		0.000		0.942		0.003		0.006		0.123		0.004		0.004		0.274		0.004

		Individuals		179,395						179,395						179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 3 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 5b

		SOM Table 5b: Downstream Average Treatment Effects from Virginia 2015 Experiment

		Turnout in 2016 Primary & General Elections

				Primary Election 2016												General Election 2016

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates						No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.002		0.524		0.004		0.002		0.665		0.004		0.000		0.983		0.005		-0.001		0.889		0.004

		Bilingual Treatment		-0.006		0.102		0.004		-0.006		0.121		0.004		0.003		0.512		0.005		0.002		0.573		0.004

		Covariates		    N						    Y						    N						    Y

		Constant		0.240+++		0.000		0.003		0.130+++		0.000		0.005		0.672+++		0.000		0.003		0.397+++		0.000		0.006

		Diff. between treatments 		0.009*		0.024		0.004		0.007*		0.047		0.004		-0.003		0.509		0.004		-0.003		0.464		0.004

		Households		56605						56605						56605						56605

		Individuals		72,018						72,018						72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 3 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.







Table 7

		SOM Table 7: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Single- vs. Multi-target Household 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.030***		0.000		0.003		0.032***		0.000		0.002

		English * Multi-target HH		-0.003		0.462		0.005		-0.010*		0.019		0.005

		Bilingual Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.003		0.020***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Multi-target HH		0.000		0.991		0.005		0.003		0.473		0.005

		Multi-target HH		-0.013+++		0.000		0.002		-0.007++		0.001		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.030+++		0.000		0.003		-0.014+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.021+++		0.000		0.003		-0.003		0.222		0.002

		Dummies for HH Size		    Y						    Y

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.136+++		0.000		0.002		-0.016+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if Multi-target HH		0.027***		0.000		0.004		0.022***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if Multi-target HH		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.023***		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Single-target HH 		0.009**		0.002		0.004		0.012***		0.000		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if Multi-target HH 		0.005		0.310		0.005		-0.001		0.779		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.003		0.565		0.007		0.013*		0.018		0.006

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes:  P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). The one percentage point decline in the English treatment is the only statistically significant heterogeneity in treatment effects. All models included dummy variables indicating the household contained three targets, four targets, or five or more targets, with two target households as the omitted category. Covariates are age, gender, and voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 8

		SOM Table 6: Direct & Spillover Average Treatment Effects in New Jersey 2015 Experiment

		Turnout in 2015 General Election

				Direct Effect												Spillover Effect

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates						No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.027***		0.000		0.004		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.013***		0.001		0.004		0.008* 		0.011		0.003

		Bilingual Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.023***		0.000		0.004		0.010** 		0.009		0.004		0.010** 		0.002		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.032+++		0.000		0.005		-0.017+++		0.001		0.004		-0.024+++		0.000		0.003		-0.012+++		0.000		0.003

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.027+++		0.000		0.005		-0.009+ 		0.043		0.004		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.007+ 		0.024		0.003

		Dummies for HH Size		    Y						    Y						    Y						    Y

		Covariates		    N						    Y						    N						    Y

		Constant		0.126+++		0.000		0.003		0.000		0.988		0.007		0.119+++		0.000		0.003		0.019+++		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments		0.005		0.311		0.005		-0.001		0.889		0.005		0.003		0.539		0.005		-0.001		0.773		0.004

		Households														49,095						49,095

		Individuals		49,095						49,095						66,205						66,205

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 4 reports model with covariates for direct effects and spillover effects because re-randomization procedure did not account for the non-targeted records in the spillover population. All models included dummy variables indicating the household contained three targets, four targets, or five or more targets, with two target households as the omitted category. Covariates are age, gender, and voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008. Results show negligible change between models as expected. 
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SOM Table 7a: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election
by Catalist Nation of Origin Code
New Jersey 2015 Experiment

No Covariates Incl. Covariates
B P SE B p SE

English Treatment 0.033"  0.000 0.004 0.0337"  0.000 0.004
English * Mexican American -0.007 0.122 0.006 -0.008 0.111 0.005
English * Puerto Rican -0.003  0.573  0.006  -0.004  0.478 0.005
Bilingual Treatment 0.029™"  0.000  0.004 0.028"  0.000 0.004
Bilingual * Mexican American -0.017"  0.00  0.006 -0.016"  0.001  0.005
Bilingual * Puerto Rican -0.006 0.249 0.006 -0.005 0.308 0.005
Catalist: Mexican American -0.023™"  0.000  0.002 -0.0077"  0.00] 0.002
Catalist: Puerto Rican -0.019™"  0.000 0.002 -0.001 0.708 0.002
Covariates N Y

Constant 0.1287  0.000  0.002 -0.022" 0.000 0.004
iﬁii;fnnghsh if Mexican 0.025"  0.000  0.004 0.025""  0.000 0.004
iﬁii;ihngual iEMexican o 6127 0000 0.004 00117 0.000  0.004

CATE: English if Puerto Rican  0.030""  0.000  0.004  0.029"  0.000 0.003

CATE: Bilingual if Puerto

. 0.023"  0.000 0.004 0.0237"  0.000 0.004
Rican

Diff. between treatments if
Other Latino

Diff. between treatments if
Mexican American

0.004 0.391 0.005 0.005 0.285 0.005

0.014"  0.000 0.005 0.0147"  0.000 0.005

Diff. between treatments if

) 0.007 0.121 0.005 0.007 0.134 0.005
IPuerto Rican

Heterogeneity of difference 0.009  0.118 0.007  -0.009  0.146  0.007
Mexican American vs Other
Heterogeneity of difference

Puerto Rican vs Other -0.003 0.642  0.007 -0.002 0.804  0.007

Heterogeneity of difference

Mexican American vs Puerto -0.006 0.327 .007 -0.007 0.273 0.007
IRican
Individuals 179,395 179,395

Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations
of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata
dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). SOM Figure 1
reports a model without covariates because re-randomization procedure was blocked using
Catalist codes prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in
2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show
negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.
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Table 2a

		SOM Table 2a: Average Treatment Effect on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.030***		0.000		0.002		0.029***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.002		0.021***		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.031+++		0.000		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.022+++		0.000		0.003		-0.004		0.118		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.132+++		0.000		0.002		-0.018+++		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments		0.008**		0.001		0.003		0.008***		0.000		0.003

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 1 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Model with covariates from re-randomization shows negligible difference in ATE as expected. 











Table 2b

		SOM Table 2b: Average Treatment Effect on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		Virginia 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.019***		0.000		0.003		0.019***		0.000		0.003

		Bilingual Treatment		0.014***		0.000		0.003		0.015***		0.000		0.003

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.115+++		0.000		0.002		-0.004		0.346		0.004

		Diff. between treatments		0.005		0.080		0.003		0.004		0.159		0.003

		Households		56,605						56,605

		Individuals		72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 1 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Model with covariates from re-randomization randomization shows negligible difference in ATE as expected.











Table 2c

		SOM Table 2c: Average Treatment Effect on 2016 General Election Turnout 

		North Carolina Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.012*		0.050		0.006		0.006		0.290		0.007

		Bilingual Treatment		0.007		0.240		0.006		0.001		0.822		0.007

		VBM Program by Partner Org.		0.099+++		0.000		0.005		0.008		0.155		0.006

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.487+++		0.000		0.006		-4.441+++		0.000		0.739

		Diff. between treatments 		0.005		0.184		0.004		0.005		0.196		0.004

		Households		69,356						69,343

		Individuals		82,517						82,498

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 1 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, year of voter registration, voting in the general elections in 2012 and 2008, Congressional District, vote propensity strata, and residing in a multi-target household. Model with covariates from re-randomization shows negligible difference in ATE as expected.













Table 3a

		SOM Table 3a: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.028***		0.000		0.003		0.028***		0.000		0.003

		English * Latino. pop.>33%		0.004		0.359		0.005		0.004		0.298		0.004

		Bilingual Treatment		0.018***		0.000		0.003		0.018***		0.000		0.003

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>33%		0.009*		0.005		0.005		0.010*		0.025		0.004

		Latino pop.>33%		0.015+++		0.000		0.002		0.006+		0.019		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.010+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.020+++		0.000		0.003		-0.002		0.226		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.125+++		0.000		0.002		-0.020+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=33% Latino		0.032***		0.000		0.004		0.032***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if >=33% Latino		0.028***		0.000		0.004		0.027***		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if <33% Latino 		0.010**		0.002		0.004		0.010**		0.001		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=33% Latino 		0.005		0.335		0.005		0.005		0.324		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.005		0.420		0.006		0.005		0.338		0.006

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Figure 2 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the 33% Latino population. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 3b

		SOM Table 3b: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		Virginia 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.019***		0.000		0.003		0.018***		0.000		0.003

		English * Latino. pop.>33%		0.011		0.434		0.015		0.010		.453		0.013

		Bilingual Treatment		0.014***		0.000		0.003		0.015***		0.000		0.003

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>33%		-0.008		0.623		0.015		-0.008		.554		0.013

		Latino pop.>33%		0.008		0.424		0.010		0.021+		0.013		0.008

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.115+++		0.000		0.002		-0.005		0.188		0.004

		CATE: English if >=33% Latino		0.030*		0.046		0.014		0.028*		.033		0.012

		CATE: Bilingual if >=33% Latino		0.007		0.665		0.014		0.008		.538		0.012

		Diff. between treatments if <33% Latino 		0.004		0.161		0.003		0.003		0.283		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=33% Latino		0.024		0.117		0.015		0.020		0.114		0.013

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		-0.019		0.205		0.015		-0.017		0.184		0.014

		Households		56,605						56,605

		Individuals		72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Figure 2 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the 33% Latino population. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.







Table 3c

		SOM Table 3c: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2016 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		North Carolina 2016 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.012		0.064		0.006		0.010		0.106		0.006

		English * Latino. pop.>33%		0.024		0.618		0.046		0.029		0.535		0.045

		Bilingual Treatment		0.006		0.311		0.006		0.005		0.447		0.006

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>33%		0.038		0.408		0.046		0.038		0.390		0.045

		Latino pop.>33%		-0.041		0.415		0.041		-0.051		0.406		0.042

		VBM Program by Partner Org.		0.098+++		0.000		0.005		-0.010		0.093		0.006

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.488+++		0.000		0.006		-4.455+++		0.000		0.889

		CATE: English if >=33% Latino		0.036		0.438		0.046		0.039		0.380		0.045

		CATE: Bilingual if >=33% Latino		0.044		0.327		0.045		0.043		0.336		0.044

		Diff. between treatments if <33% Latino 		0.005		0.167		0.004		0.005		0.167		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if >=33% Latino 		-0.008		0.780		0.028		-0.003		0.880		0.026

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.013		0.628		0.028		0.009		0.726		0.266

		Households		69,356						69,343

		Individuals		82,517						82,498

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Figure 2 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the 33% Latino population. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2012, and 2008, Congressional District, vote propensity strata, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 3d

		SOM Table 3d: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		Majority (50%) Latino Population

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.029***		0.000		0.003		0.028***		0.000		0.002

		English * Latino pop.>50%		0.004		0.526		0.006		0.004		0.416		0.005

		Bilingual Treatment		0.019***		0.000		0.003		0.018***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>50%		0.012*		0.022		0.006		0.012*		0.021		0.005

		Latino pop.>50%		0.016+++		0.000		0.002		0.000		0.832		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.013+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.003		0.216		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.126+++		0.000		0.002		-0.019+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=50% Latino		0.032***		0.000		0.005		0.032***		0.000		0.005

		CATE: Bilingual if >=50% Latino		0.031***		0.000		0.005		0.030***		0.000		0.005

		Diff. between treatments if <50% Latino 		0.010***		0.000		0.003		0.010***		0.000		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=50% Latino 		0.001		0.845		0.007		0.002		0.689		0.006

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.009		0.228		0.007		0.007		0.253		0.007

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 50% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=50% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Results using 50% threshold are substantively identical to the 33% threshold. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 3e

		SOM Table 3e: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		67% Latino Population

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment 		0.027***		0.000		0.002		0.027***		0.000		0.002

		English * Hisp. pop.>67%		0.018* 		0.017		0.008		0.016*		0.017		0.007

		Bilingual Treatment 		0.019***		0.000		0.002		0.019***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Hisp. pop.>67%		0.024**		0.002		0.008		0.022***		0.001		0.007

		Hispanic pop.>67% 		0.008++ 		0.008		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.004+ 		0.094		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.129+++		0.000		0.002		-0.017+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=67% Latino		0.045***		0.000		0.007		0.044***		0.000		0.007

		CATE: Bilingual if >=67% Latino		0.043***		0.000		0.008		0.040***		0.000		0.007

		Diff. between treatments if <67% Latino 		0.009**		0.001		0.003		0.009***		0.000		0.002

		Diff. between treatments if >=67% Latino 		0.002		0.791		0.010		0.003		0.685		0.009

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.006		0.518		0.010		0.005		0.519		0.009

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 50% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=67% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Results using 67% threshold are substantively identical to the 33% and 50% thresholds. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected. 





Table 3f

		SOM Table 3f: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		75% Latino Population

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment 		0.027***		0.000		0.003		0.027***		0.000		0.002

		English * Hisp. pop.>75%		0.030**		0.002		0.010		0.028***		0.001		0.009

		Bilingual Treatment 		0.019***		0.000		0.002		0.019***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Hisp. pop.>75%		0.035***		0.000		0.010		0.031***		0.001		0.009

		Hispanic pop.>75% 		0.008+ 		0.040		0.004		-0.021+++		0.001		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.004+ 		0.106		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.129+++		0.000		0.002		-0.017+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=75% Latino		0.057***		0.000		0.010		0.055***		0.000		0.009

		CATE: Bilingual if >=75% Latino		0.054***		0.000		0.010		0.050***		0.000		0.009

		Diff. between treatments if <75% Latino 		0.008**		0.001		0.003		0.008***		0.000		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=75% Latino 		0.004		0.770		0.013		0.005		0.607		0.011

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.005		0.691		0.013		0.003		0.798		0.012

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 75% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=50% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Results using 75% threshold are substantively identical to the 33%, 50% and 67% thresholds. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 4a

		SOM Table 7a: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Catalist Nation of Origin Code 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.033***		0.000		0.004		0.033***		0.000		0.004

		English * Mexican American		-0.007		0.122		0.006		-0.008		0.111		0.005

		English * Puerto Rican		-0.003		0.573		0.006		-0.004		0.478		0.005

		Bilingual Treatment		0.029***		0.000		0.004		0.028***		0.000		0.004

		Bilingual * Mexican American		-0.017**		0.001		0.006		-0.016***		0.001		0.005

		Bilingual * Puerto Rican		-0.006		0.249		0.006		-0.005		0.308		0.005

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.023+++		0.000		0.002		-0.007+++		0.001		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.002		-0.001		0.708		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.128+++		0.000		0.002		-0.022+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if Mexican American		0.025***		0.000		0.004		0.025***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if Mexican American		0.012***		0.000		0.004		0.011***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if Puerto Rican		0.030***		0.000		0.004		0.029***		0.000		0.003

		CATE: Bilingual if Puerto Rican		0.023***		0.000		0.004		0.023***		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Other Latino 		0.004		0.391		0.005		0.005		0.285		0.005

		Diff. between treatments if Mexican American 		0.014***		0.000		0.005		0.014***		0.000		0.005

		Diff. between treatments if Puerto Rican 		0.007		0.121		0.005		0.007		0.134		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference Mexican American vs Other		-0.009		0.118		0.007		-0.009		0.146		0.007

		Heterogeneity of difference Puerto Rican vs Other		-0.003		0.642		0.007		-0.002		0.804		0.007

		Heterogeneity of difference Mexican American vs Puerto Rican		-0.006		0.327		.007		-0.007		0.273		0.007

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). SOM Figure 1 reports a model without covariates because re-randomization procedure was blocked using Catalist codes prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 4b

		SOM Table 4b: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout

		by Catalist Nation of Origin Code 

		Virginia 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.022***		0.000		0.004

		English * Mexican American		-0.007		0.323		0.007		-0.007		0.244		0.006

		Bilingual Treatment		0.018***		0.000		0.004		0.020***		0.000		0.004

		Bilingual * Mexican American		-0.009		0.198		0.007		-0.011* 		0.049		0.006

		Catalist: Mexican American		0.010+ 		0.026		0.004		0.009+ 		0.022		0.004

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.111+++		0.000		0.009		-0.008		0.083		0.004

		CATE: English if Mexican American		0.016**		0.001		0.005		0.015***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if Mexican American		0.009*		0.042		0.005		0.008*		0.063		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Other Latino 		0.005		0.256		0.004		0.002		0.572		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Mexican American 		0.007		0.171		0.005		0.007		0.128		0.004

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		-0.002		0.774		0.007		-0.004		0.405		0.006

		Households		56,605						56,605

		Individuals 		72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). SOM Figure 1 reports a model without covariates because re-randomization procedure was blocked using Catalist codes prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 4c

		SOM Table 4c: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout

		by Catalist Nation of Origin Code 

		North Carolina 2016 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.017**		0.006		0.009		0.014*		0.021		0.009

		English * Mexican American		-0.009		0.166		0.012		-0.006		0.198		0.012

		Bilingual Treatment		0.001		0.887		0.009		-0.001		0.873		0.009

		Bilingual * Mexican American		0.010		0.217		0.012		0.011*		0.042		0.012

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.048+++		0.001		0.011		-0.030		0.053		0.010

		VBM Program by Partner Org.		0.105+++		0.000		0.005		-0.010		0.14		0.006

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.514+++		0.000		0.009		-3.720+++		0.000		0.891

		CATE: English if Mexican American		0.009		0.331		0.008		0.008		0.306		0.008

		CATE: Bilingual if Mexican American		0.011***		0.000		0.008		0.010		0.212		0.008

		Diff. between treatments if Other Latino 		0.016***		0.000		0.006		0.015***		0.000		0.006

		Diff. between treatments if Mexican American 		-0.002		0.724		0.005		-0.002		0.729		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.018***		0.000		0.008		0.017***		0.000		0.007

		Households		69,356						69,356

		Individuals 		82,517						82,517

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). SOM Figure 1 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the Catalist nation of origin code categories. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2012, and 2008, Congressional District, vote propensity strata, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 5a

		SOM Table 5a: Downstream Average Treatment Effects from New Jersey 2015 Experiment

		Turnout in 2016 Primary & General Elections

				Primary Election 2016												General Election 2016

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates						No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.007*		0.016		0.003		0.006*		0.023		0.003		0.009***		0.000		0.003		0.007*		0.020		0.003

		Bilingual Treatment		0.006*		0.020		0.003		0.006*		0.025		0.003		0.003		0.350		0.003		0.003		0.364		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.025+++		0.000		0.004		-0.011+++		0.000		0.003		-0.017+++		0.000		0.003		-0.008++		0.005		0.003

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.028+++		0.000		0.005		-0.015+++		0.000		0.003		-0.037+++		0.000		0.003		-0.034+++		0.000		0.003

		Covariates		    N						    Y						    N						    Y

		Constant		0.235+++		0.000		0.002		0.069+++		0.000		0.005		0.701+++		0.000		0.002		0.489+++		0.000		0.005

		Diff. between treatments 		0.001		0.848		0.004		0.000		0.942		0.003		0.006		0.123		0.004		0.004		0.274		0.004

		Individuals		179,395						179,395						179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 3 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 5b

		SOM Table 5b: Downstream Average Treatment Effects from Virginia 2015 Experiment

		Turnout in 2016 Primary & General Elections

				Primary Election 2016												General Election 2016

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates						No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.002		0.524		0.004		0.002		0.665		0.004		0.000		0.983		0.005		-0.001		0.889		0.004

		Bilingual Treatment		-0.006		0.102		0.004		-0.006		0.121		0.004		0.003		0.512		0.005		0.002		0.573		0.004

		Covariates		    N						    Y						    N						    Y

		Constant		0.240+++		0.000		0.003		0.130+++		0.000		0.005		0.672+++		0.000		0.003		0.397+++		0.000		0.006

		Diff. between treatments 		0.009*		0.024		0.004		0.007*		0.047		0.004		-0.003		0.509		0.004		-0.003		0.464		0.004

		Households		56605						56605						56605						56605

		Individuals		72,018						72,018						72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 3 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.







Table 7

		SOM Table 7: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Single- vs. Multi-target Household 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.030***		0.000		0.003		0.032***		0.000		0.002

		English * Multi-target HH		-0.003		0.462		0.005		-0.010*		0.019		0.005

		Bilingual Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.003		0.020***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Multi-target HH		0.000		0.991		0.005		0.003		0.473		0.005

		Multi-target HH		-0.013+++		0.000		0.002		-0.007++		0.001		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.030+++		0.000		0.003		-0.014+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.021+++		0.000		0.003		-0.003		0.222		0.002

		Dummies for HH Size		    Y						    Y

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.136+++		0.000		0.002		-0.016+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if Multi-target HH		0.027***		0.000		0.004		0.022***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if Multi-target HH		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.023***		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Single-target HH 		0.009**		0.002		0.004		0.012***		0.000		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if Multi-target HH 		0.005		0.310		0.005		-0.001		0.779		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.003		0.565		0.007		0.013*		0.018		0.006

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes:  P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). The one percentage point decline in the English treatment is the only statistically significant heterogeneity in treatment effects. All models included dummy variables indicating the household contained three targets, four targets, or five or more targets, with two target households as the omitted category. Covariates are age, gender, and voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 8

		SOM Table 8: Direct & Spillover Average Treatment Effects in New Jersey 2015 Experiment

		Turnout in 2015 General Election

				Direct Effect												Spillover Effect

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates						No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.027***		0.000		0.004		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.013***		0.001		0.004		0.008* 		0.011		0.003

		Bilingual Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.023***		0.000		0.004		0.010** 		0.009		0.004		0.010** 		0.002		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.032+++		0.000		0.005		-0.017+++		0.001		0.004		-0.024+++		0.000		0.003		-0.012+++		0.000		0.003

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.027+++		0.000		0.005		-0.009+ 		0.043		0.004		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.007+ 		0.024		0.003

		Dummies for HH Size		    Y						    Y						    Y						    Y

		Covariates		    N						    Y						    N						    Y

		Constant		0.126+++		0.000		0.003		0.000		0.988		0.007		0.119+++		0.000		0.003		0.019+++		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments		0.005		0.311		0.005		-0.001		0.889		0.005		0.003		0.539		0.005		-0.001		0.773		0.004

		Households														49,095						49,095

		Individuals		49,095						49,095						66,205						66,205

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 4 reports model with covariates for direct effects and spillover effects because re-randomization procedure did not account for the non-targeted records in the spillover population. All models included dummy variables indicating the household contained three targets, four targets, or five or more targets, with two target households as the omitted category. Covariates are age, gender, and voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008. Results show negligible change between models as expected. 
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SOM Table 7b: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout
by Catalist Nation of Origin Code
Virginia 2015 Experiment

No Covariates Incl. Covariates
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Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of
randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies
based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). SOM Figure 1 reports a
model without covariates because re-randomization procedure was blocked using Catalist

codes prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014,
2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show

negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.
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Table 2a

		SOM Table 2a: Average Treatment Effect on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.030***		0.000		0.002		0.029***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.002		0.021***		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.031+++		0.000		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.022+++		0.000		0.003		-0.004		0.118		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.132+++		0.000		0.002		-0.018+++		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments		0.008**		0.001		0.003		0.008***		0.000		0.003

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 1 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Model with covariates from re-randomization shows negligible difference in ATE as expected. 











Table 2b

		SOM Table 2b: Average Treatment Effect on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		Virginia 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.019***		0.000		0.003		0.019***		0.000		0.003

		Bilingual Treatment		0.014***		0.000		0.003		0.015***		0.000		0.003

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.115+++		0.000		0.002		-0.004		0.346		0.004

		Diff. between treatments		0.005		0.080		0.003		0.004		0.159		0.003

		Households		56,605						56,605

		Individuals		72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 1 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Model with covariates from re-randomization randomization shows negligible difference in ATE as expected.











Table 2c

		SOM Table 2c: Average Treatment Effect on 2016 General Election Turnout 

		North Carolina Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.012*		0.050		0.006		0.006		0.290		0.007

		Bilingual Treatment		0.007		0.240		0.006		0.001		0.822		0.007

		VBM Program by Partner Org.		0.099+++		0.000		0.005		0.008		0.155		0.006

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.487+++		0.000		0.006		-4.441+++		0.000		0.739

		Diff. between treatments 		0.005		0.184		0.004		0.005		0.196		0.004

		Households		69,356						69,343

		Individuals		82,517						82,498

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 1 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, year of voter registration, voting in the general elections in 2012 and 2008, Congressional District, vote propensity strata, and residing in a multi-target household. Model with covariates from re-randomization shows negligible difference in ATE as expected.













Table 3a

		SOM Table 3a: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.028***		0.000		0.003		0.028***		0.000		0.003

		English * Latino. pop.>33%		0.004		0.359		0.005		0.004		0.298		0.004

		Bilingual Treatment		0.018***		0.000		0.003		0.018***		0.000		0.003

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>33%		0.009*		0.005		0.005		0.010*		0.025		0.004

		Latino pop.>33%		0.015+++		0.000		0.002		0.006+		0.019		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.010+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.020+++		0.000		0.003		-0.002		0.226		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.125+++		0.000		0.002		-0.020+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=33% Latino		0.032***		0.000		0.004		0.032***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if >=33% Latino		0.028***		0.000		0.004		0.027***		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if <33% Latino 		0.010**		0.002		0.004		0.010**		0.001		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=33% Latino 		0.005		0.335		0.005		0.005		0.324		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.005		0.420		0.006		0.005		0.338		0.006

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Figure 2 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the 33% Latino population. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 3b

		SOM Table 3b: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		Virginia 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.019***		0.000		0.003		0.018***		0.000		0.003

		English * Latino. pop.>33%		0.011		0.434		0.015		0.010		.453		0.013

		Bilingual Treatment		0.014***		0.000		0.003		0.015***		0.000		0.003

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>33%		-0.008		0.623		0.015		-0.008		.554		0.013

		Latino pop.>33%		0.008		0.424		0.010		0.021+		0.013		0.008

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.115+++		0.000		0.002		-0.005		0.188		0.004

		CATE: English if >=33% Latino		0.030*		0.046		0.014		0.028*		.033		0.012

		CATE: Bilingual if >=33% Latino		0.007		0.665		0.014		0.008		.538		0.012

		Diff. between treatments if <33% Latino 		0.004		0.161		0.003		0.003		0.283		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=33% Latino		0.024		0.117		0.015		0.020		0.114		0.013

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		-0.019		0.205		0.015		-0.017		0.184		0.014

		Households		56,605						56,605

		Individuals		72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Figure 2 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the 33% Latino population. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.







Table 3c

		SOM Table 3c: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2016 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		North Carolina 2016 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.012		0.064		0.006		0.010		0.106		0.006

		English * Latino. pop.>33%		0.024		0.618		0.046		0.029		0.535		0.045

		Bilingual Treatment		0.006		0.311		0.006		0.005		0.447		0.006

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>33%		0.038		0.408		0.046		0.038		0.390		0.045

		Latino pop.>33%		-0.041		0.415		0.041		-0.051		0.406		0.042

		VBM Program by Partner Org.		0.098+++		0.000		0.005		-0.010		0.093		0.006

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.488+++		0.000		0.006		-4.455+++		0.000		0.889

		CATE: English if >=33% Latino		0.036		0.438		0.046		0.039		0.380		0.045

		CATE: Bilingual if >=33% Latino		0.044		0.327		0.045		0.043		0.336		0.044

		Diff. between treatments if <33% Latino 		0.005		0.167		0.004		0.005		0.167		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if >=33% Latino 		-0.008		0.780		0.028		-0.003		0.880		0.026

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.013		0.628		0.028		0.009		0.726		0.266

		Households		69,356						69,343

		Individuals		82,517						82,498

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Figure 2 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the 33% Latino population. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2012, and 2008, Congressional District, vote propensity strata, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 3d

		SOM Table 3d: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		Majority (50%) Latino Population

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.029***		0.000		0.003		0.028***		0.000		0.002

		English * Latino pop.>50%		0.004		0.526		0.006		0.004		0.416		0.005

		Bilingual Treatment		0.019***		0.000		0.003		0.018***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>50%		0.012*		0.022		0.006		0.012*		0.021		0.005

		Latino pop.>50%		0.016+++		0.000		0.002		0.000		0.832		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.013+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.003		0.216		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.126+++		0.000		0.002		-0.019+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=50% Latino		0.032***		0.000		0.005		0.032***		0.000		0.005

		CATE: Bilingual if >=50% Latino		0.031***		0.000		0.005		0.030***		0.000		0.005

		Diff. between treatments if <50% Latino 		0.010***		0.000		0.003		0.010***		0.000		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=50% Latino 		0.001		0.845		0.007		0.002		0.689		0.006

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.009		0.228		0.007		0.007		0.253		0.007

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 50% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=50% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Results using 50% threshold are substantively identical to the 33% threshold. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 3e

		SOM Table 3e: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		67% Latino Population

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment 		0.027***		0.000		0.002		0.027***		0.000		0.002

		English * Hisp. pop.>67%		0.018* 		0.017		0.008		0.016*		0.017		0.007

		Bilingual Treatment 		0.019***		0.000		0.002		0.019***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Hisp. pop.>67%		0.024**		0.002		0.008		0.022***		0.001		0.007

		Hispanic pop.>67% 		0.008++ 		0.008		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.004+ 		0.094		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.129+++		0.000		0.002		-0.017+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=67% Latino		0.045***		0.000		0.007		0.044***		0.000		0.007

		CATE: Bilingual if >=67% Latino		0.043***		0.000		0.008		0.040***		0.000		0.007

		Diff. between treatments if <67% Latino 		0.009**		0.001		0.003		0.009***		0.000		0.002

		Diff. between treatments if >=67% Latino 		0.002		0.791		0.010		0.003		0.685		0.009

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.006		0.518		0.010		0.005		0.519		0.009

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 50% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=67% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Results using 67% threshold are substantively identical to the 33% and 50% thresholds. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected. 





Table 3f

		SOM Table 3f: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		75% Latino Population

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment 		0.027***		0.000		0.003		0.027***		0.000		0.002

		English * Hisp. pop.>75%		0.030**		0.002		0.010		0.028***		0.001		0.009

		Bilingual Treatment 		0.019***		0.000		0.002		0.019***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Hisp. pop.>75%		0.035***		0.000		0.010		0.031***		0.001		0.009

		Hispanic pop.>75% 		0.008+ 		0.040		0.004		-0.021+++		0.001		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.004+ 		0.106		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.129+++		0.000		0.002		-0.017+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=75% Latino		0.057***		0.000		0.010		0.055***		0.000		0.009

		CATE: Bilingual if >=75% Latino		0.054***		0.000		0.010		0.050***		0.000		0.009

		Diff. between treatments if <75% Latino 		0.008**		0.001		0.003		0.008***		0.000		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=75% Latino 		0.004		0.770		0.013		0.005		0.607		0.011

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.005		0.691		0.013		0.003		0.798		0.012

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 75% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=50% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Results using 75% threshold are substantively identical to the 33%, 50% and 67% thresholds. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 4a

		SOM Table 4a: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Catalist Nation of Origin Code 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.033***		0.000		0.004		0.033***		0.000		0.004

		English * Mexican American		-0.007		0.122		0.006		-0.008		0.111		0.005

		English * Puerto Rican		-0.003		0.573		0.006		-0.004		0.478		0.005

		Bilingual Treatment		0.029***		0.000		0.004		0.028***		0.000		0.004

		Bilingual * Mexican American		-0.017**		0.001		0.006		-0.016***		0.001		0.005

		Bilingual * Puerto Rican		-0.006		0.249		0.006		-0.005		0.308		0.005

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.023+++		0.000		0.002		-0.007+++		0.001		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.002		-0.001		0.708		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.128+++		0.000		0.002		-0.022+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if Mexican American		0.025***		0.000		0.004		0.025***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if Mexican American		0.012***		0.000		0.004		0.011***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if Puerto Rican		0.030***		0.000		0.004		0.029***		0.000		0.003

		CATE: Bilingual if Puerto Rican		0.023***		0.000		0.004		0.023***		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Other Latino 		0.004		0.391		0.005		0.005		0.285		0.005

		Diff. between treatments if Mexican American 		0.014***		0.000		0.005		0.014***		0.000		0.005

		Diff. between treatments if Puerto Rican 		0.007		0.121		0.005		0.007		0.134		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference Mexican American vs Other		-0.009		0.118		0.007		-0.009		0.146		0.007

		Heterogeneity of difference Puerto Rican vs Other		-0.003		0.642		0.007		-0.002		0.804		0.007

		Heterogeneity of difference Mexican American vs Puerto Rican		-0.006		0.327		.007		-0.007		0.273		0.007

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). SOM Figure 1 reports a model without covariates because re-randomization procedure was blocked using Catalist codes prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 4b

		SOM Table 7b: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout

		by Catalist Nation of Origin Code 

		Virginia 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.022***		0.000		0.004

		English * Mexican American		-0.007		0.323		0.007		-0.007		0.244		0.006

		Bilingual Treatment		0.018***		0.000		0.004		0.020***		0.000		0.004

		Bilingual * Mexican American		-0.009		0.198		0.007		-0.011* 		0.049		0.006

		Catalist: Mexican American		0.010+ 		0.026		0.004		0.009+ 		0.022		0.004

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.111+++		0.000		0.009		-0.008		0.083		0.004

		CATE: English if Mexican American		0.016**		0.001		0.005		0.015***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if Mexican American		0.009*		0.042		0.005		0.008*		0.063		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Other Latino 		0.005		0.256		0.004		0.002		0.572		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Mexican American 		0.007		0.171		0.005		0.007		0.128		0.004

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		-0.002		0.774		0.007		-0.004		0.405		0.006

		Households		56,605						56,605

		Individuals 		72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). SOM Figure 1 reports a model without covariates because re-randomization procedure was blocked using Catalist codes prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 4c

		SOM Table 4c: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout

		by Catalist Nation of Origin Code 

		North Carolina 2016 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.017**		0.006		0.009		0.014*		0.021		0.009

		English * Mexican American		-0.009		0.166		0.012		-0.006		0.198		0.012

		Bilingual Treatment		0.001		0.887		0.009		-0.001		0.873		0.009

		Bilingual * Mexican American		0.010		0.217		0.012		0.011*		0.042		0.012

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.048+++		0.001		0.011		-0.030		0.053		0.010

		VBM Program by Partner Org.		0.105+++		0.000		0.005		-0.010		0.14		0.006

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.514+++		0.000		0.009		-3.720+++		0.000		0.891

		CATE: English if Mexican American		0.009		0.331		0.008		0.008		0.306		0.008

		CATE: Bilingual if Mexican American		0.011***		0.000		0.008		0.010		0.212		0.008

		Diff. between treatments if Other Latino 		0.016***		0.000		0.006		0.015***		0.000		0.006

		Diff. between treatments if Mexican American 		-0.002		0.724		0.005		-0.002		0.729		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.018***		0.000		0.008		0.017***		0.000		0.007

		Households		69,356						69,356

		Individuals 		82,517						82,517

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). SOM Figure 1 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the Catalist nation of origin code categories. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2012, and 2008, Congressional District, vote propensity strata, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 5a

		SOM Table 5a: Downstream Average Treatment Effects from New Jersey 2015 Experiment

		Turnout in 2016 Primary & General Elections

				Primary Election 2016												General Election 2016

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates						No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.007*		0.016		0.003		0.006*		0.023		0.003		0.009***		0.000		0.003		0.007*		0.020		0.003

		Bilingual Treatment		0.006*		0.020		0.003		0.006*		0.025		0.003		0.003		0.350		0.003		0.003		0.364		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.025+++		0.000		0.004		-0.011+++		0.000		0.003		-0.017+++		0.000		0.003		-0.008++		0.005		0.003

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.028+++		0.000		0.005		-0.015+++		0.000		0.003		-0.037+++		0.000		0.003		-0.034+++		0.000		0.003

		Covariates		    N						    Y						    N						    Y

		Constant		0.235+++		0.000		0.002		0.069+++		0.000		0.005		0.701+++		0.000		0.002		0.489+++		0.000		0.005

		Diff. between treatments 		0.001		0.848		0.004		0.000		0.942		0.003		0.006		0.123		0.004		0.004		0.274		0.004

		Individuals		179,395						179,395						179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 3 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 5b

		SOM Table 5b: Downstream Average Treatment Effects from Virginia 2015 Experiment

		Turnout in 2016 Primary & General Elections

				Primary Election 2016												General Election 2016

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates						No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.002		0.524		0.004		0.002		0.665		0.004		0.000		0.983		0.005		-0.001		0.889		0.004

		Bilingual Treatment		-0.006		0.102		0.004		-0.006		0.121		0.004		0.003		0.512		0.005		0.002		0.573		0.004

		Covariates		    N						    Y						    N						    Y

		Constant		0.240+++		0.000		0.003		0.130+++		0.000		0.005		0.672+++		0.000		0.003		0.397+++		0.000		0.006

		Diff. between treatments 		0.009*		0.024		0.004		0.007*		0.047		0.004		-0.003		0.509		0.004		-0.003		0.464		0.004

		Households		56605						56605						56605						56605

		Individuals		72,018						72,018						72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 3 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.







Table 7

		SOM Table 7: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Single- vs. Multi-target Household 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.030***		0.000		0.003		0.032***		0.000		0.002

		English * Multi-target HH		-0.003		0.462		0.005		-0.010*		0.019		0.005

		Bilingual Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.003		0.020***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Multi-target HH		0.000		0.991		0.005		0.003		0.473		0.005

		Multi-target HH		-0.013+++		0.000		0.002		-0.007++		0.001		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.030+++		0.000		0.003		-0.014+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.021+++		0.000		0.003		-0.003		0.222		0.002

		Dummies for HH Size		    Y						    Y

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.136+++		0.000		0.002		-0.016+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if Multi-target HH		0.027***		0.000		0.004		0.022***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if Multi-target HH		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.023***		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Single-target HH 		0.009**		0.002		0.004		0.012***		0.000		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if Multi-target HH 		0.005		0.310		0.005		-0.001		0.779		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.003		0.565		0.007		0.013*		0.018		0.006

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes:  P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). The one percentage point decline in the English treatment is the only statistically significant heterogeneity in treatment effects. All models included dummy variables indicating the household contained three targets, four targets, or five or more targets, with two target households as the omitted category. Covariates are age, gender, and voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 8

		SOM Table 8: Direct & Spillover Average Treatment Effects in New Jersey 2015 Experiment

		Turnout in 2015 General Election

				Direct Effect												Spillover Effect

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates						No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.027***		0.000		0.004		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.013***		0.001		0.004		0.008* 		0.011		0.003

		Bilingual Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.023***		0.000		0.004		0.010** 		0.009		0.004		0.010** 		0.002		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.032+++		0.000		0.005		-0.017+++		0.001		0.004		-0.024+++		0.000		0.003		-0.012+++		0.000		0.003

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.027+++		0.000		0.005		-0.009+ 		0.043		0.004		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.007+ 		0.024		0.003

		Dummies for HH Size		    Y						    Y						    Y						    Y

		Covariates		    N						    Y						    N						    Y

		Constant		0.126+++		0.000		0.003		0.000		0.988		0.007		0.119+++		0.000		0.003		0.019+++		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments		0.005		0.311		0.005		-0.001		0.889		0.005		0.003		0.539		0.005		-0.001		0.773		0.004

		Households														49,095						49,095

		Individuals		49,095						49,095						66,205						66,205

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 4 reports model with covariates for direct effects and spillover effects because re-randomization procedure did not account for the non-targeted records in the spillover population. All models included dummy variables indicating the household contained three targets, four targets, or five or more targets, with two target households as the omitted category. Covariates are age, gender, and voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008. Results show negligible change between models as expected. 
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Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of
randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies
based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33%
Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino

are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). SOM Figure 1 reports a model that

includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the Catalist
nation of origin code categories. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in
2014, 2012, and 2008, Congressional District, vote propensity strata, and residing in a multi-

target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as

expected.
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SOM Table 7c: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout

by Catalist Nation of Origin Code 

North Carolina 2016 Experiment

No Covariates Incl. Covariates

69,356 69,356
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Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of 

randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies 

based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% 

Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino 

are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). SOM Figure 1 reports a model that 

includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the Catalist 

nation of origin code categories. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 

2014, 2012, and 2008, Congressional District, vote propensity strata, and residing in a multi-

target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as 

expected.
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Table 2a

		SOM Table 2a: Average Treatment Effect on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.030***		0.000		0.002		0.029***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.002		0.021***		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.031+++		0.000		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.022+++		0.000		0.003		-0.004		0.118		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.132+++		0.000		0.002		-0.018+++		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments		0.008**		0.001		0.003		0.008***		0.000		0.003

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 1 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Model with covariates from re-randomization shows negligible difference in ATE as expected. 











Table 2b

		SOM Table 2b: Average Treatment Effect on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		Virginia 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.019***		0.000		0.003		0.019***		0.000		0.003

		Bilingual Treatment		0.014***		0.000		0.003		0.015***		0.000		0.003

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.115+++		0.000		0.002		-0.004		0.346		0.004

		Diff. between treatments		0.005		0.080		0.003		0.004		0.159		0.003

		Households		56,605						56,605

		Individuals		72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 1 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Model with covariates from re-randomization randomization shows negligible difference in ATE as expected.











Table 2c

		SOM Table 2c: Average Treatment Effect on 2016 General Election Turnout 

		North Carolina Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.012*		0.050		0.006		0.006		0.290		0.007

		Bilingual Treatment		0.007		0.240		0.006		0.001		0.822		0.007

		VBM Program by Partner Org.		0.099+++		0.000		0.005		0.008		0.155		0.006

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.487+++		0.000		0.006		-4.441+++		0.000		0.739

		Diff. between treatments 		0.005		0.184		0.004		0.005		0.196		0.004

		Households		69,356						69,343

		Individuals		82,517						82,498

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 1 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, year of voter registration, voting in the general elections in 2012 and 2008, Congressional District, vote propensity strata, and residing in a multi-target household. Model with covariates from re-randomization shows negligible difference in ATE as expected.













Table 3a

		SOM Table 3a: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.028***		0.000		0.003		0.028***		0.000		0.003

		English * Latino. pop.>33%		0.004		0.359		0.005		0.004		0.298		0.004

		Bilingual Treatment		0.018***		0.000		0.003		0.018***		0.000		0.003

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>33%		0.009*		0.005		0.005		0.010*		0.025		0.004

		Latino pop.>33%		0.015+++		0.000		0.002		0.006+		0.019		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.010+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.020+++		0.000		0.003		-0.002		0.226		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.125+++		0.000		0.002		-0.020+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=33% Latino		0.032***		0.000		0.004		0.032***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if >=33% Latino		0.028***		0.000		0.004		0.027***		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if <33% Latino 		0.010**		0.002		0.004		0.010**		0.001		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=33% Latino 		0.005		0.335		0.005		0.005		0.324		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.005		0.420		0.006		0.005		0.338		0.006

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Figure 2 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the 33% Latino population. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 3b

		SOM Table 3b: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		Virginia 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.019***		0.000		0.003		0.018***		0.000		0.003

		English * Latino. pop.>33%		0.011		0.434		0.015		0.010		.453		0.013

		Bilingual Treatment		0.014***		0.000		0.003		0.015***		0.000		0.003

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>33%		-0.008		0.623		0.015		-0.008		.554		0.013

		Latino pop.>33%		0.008		0.424		0.010		0.021+		0.013		0.008

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.115+++		0.000		0.002		-0.005		0.188		0.004

		CATE: English if >=33% Latino		0.030*		0.046		0.014		0.028*		.033		0.012

		CATE: Bilingual if >=33% Latino		0.007		0.665		0.014		0.008		.538		0.012

		Diff. between treatments if <33% Latino 		0.004		0.161		0.003		0.003		0.283		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=33% Latino		0.024		0.117		0.015		0.020		0.114		0.013

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		-0.019		0.205		0.015		-0.017		0.184		0.014

		Households		56,605						56,605

		Individuals		72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Figure 2 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the 33% Latino population. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.







Table 3c

		SOM Table 3c: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2016 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		North Carolina 2016 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.012		0.064		0.006		0.010		0.106		0.006

		English * Latino. pop.>33%		0.024		0.618		0.046		0.029		0.535		0.045

		Bilingual Treatment		0.006		0.311		0.006		0.005		0.447		0.006

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>33%		0.038		0.408		0.046		0.038		0.390		0.045

		Latino pop.>33%		-0.041		0.415		0.041		-0.051		0.406		0.042

		VBM Program by Partner Org.		0.098+++		0.000		0.005		-0.010		0.093		0.006

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.488+++		0.000		0.006		-4.455+++		0.000		0.889

		CATE: English if >=33% Latino		0.036		0.438		0.046		0.039		0.380		0.045

		CATE: Bilingual if >=33% Latino		0.044		0.327		0.045		0.043		0.336		0.044

		Diff. between treatments if <33% Latino 		0.005		0.167		0.004		0.005		0.167		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if >=33% Latino 		-0.008		0.780		0.028		-0.003		0.880		0.026

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.013		0.628		0.028		0.009		0.726		0.266

		Households		69,356						69,343

		Individuals		82,517						82,498

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Figure 2 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the 33% Latino population. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2012, and 2008, Congressional District, vote propensity strata, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 3d

		SOM Table 3d: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		Majority (50%) Latino Population

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.029***		0.000		0.003		0.028***		0.000		0.002

		English * Latino pop.>50%		0.004		0.526		0.006		0.004		0.416		0.005

		Bilingual Treatment		0.019***		0.000		0.003		0.018***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Latino pop.>50%		0.012*		0.022		0.006		0.012*		0.021		0.005

		Latino pop.>50%		0.016+++		0.000		0.002		0.000		0.832		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.013+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.003		0.216		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.126+++		0.000		0.002		-0.019+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=50% Latino		0.032***		0.000		0.005		0.032***		0.000		0.005

		CATE: Bilingual if >=50% Latino		0.031***		0.000		0.005		0.030***		0.000		0.005

		Diff. between treatments if <50% Latino 		0.010***		0.000		0.003		0.010***		0.000		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=50% Latino 		0.001		0.845		0.007		0.002		0.689		0.006

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.009		0.228		0.007		0.007		0.253		0.007

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 50% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=50% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Results using 50% threshold are substantively identical to the 33% threshold. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 3e

		SOM Table 3e: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		67% Latino Population

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment 		0.027***		0.000		0.002		0.027***		0.000		0.002

		English * Hisp. pop.>67%		0.018* 		0.017		0.008		0.016*		0.017		0.007

		Bilingual Treatment 		0.019***		0.000		0.002		0.019***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Hisp. pop.>67%		0.024**		0.002		0.008		0.022***		0.001		0.007

		Hispanic pop.>67% 		0.008++ 		0.008		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.004+ 		0.094		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.129+++		0.000		0.002		-0.017+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=67% Latino		0.045***		0.000		0.007		0.044***		0.000		0.007

		CATE: Bilingual if >=67% Latino		0.043***		0.000		0.008		0.040***		0.000		0.007

		Diff. between treatments if <67% Latino 		0.009**		0.001		0.003		0.009***		0.000		0.002

		Diff. between treatments if >=67% Latino 		0.002		0.791		0.010		0.003		0.685		0.009

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.006		0.518		0.010		0.005		0.519		0.009

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 50% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=67% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Results using 67% threshold are substantively identical to the 33% and 50% thresholds. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected. 





Table 3f

		SOM Table 3f: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Latino Population in 2010 US Census 

		75% Latino Population

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment 		0.027***		0.000		0.003		0.027***		0.000		0.002

		English * Hisp. pop.>75%		0.030**		0.002		0.010		0.028***		0.001		0.009

		Bilingual Treatment 		0.019***		0.000		0.002		0.019***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Hisp. pop.>75%		0.035***		0.000		0.010		0.031***		0.001		0.009

		Hispanic pop.>75% 		0.008+ 		0.040		0.004		-0.021+++		0.001		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.027+++		0.000		0.003		-0.015+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.004+ 		0.106		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.129+++		0.000		0.002		-0.017+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if >=75% Latino		0.057***		0.000		0.010		0.055***		0.000		0.009

		CATE: Bilingual if >=75% Latino		0.054***		0.000		0.010		0.050***		0.000		0.009

		Diff. between treatments if <75% Latino 		0.008**		0.001		0.003		0.008***		0.000		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if >=75% Latino 		0.004		0.770		0.013		0.005		0.607		0.011

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.005		0.691		0.013		0.003		0.798		0.012

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 75% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=50% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). Results using 75% threshold are substantively identical to the 33%, 50% and 67% thresholds. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 4a

		SOM Table 4a: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Catalist Nation of Origin Code 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.033***		0.000		0.004		0.033***		0.000		0.004

		English * Mexican American		-0.007		0.122		0.006		-0.008		0.111		0.005

		English * Puerto Rican		-0.003		0.573		0.006		-0.004		0.478		0.005

		Bilingual Treatment		0.029***		0.000		0.004		0.028***		0.000		0.004

		Bilingual * Mexican American		-0.017**		0.001		0.006		-0.016***		0.001		0.005

		Bilingual * Puerto Rican		-0.006		0.249		0.006		-0.005		0.308		0.005

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.023+++		0.000		0.002		-0.007+++		0.001		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.019+++		0.000		0.002		-0.001		0.708		0.002

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.128+++		0.000		0.002		-0.022+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if Mexican American		0.025***		0.000		0.004		0.025***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if Mexican American		0.012***		0.000		0.004		0.011***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if Puerto Rican		0.030***		0.000		0.004		0.029***		0.000		0.003

		CATE: Bilingual if Puerto Rican		0.023***		0.000		0.004		0.023***		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Other Latino 		0.004		0.391		0.005		0.005		0.285		0.005

		Diff. between treatments if Mexican American 		0.014***		0.000		0.005		0.014***		0.000		0.005

		Diff. between treatments if Puerto Rican 		0.007		0.121		0.005		0.007		0.134		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference Mexican American vs Other		-0.009		0.118		0.007		-0.009		0.146		0.007

		Heterogeneity of difference Puerto Rican vs Other		-0.003		0.642		0.007		-0.002		0.804		0.007

		Heterogeneity of difference Mexican American vs Puerto Rican		-0.006		0.327		.007		-0.007		0.273		0.007

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). SOM Figure 1 reports a model without covariates because re-randomization procedure was blocked using Catalist codes prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 4b

		SOM Table 4b: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout

		by Catalist Nation of Origin Code 

		Virginia 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.022***		0.000		0.004

		English * Mexican American		-0.007		0.323		0.007		-0.007		0.244		0.006

		Bilingual Treatment		0.018***		0.000		0.004		0.020***		0.000		0.004

		Bilingual * Mexican American		-0.009		0.198		0.007		-0.011* 		0.049		0.006

		Catalist: Mexican American		0.010+ 		0.026		0.004		0.009+ 		0.022		0.004

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.111+++		0.000		0.009		-0.008		0.083		0.004

		CATE: English if Mexican American		0.016**		0.001		0.005		0.015***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if Mexican American		0.009*		0.042		0.005		0.008*		0.063		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Other Latino 		0.005		0.256		0.004		0.002		0.572		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Mexican American 		0.007		0.171		0.005		0.007		0.128		0.004

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		-0.002		0.774		0.007		-0.004		0.405		0.006

		Households		56,605						56,605

		Individuals 		72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). SOM Figure 1 reports a model without covariates because re-randomization procedure was blocked using Catalist codes prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 4c

		SOM Table 7c: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout

		by Catalist Nation of Origin Code 

		North Carolina 2016 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.017**		0.006		0.009		0.014*		0.021		0.009

		English * Mexican American		-0.009		0.166		0.012		-0.006		0.198		0.012

		Bilingual Treatment		0.001		0.887		0.009		-0.001		0.873		0.009

		Bilingual * Mexican American		0.010		0.217		0.012		0.011*		0.042		0.012

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.048+++		0.001		0.011		-0.030		0.053		0.010

		VBM Program by Partner Org.		0.105+++		0.000		0.005		-0.010		0.14		0.006

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.514+++		0.000		0.009		-3.720+++		0.000		0.891

		CATE: English if Mexican American		0.009		0.331		0.008		0.008		0.306		0.008

		CATE: Bilingual if Mexican American		0.011***		0.000		0.008		0.010		0.212		0.008

		Diff. between treatments if Other Latino 		0.016***		0.000		0.006		0.015***		0.000		0.006

		Diff. between treatments if Mexican American 		-0.002		0.724		0.005		-0.002		0.729		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.018***		0.000		0.008		0.017***		0.000		0.007

		Households		69,356						69,356

		Individuals 		82,517						82,517

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Less than or equal to 33% Latino is the omitted category in the heterogeneity analysis (i.e. the effects for <=33% Latino are the “main effects” for each treatment condition). SOM Figure 1 reports a model that includes covariates because re-randomization procedure was not blocked using the Catalist nation of origin code categories. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2012, and 2008, Congressional District, vote propensity strata, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 5a

		SOM Table 5a: Downstream Average Treatment Effects from New Jersey 2015 Experiment

		Turnout in 2016 Primary & General Elections

				Primary Election 2016												General Election 2016

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates						No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.007*		0.016		0.003		0.006*		0.023		0.003		0.009***		0.000		0.003		0.007*		0.020		0.003

		Bilingual Treatment		0.006*		0.020		0.003		0.006*		0.025		0.003		0.003		0.350		0.003		0.003		0.364		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.025+++		0.000		0.004		-0.011+++		0.000		0.003		-0.017+++		0.000		0.003		-0.008++		0.005		0.003

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.028+++		0.000		0.005		-0.015+++		0.000		0.003		-0.037+++		0.000		0.003		-0.034+++		0.000		0.003

		Covariates		    N						    Y						    N						    Y

		Constant		0.235+++		0.000		0.002		0.069+++		0.000		0.005		0.701+++		0.000		0.002		0.489+++		0.000		0.005

		Diff. between treatments 		0.001		0.848		0.004		0.000		0.942		0.003		0.006		0.123		0.004		0.004		0.274		0.004

		Individuals		179,395						179,395						179,395						179,395

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 3 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 5b

		SOM Table 5b: Downstream Average Treatment Effects from Virginia 2015 Experiment

		Turnout in 2016 Primary & General Elections

				Primary Election 2016												General Election 2016

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates						No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.002		0.524		0.004		0.002		0.665		0.004		0.000		0.983		0.005		-0.001		0.889		0.004

		Bilingual Treatment		-0.006		0.102		0.004		-0.006		0.121		0.004		0.003		0.512		0.005		0.002		0.573		0.004

		Covariates		    N						    Y						    N						    Y

		Constant		0.240+++		0.000		0.003		0.130+++		0.000		0.005		0.672+++		0.000		0.003		0.397+++		0.000		0.006

		Diff. between treatments 		0.009*		0.024		0.004		0.007*		0.047		0.004		-0.003		0.509		0.004		-0.003		0.464		0.004

		Households		56605						56605						56605						56605

		Individuals		72,018						72,018						72,018						72,018

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 3 reports model with no covariates since re-randomization for balance was used prior to treatment. Covariates are age, gender, voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008, and residing in a multi-target household. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.







Table 7

		SOM Table 7: Conditional Average Treatment Effects on 2015 General Election Turnout 

		by Single- vs. Multi-target Household 

		New Jersey 2015 Experiment

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.030***		0.000		0.003		0.032***		0.000		0.002

		English * Multi-target HH		-0.003		0.462		0.005		-0.010*		0.019		0.005

		Bilingual Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.003		0.020***		0.000		0.002

		Bilingual * Multi-target HH		0.000		0.991		0.005		0.003		0.473		0.005

		Multi-target HH		-0.013+++		0.000		0.002		-0.007++		0.001		0.002

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.030+++		0.000		0.003		-0.014+++		0.000		0.002

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.021+++		0.000		0.003		-0.003		0.222		0.002

		Dummies for HH Size		    Y						    Y

		Covariates		    N						    Y

		Constant		0.136+++		0.000		0.002		-0.016+++		0.000		0.004

		CATE: English if Multi-target HH		0.027***		0.000		0.004		0.022***		0.000		0.004

		CATE: Bilingual if Multi-target HH		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.023***		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments if Single-target HH 		0.009**		0.002		0.004		0.012***		0.000		0.003

		Diff. between treatments if Multi-target HH 		0.005		0.310		0.005		-0.001		0.779		0.005

		Heterogeneity of difference across groups		0.003		0.565		0.007		0.013*		0.018		0.006

		Individuals		179,395						179,395

		Notes:  P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). The one percentage point decline in the English treatment is the only statistically significant heterogeneity in treatment effects. All models included dummy variables indicating the household contained three targets, four targets, or five or more targets, with two target households as the omitted category. Covariates are age, gender, and voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008. Results show negligible change when covariates added to models, as expected.





Table 8

		SOM Table 8: Direct & Spillover Average Treatment Effects in New Jersey 2015 Experiment

		Turnout in 2015 General Election

				Direct Effect												Spillover Effect

				No Covariates						Incl. Covariates						No Covariates						Incl. Covariates

				b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE		b		p		SE

		English Treatment		0.027***		0.000		0.004		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.013***		0.001		0.004		0.008* 		0.011		0.003

		Bilingual Treatment		0.022***		0.000		0.004		0.023***		0.000		0.004		0.010** 		0.009		0.004		0.010** 		0.002		0.003

		Catalist: Mexican American		-0.032+++		0.000		0.005		-0.017+++		0.001		0.004		-0.024+++		0.000		0.003		-0.012+++		0.000		0.003

		Catalist: Puerto Rican		-0.027+++		0.000		0.005		-0.009+ 		0.043		0.004		-0.019+++		0.000		0.003		-0.007+ 		0.024		0.003

		Dummies for HH Size		    Y						    Y						    Y						    Y

		Covariates		    N						    Y						    N						    Y

		Constant		0.126+++		0.000		0.003		0.000		0.988		0.007		0.119+++		0.000		0.003		0.019+++		0.000		0.004

		Diff. between treatments		0.005		0.311		0.005		-0.001		0.889		0.005		0.003		0.539		0.005		-0.001		0.773		0.004

		Households														49,095						49,095

		Individuals		49,095						49,095						66,205						66,205

		Notes: P-values for treatment effects based on randomization inference with 1000 iterations of randomization (* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). P-values for constant and strata dummies based on observed outcomes (+ p<0.05, ++ p<0.01, +++ p<0.001). Figure 4 reports model with covariates for direct effects and spillover effects because re-randomization procedure did not account for the non-targeted records in the spillover population. All models included dummy variables indicating the household contained three targets, four targets, or five or more targets, with two target households as the omitted category. Covariates are age, gender, and voting in the general elections in 2014, 2013, 2012, 2010, and 2008. Results show negligible change between models as expected. 
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<fullname>
<mddress>
<mcity>, <mstate> <mzip5>

October 26, 2015
Dear <FirstNm>,
We want to thank you for <actionle>

Official public records from the <electoff> show that you <action2e> and we want to thank you. Our democracy
depends on people like you exercising the right to vote in this election.

The <electoff> official voting records are public information that show whether you cast a ballot, but not who
you voted for. We appreciate your commitment to voting. We hope that you will continue your record of
exercising your civic duty by voting in the important election on Tuesday, November 3rd.

Summary of general election voting for:
<FullName>
2011 General Election: <Genlle>
2012 General Election: <Genl2e>
2013 General Election: <Gen13e>
2014 General Election: <Genl4e>
2015 General Election:

Many people like you will be voting in the important election on November 3rd. We encourage you to join them.

You can vote at your polling place on Election Day, Tuesday, November 3rd. <polltime> You can find the location
of your polling place and other voting information at the official <electoff> website:

<electURL>

Thank you in advance for voting in this important election. We look forward to thanking you after the election
for voting and making our democracy work.

Sincerely,

P.S. - Thank you for voting on Tuesday, November 3rd.

_ is a nonprofit, nonpartisan organization that encourages citizens to vote and does

not endorse any candidate or political party. If you have questions or comments about our work, you can contact us at info || i}
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<fullname>
<mddress>
<mcity>, <mstate> <mzip5>

26 de octubre de 2015
Dear <FirstNm>,

We want to thank you for recently registering to vote.
Queremos agradecerle por Registrado(a) para votar recientemente.

Official public records from the Virginia Department of Elections show that you voted in the 2012 Presidential election and
we want to thank you. Our democracy depends on people like you exercising the right to vote in this election.

Registros publicos oficiales de la Virginia Department of Elections muestran que usted Voto en las elecciones
presidenciales de 2012. y queremos agradecerle. Nuestra democracia depende de personas como usted que ejerzan su
derecho de votacion en estas elecciones.

The Virginia Department of Elections official voting records are public information that show whether you cast a ballot,
but not who you voted for. We appreciate your commitment to voting. We hope that you will continue your record of
exercising your civic duty by voting in the important election on Tuesday, November 3rd.

Los registros oficiales de votacion de la Virginia Department of Elections son informacién publica que muestran si usted
emitid su voto, pero no por quien voto. Apreciamos su compromiso para votar. Esperamos que usted contintie con su
récord ejerciendo su derecho civico votando en las importantes elecciones de este martes, 3 de noviembre.

Summary of general election voting for:
Resumen de la votacion de eleccion general para:
<FullName>
2011 General Election: Not registered
2012 General Election: Not registered
2013 General Election: Yes
2014 General Election: Yes
2015 General Election:

Many people like you will be voting in the important election on November 3rd. We encourage you to join them.
Muchas personas como usted votardn en las importantes elecciones del 3 de noviembre. Le animamos que se una con ellos.

You can vote at your polling place on Election Day, Tuesday, November 3rd. On Election Day the Polling Locations will
be open from 6 AM to 7 PM. You can find the location of your polling place and other voting information at the official
Virginia Department of Elections website:
Usted puede votar en su casilla el Dia de las Elecciones, martes 3 de noviembre. El dia de las elecciones las casillas abrirdn
de las 6 AM alas 7 PM. Puede encontrar la ubicacién de su casilla y demas informacion acerca de la votacion Virginia
Department of Elections en la pagina de internet oficial:

https://voterinfo.sbe.virginia.gov/

Thank you in advance for voting in this important election. We look forward to thanking you after the election for voting
and making our democracy work.

Gracias de antemano por votar en esta importante eleccion. Esperamos agradecerle después de las elecciones por votar y
hacer que nuestra democracia funcione.

Sincerely,
Atentamente,

Matt Davis

P.S. - Thank you for voting on Tuesday, November 3rd.
P.D. - Gracias por votar el martes 3 de noviembre.

The League of Conservation Voters Education Fund is a nonprofit, nonpartisan organization that encourages citizens to vote and does not endorse any
candidate or political party. If you have questions or comments about our work, you can contact us at info@lcvef.org.
El Fondo Educativo de la Liga de Votantes por la Conservacion del Medio Ambiente es una organizacion sin fines de lucro, no partidista que exhorta
alos ciudadanos a votar y no respalda a ningun candidato o partido politico.
Si usted tiene preguntas o comentarios acerca de nuestro trabajo, nos puede contactar en info@lcvef.org.
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<FullName>
<Address>
<City>, <State> <Zip>

October 17,2016
Dear <FirstNm>,

We want to thank you for <action_1le>.

Official public records from the North Carolina Board of Elections show that you <action_2e> and we want to thank
you. Our democracy depends on people like you exercising the right to vote in this election.

The North Carolina State Board of Elections official voting records are public information that show whether you
cast a ballot at your current address, but not who you voted for. We appreciate your commitment to voting. We hope
that you will continue your record of exercising your civic duty by voting in the important election this year.

Summary of general election voting in North Carolina for:
<FullName>

2010 General Election: <Gen10>

2012 General Election: <Gen12>

2014 General Election: <Genl14>
2016 General Election:

In 2012, 61% of North Carolina voters cast ballots before Election Day. I encourage you to join millions of people

like you using early voting. Voting on your own time makes casting your ballot easy and convenient.

As aregistered voter in <CntyNm> County, you can vote at any One-Stop early voting location in <CntyNm>
County between Thursday, October 20th and Saturday, November 5th. You can find information about voting
locations and hours, including any last minute changes, at vt.ncsbe.gov/ossite/ or by calling the <CntyNm>
County Board of Elections at <clerkphone>.

Thank you in advance for voting in this important election. I look forward to thanking you after the election for
voting and making our democracy work.

Sincerely,

(’W C/a,»(u.,

Carrie Clark

The North Carolina League of Conservation Voters Foundation is a nonprofit, nonpartisan organization that encourages citizens to vote and does not
endorse any candidate or political party. If you have questions or comments about our work, you can contact us at info@nclcvt.org or (919) 415-1765.

One-Stop Early Voting Locations and Hours

<EIPV Location> <EIPV Location> <EIPV Location> <EIPV Location>
<EIPV Address> <EIPV Address> <EIPV Address> <EIPV Address>
<EIPV Date & Hours> <EIPV Date & Hours> <EIPV Date & Hours> <EIPV Date & Hours>
<EIPV Location> <EIPV Location> <EIPV Location> <EIPV Location>
<EIPV Address> <EIPV Address> <EIPV Address> <EIPV Address>
<EIPV Date & Hours> <EIPV Date & Hours> <EIPV Date & Hours> <EIPV Date & Hours>
<EIPV Location> <EIPV Location> <EIPV Location> <EIPV Location>
<EIPV Address> <EIPV Address> <EIPV Address> <EIPV Address>
<EIPV Date & Hours> <EIPV Date & Hours> <EIPV Date & Hours> <EIPV Date & Hours>
<EIPV Location> <EIPV Location> <EIPV Location> <EIPV Location>
<EIPV Address> <EIPV Address> <EIPV Address> <EIPV Address>
<EIPV Date & Hours> <EIPV Date & Hours> <EIPV Date & Hours> <EIPV Date & Hours>
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The North Carolina League of Conservation Voters Foundation is a nonprofit ,  nonpartisan organization that encourages citizens to vote and does not 

endorse any candidate or political party. If you have uestions or comments aout our or, you can contact us at info nclcvf.org or 1 4151765.
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<EIPV Address>

<EIPV Date & Hours>

One-Stop Early Voting Locations and Hours

<FullName>

<Address>

<City>, <State> <Zip>

           October 17, 2016

Dear <FirstNm>,

We want to thank you for <action_1e>. 

Offic

i

al public records from the North Carolina Board of Elections show that you <action_2e> and we want to thank 

you. Our democracy depends on people like you exercising the right to vote in this election.

The North Carolina State Board of Elections offic

i

al voting records are public information that show whether you 

cast a ballot at your current address, but not who you voted for. We appreciate your commitment to voting. We hope 

that you will continue your record of exercising your civic duty by voting in the important election this year. 

Summary of general election voting in North Carolina for: 

<FullName>

 

2010 General Election: <Gen10>

2012 General Election: <Gen12>

2014 General Election: <Gen14>

2016 General Election: _____

 

In 2012, 61% of North Carolina voters cast ballots before Election Day. I encourage you to join millions of people 

like you using early voting. Voting on your own time makes casting your ballot easy and convenient. 

As a registered voter in <CntyNm> County, you can vote at any One-Stop early voting location in <CntyNm> 

County between Thursday, October 20th and Saturday, November 5th. 

You can fin d  information about voting 

locations and hours, including any last minute changes, at vt.ncsbe.gov/ossite/

 or by calling the <CntyNm> 

County Board of Elections at <clerkphone>. 

Thank you in advance for voting in this important election. I look forward to thanking you after the election for 

voting and making our democracy work.

Sincerely,

 

Carrie Clark

CSV16_002_BX
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<FullName>
<Address>
<City>, <State> <Zip>

October 24,2016
Dear <FirstNm>,

We want to thank you for <action_1le>. And remind you that you can vote early at One Stop sites until
Saturday, November 5th or at your polling place on Election Day, Tuesday, November 8th.

Official public records from the North Carolina Board of Elections show that you <action_2e> and we want to thank
you. Our democracy depends on people like you exercising the right to vote in this election.

The North Carolina State Board of Elections official voting records are public information that show whether you
cast a ballot at your current address, but not who you voted for. We appreciate your commitment to voting. We hope
that you will continue your record of exercising your civic duty by voting in the important election this year.

Summary of general election voting in North Carolina for:
<FullName>

2010 General Election: <Gen10>

2012 General Election: <Gen12>

2014 General Election: <Genl14>
2016 General Election:

_________ In2012,61% of North Carolina yoters cast ballots before Election Day. We encourage_you to join milliops of people. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _.
like you using early voting. Voting on your own time makes casting your ballot easy and convenient.

As aregistered voter in <CntyNm> County, you can vote at any One-Stop early voting location in <CntyNm>
County between now and Saturday, November 5th. You can find information about voting locations and hours,
including any last minute changes, at vt.ncsbe.gov/ossite/ or by calling the <CntyNm> County Board of Elections
at <clerkphone>.

Thank you in advance for voting in this important election. I look forward to thanking you after the election for

voting and making our democracy work.

Sincerely,

(’W 6/0.4(9-'

Carrie Clark

The North Carolina League of Conservation Voters Foundation is a nonprofit, nonpartisan organization that encourages citizens to vote and does not endorse
any candidate or political party. If you have questions or comments about our work, you can contact us at info@nclcvf.org or (919) 415-1765.

One-Stop Early Voting Locations and Hours

<EIPV Location>
<EIPV Address>
<EIPV Date & Hours>

<EIPV Location>
<EIPV Address>
<EIPV Date & Hours>

<EIPV Location>
<EIPV Address>
<EIPV Date & Hours>

<EIPV Location>
<EIPV Address>
<EIPV Date & Hours>
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The North Carolina League of Conservation Voters Foundation is a nonprofit ,  nonpartisan organization that encourages citizens to vote and does not endorse 

any candidate or political party. If you have uestions or comments aout our or, you can contact us at infonclcvf.org or 1 4151765.
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<EIPV Address>

<EIPV Date & Hours>

<EIPV Location>
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<EIPV Date & Hours>
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<EIPV Date & Hours>

<EIPV Location>

<EIPV Address>

<EIPV Date & Hours>

One-Stop Early Voting Locations and Hours

<FullName>

<Address>

<City>, <State> <Zip>

October 24, 2016

Dear <FirstNm>,

We want to thank you for <action_1e>. And remind you that you can vote early at One Stop sites until 

Saturday, November 5th or at your polling place on Election Day, Tuesday, November 8th. 

Offic

i

al public records from the North Carolina Board of Elections show that you <action_2e> and we want to thank 

you. Our democracy depends on people like you exercising the right to vote in this election.

The North Carolina State Board of Elections offic

i

al voting records are public information that show whether you 

cast a ballot at your current address, but not who you voted for. We appreciate your commitment to voting. We hope 

that you will continue your record of exercising your civic duty by voting in the important election this year.

Summary of general election voting in North Carolina for: 

<FullName>

 

2010 General Election: <Gen10>

2012 General Election: <Gen12>

2014 General Election: <Gen14> 

2016 General Election: _____ 

In 2012, 61% of North Carolina voters cast ballots before Election Day. We encourage you to join millions of people 

like you using early voting. Voting on your own time makes casting your ballot easy and convenient. 

As a registered voter in <CntyNm> County, you can vote at any One-Stop early voting location in <CntyNm> 

County between now and Saturday, November 5th. 

You can fin d  information about voting locations and hours, 

including any last minute changes, at vt.ncsbe.gov/ossite/

 or by calling the <CntyNm> County Board of Elections 

at <clerkphone>. 

Thank you in advance for voting in this important election. I look forward to thanking you after the election for 

voting and making our democracy work.

Sincerely,

 

Carrie Clark

CSV16_004_BX
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