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Abstract 

In Philadelphia Elections, there is a long tradition of passing out fliers listing recommended candidates 

outside of polling places. In this paper, we analyze the results volunteers handing out fliers with the 

recommendations for Judge for the Court of Common Pleas by the non-partisan Philadelphia Bar 

Association Commission for Judicial Selection and Retention. The Court of Common Pleas is a low-

attention, multiple-candidate race; in 2017 there were 27 candidates for 9 positions. The randomized 

assignment shows that volunteers increased the gap between the average “Recommended” and “Not 

Recommended” candidate by 0.41 percentage points, in an election in which the final elected judge won 

by 0.20 percentage points. The effect differed by the income and demographics of the neighborhood: 

moderate income White and Hispanic polling places experienced the largest effect, of 0.71 and 0.66 

percentage points respectively; moderate income Black polling places an effect of 0.39 percentage 

points; and high income (median household income greater than $50,000) polling places had a 

statistically insignificant treatment effect of 0.20, largely because they were already voting for 

Recommended candidates. 

Introduction 

Philadelphia’s Court of Common Pleas Election 

The 2017 Philadelphia municipal primary occurred on May 16, 2017. The highest-profile position on the 

ballot was for District Attorney. Typically, these elections have very low turnout. The previous 

competitive D.A. election, in 2009, saw 13% of registered Democrats vote. A comparatively large 17% of 

Democrats, or 152,000 voters, voted in the 2017 primary, which drew larger-than-average attention 
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following the 2016 election of Donald Trump to the presidency and due to a very competitive District 

Attorney race. 

In every odd-year primary, Philadelphians additionally vote for judges to the Court of Common Pleas of 

Philadelphia County. This Court consists of 90 judges, and is responsible for major civil and criminal 

trials, juvenile and domestic relations, and orphans. The court is quite important in the Philadelphia legal 

system, and Philadelphia’s Democratic Party dominance means that the winners of the Primary are 

essentially guaranteed election in the General. Judges are elected to 10-year terms. 

In the 2017 primary, there were 27 candidates for 9 Common Pleas spots. Voters were allowed to vote 

for up to 9 judges. The election generates so little attention that even well-informed voters, in general, 

know nothing about the candidates, and select largely based on newspaper endorsements, fliers handed 

out outside of the polling places by local Ward employees, and, sadly, randomized ballot position. 

Candidates’ names are ordered on the ballot by a random lottery. In a previous analysis Econsult 

Solutions found that between 2009 and 2015, a candidate being listed in the first column of the ballot 

had the single largest effect on a candidate’s vote, multiplying their predicted vote by 2.5. This effect 

was larger than the endorsement of the Philadelphia Inquirer, the endorsement of the Democratic City 

Committee, or the Recommendation of the Philadelphia Bar Association.  

 

Figure 1: 2017 Court of Common Pleas Sample Ballots. Bar Recommended candidates highlighted in yellow. This is how the 
ballot appears in the voting booth, without the highlighting.  
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The Philadelphia Bar Association Judicial Commission 

The Philadelphia Bar Association has sought to inform voters on the quality of judicial candidates since 

1977. The Bar’s Commission for Judicial Selection and Retention provides surveys to and interviews all 

judicial candidates. Candidates are then rated Recommended or Not Recommended based on 

demonstrated legal ability, experience, and ethical track record. The Commission’s recommendations 

are broadly considered an apolitical measure of candidate quality; in 2013, the Philadelphia Inquirer 

stopped endorsing candidates on its own and began simply citing the Commission’s recommendations. 

The Commission recommends more candidates than there are vacancies. For example, in 2017, 18 of 

the 27 candidates were rated Recommended. Nonetheless, largely due to the power of ballot position, 

candidates who are Not Recommended often win judgeships. In 2015, there were 12 vacancies and 43 

candidates, 27 of whom were Recommended. Of the winners, 9 were Recommended and 3 were Not 

Recommended; all Not Recommended winners were in the first column of the ballot.     

Study Motivation and Design 

In advance of the 2017 election, the Bar Association approached ESI to measure the effect of one of its 

educational efforts. The Bar Association planned to have volunteers pass out listings of its 

recommendations outside of polling places on Election Day. In order to measure the causal effect of the 

volunteers, ESI randomized the polling places to which volunteers were assigned, across the city.   

Volunteers were initially solicited from the Bar Association's membership, including (but not limited to) 

its Young Lawyers Division, sections and committees, and leadership.  Subsequent solicitations were 

made to other civically engaged organizations in Philadelphia, including the Committee of Seventy, 

Young Involved Philadelphia, and Philadelphia 3.0.  In addition, the Bar Association contacted various 

media outlets in an attempt to spread the word about its efforts.  Although individuals did not need to 

be attorneys to volunteer, most of the volunteers on Election Day were attorneys.  

Polls in Philadelphia were open on Election Day from 7 am to 8 pm.  Volunteers typically signed up for 

shifts that were either half-day (7 am to 1:30 pm or 1:30 pm to 8 pm) or three-hour shifts during the 

times of the morning and evening that traditionally see the highest volume of people coming to vote (7-

10 am and 5-8 pm). All assignments are considered “treated” for the purpose of this analysis. We focus 

on the Intent to Treat calculations, which include all polling places to which volunteers were assigned, 

without knowledge of whether they showed up or how hard they worked. 

Volunteers were provided with instructions in advance of Election Day regarding their assignment.  They 

were given their assigned polling place location and instructions to obtain literature to hand out to 

voters.  The following is an image of the literature that was distributed to voters: 
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Figure 1: The flier handed out by Judicial Commission volunteers. 

Volunteers were given instructions to hand out this flier to all voters at their assigned location, and 

information about the Judicial Commission to answer voter questions if posed. 
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Random Sampling 

We selected the polling places to send volunteers to using stratified complete sampling. Each polling 

place was assigned to one of four strata: (1) High Income (median household income greater than 

$50,000), or non-High Income (hereafter Moderate Income) (2) Black, (3) Hispanic, or (4) White. 

Racial/Ethnic categorizations were determined based on the group with plurality representation, based 

on 2011-2015 American Community Survey population data, and income based on a population-

weighted average of the median income of the block groups that intersected each division. (The two 

predominately-Asian polling places were assigned to their next-highest representative group, which for 

both was the White strata). For polling places that consisted of multiple divisions, we used the total 

population of the divisions combined, and calculated the population-weighted average of the divisions’ 

median household income.  

We removed from the universe two sets of polling places. First, we removed polling places which 

represented multiple divisions and for which we had reasons to believe divisions might have different 

entrances. For example, some polling places had different room numbers listed for different divisions. 

We excluded these because it would be unclear if a voter passed by the volunteer or not, and bias our 

measurement of the effect to zero. Removing these from the universe before random sampling does not 

bias our estimates unless these precincts have systematically different treatment effects, which we 

claim is unlikely. 

Additionally, we exclude polling places that had fewer than 20 voters in the 2015 primary. This was 

mostly as a service to our volunteers, so they didn’t spend their day at a precinct where nobody voted. 

This would bias the estimates of the Average Treatment Effect if such precincts had systematically 

different treatment effects from other polling places; this is plausible. Of course, the fact that they have 

such low turnout also makes them less important from a strategic perspective for increasing the Bar’s 

impact. Also, we do not lose all low-turnout divisions, because some polling places represent multiple 

divisions, and low turnout divisions can combine to clear the 20 vote hurdle. Nonetheless, the results 

should be read as only applying to polling places with more than 20 voters in 2015.  

This leaves us with 773 polling places in our universe in all, representing 1,585 divisions (94% of the total 

divisions) and 226,392 votes for Mayor in the 2015 Democratic Primary (97% of the total votes).4 

 

 

                                                           
4
 Because of data limitations, it is more convenient to proxy the total number of votes for the highest office for the 

total turnout. In 2015, the highest profile race was for Mayor, so we proxy the total votes for Mayor in the 
Democratic Primary as the total Democratic turnout. We expect this to be highly accurate. 
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Figure 2: Map of Philadelphia polling places by strata and treatment status.. 

We oversample Hispanic polling places to encourage precision of the estimates.  

In the time period between assigning volunteers to polling places and election day, some volunteers 

dropped out. Clearly, there is potential for selection in the drop out process, and below we measure the 

Intent to Treat Effect of assigning volunteers to a polling place, regardless of whether they later dropped 

out. In the end, no treated polling place was missing volunteers all day, but 8 were only partially treated, 

with known gaps during either the morning or evening voting rush (7-9 am or 5-8 pm). These dropouts 
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occurred disproportionately in Hispanic polling places; many drop-outs cited distance and travel 

concerns.   

 

 

Table 1: Polling Place Assignments by Strata. 

Verification of Randomization 

To verify that randomization did not produce very different samples, we test the difference between the 

treatment and control groups within strata for relevant variables: the total number of votes cast for D.A. 

in 2015 (our proxy for turnout), the percent of the vote received by the average recommended 

candidate in 2015 (the total percentage of votes cast for recommended candidates, divided by the 

number of 2015 recommended candidates), and the average number of votes for Common Pleas per 

voter. Table 2 shows that one of the differences are statistically significant.  

Test of Randomization: Treated vs. Control Group using 2015 traits. 

 

Table 2: Test of randomization. Differences between treated and control polling places in 2015 election. 

Summary of Election Results  

Total Black Hispanic White High Income

Number of Polling Places 773 355 38 154 226

Number of Treated Polling Places 41 18 5 8 10

Percent Treated 5.3 5.1 13.2 5.2 4.4

Treated with Known Absence 8 0 3 1 4

2015 Total Votes Control Treated Difference S.E. p

Black 307.5 284.3 -23.2 47.9 0.63

High Income 315.7 368.3 52.6 82.6 0.53

Hispanic 212.7 180.8 -31.9 21.9 0.15

White 243.2 290.4 47.1 42.1 0.26

Combined 292.5 305.0 12.5 34.4 0.72

Percent of Vote for Recommended Candidate Control Treated Difference S.E. p

Black 2.39 2.33 -0.07 0.04 0.11

High Income 2.78 2.82 0.04 0.08 0.60

Hispanic 2.36 2.38 0.02 0.05 0.62

White 2.65 2.73 0.08 0.08 0.34

Combined 2.56 2.55 0.00 0.05 0.98

Common Pleas Votes per D.A. Vote Control Treated Difference S.E. p

Black 4.66 4.63 -0.04 0.20 0.85

High Income 5.27 5.15 -0.11 0.37 0.76

Hispanic 3.75 3.64 -0.12 0.41 0.78

White 4.73 4.95 0.21 0.31 0.49

Combined 4.81 4.80 -0.01 0.16 0.94
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In order to build intuition about the race, it is helpful to outline the overall election results. There were 

155,246 votes for District Attorney in the Democratic Primary; we use this as a proxy for turnout, 

because D.A. was the highest-profile race. There were 827,570 votes for Common Pleas judges, which 

comes to 5.33 votes per voter (voters could select up to 9). The judge with the highest vote total was 

Stella Tsai with 7.73% of the vote; she was Recommended by the Commission and also had the very first 

ballot position. Ninth place, and the final judge elected, was Vincent Furlong with 4.34% of the vote. 

Tenth place was Jennifer Schultz with 4.14% of the vote. Three out of nine elected judges were Not 

Recommended (and overall, nine out of 27 candidates were Not Recommended). All of them had ballot 

positions in the first column. The final Not Recommended winner was Mark Cohen with 4.41% of the 

vote.  

Study Results 

The City-Wide Average Treatment Effect 

Because the polling places were randomized, calculating the causal effect of handing out listings of 

recommendations is straightforward. We estimate here the Intent To Treat effect, which is the effect 

among those polling places assigned volunteers. We do not know how long volunteers stayed, or how 

hard they worked; in fact, we know that volunteers failed to show up to some polling places.5 Because of 

this, the Intent To Treat effect is smaller than the effect of the ideal treatment in which volunteers all 

showed up for the entire day and worked diligently. There are two ways to interpret the results: (1) as a 

conservative estimate of the causal effect of ideal volunteers, or (2) as a real-world estimate of the 

causal effect of assigning volunteers, taking into account the fact that volunteers may vary in their 

commitment. 

The outcome variable of interest is the difference between the average percentage of the vote received 

by Recommended candidates, and the average received by Not Recommended candidates, which we 

call the “Recommendation Gap”. The last Not Recommended winner won 4.46% of the vote, and the 

first Recommended loser won 4.10%, so a change in the gap 0f 0.36 percentage points is of a magnitude 

that would change the expected winners. 

To estimate the Average Treatment Effect, we perform a weighted regression of the Recommendation Gap, 

calculated for each polling place, with weights equal to 1 divided by the sampling probability: 

𝑅𝑒𝑐 𝐺𝑎𝑝 2017𝑖 = 𝛼 + 𝛽𝑇𝑇𝑖 + 𝛽𝑌𝑃𝑐𝑡. 𝑅𝑒𝑐 2015𝑖 + 𝜖𝑖  

where Ti indicates whether Polling Place i was treated. Controlling for 2015’s percentage of the vote received by 

Recommended candidates increases precision of the estimate.  

The result is that assigning a volunteer to a polling place on average increased the Recommendation Gap by 0.41 

percentage points (s.e. = 0.11). Because the candidate percentages within a polling place are required to sum to 

                                                           
5
 A separate regression, not provided, interacting the treatment with the known absences failed to find significant 

differences between the polling places that were fully staffed and those only partially staffed, though the 
regression had very low power. 
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100, this was achieved by the 18 Recommended candidates increasing by 0.14 percentage points and the 9 Not 

Recommended candidates declining by 0.27.  

These results were large enough to significantly change the candidates that won in the polling places assigned 

volunteers. Among the control group (and in the election as a whole) three out of nine winning candidates were 

Not Recommended. In the treatment group, only one was. Table 3 presents the results in the Control and 

Treatment groups, along with standard errors and probability of a win that represent the uncertainty in the 

estimates due to sample size (and are calculated using bootstrapping). The Treatment Group results can be read as 

predictions of what would happen if the entire city had volunteers assigned.   

Grey = Recommended by the Bar Association. S.E. are bootstrapped standard errors of the percent of vote. Pr(Win) 

is the bootstrapped probability of being ranked among the top 9 vote-getters. 

Table 3: Election Outcomes in Control and Treated Polling Places. 

Differential Effects Within Strata 

We can additionally examine the results within strata. We estimate the following equation: 

𝑅𝑒𝑐 𝐺𝑎𝑝 2017𝑖 = 𝛼 + ∑ 𝛽𝑇𝑠𝑇𝑖

𝑠

𝛿𝑠𝑖 + 𝛽𝑌𝑃𝑐𝑡. 𝑅𝑒𝑐 2015𝑖 + 𝜖𝑖 

in which 𝛿𝑠𝑖 is an indicator that polling place i is in strata s. The results are also presented in Figure 3.  

Rank Candidate % of Vote S.E. Pr(Win) Candidate % of Vote S.E. Pr(Win)

1 Stella Tsai 7.68 0.09 1.00 Stella Tsai 8.15 0.32 1.00

2 Vikki Kristiansson 7.57 0.10 1.00 Vikki Kristiansson 7.66 0.37 1.00

3 Lucretia C Clemons 5.67 0.09 1.00 Lucretia C Clemons 5.88 0.39 1.00

4 Deborah Cianfrani 5.29 0.10 1.00 Deborah Canty 5.22 0.28 1.00

5 Zac Shaffer 4.82 0.06 1.00 Deborah Cianfrani 5.05 0.46 0.91

6 Deborah Canty 4.73 0.06 1.00 Wendi Barish 4.63 0.45 0.84

7 Shanese Johnson 4.50 0.10 1.00 Zac Shaffer 4.42 0.20 0.85

8 Mark B Cohen 4.47 0.09 1.00 Daniel R Sulman 4.36 0.51 0.55

9 Vincent Furlong 4.34 0.10 0.90 Jennifer Schultz 4.29 0.34 0.50

10 Daniel R Sulman 4.10 0.08 0.02 Vincent Furlong 4.21 0.40 0.45

11 Jennifer Schultz 4.10 0.09 0.07 Henry Mcgregor Sias 4.19 0.45 0.41

12 Leon Goodman 4.05 0.07 0.01 Leon Goodman 3.99 0.29 0.09

13 Wendi Barish 3.78 0.09 0.00 Shanese Johnson 3.88 0.34 0.18

14 Henry Mcgregor Sias 3.77 0.11 0.00 Mark B Cohen 3.83 0.32 0.13

15 Rania Major 3.67 0.05 0.00 Rania Major 3.62 0.20 0.00

Control Polling Places Treated Polling Places



 

  
 
 

Econsult Solutions   | 1435 Walnut Street, 4
th
 floor   | Philadelphia, PA 19102   | 215-717-2777   | econsultsolutions.com 

 

 

Table 4: Treatment effects by Strata and overall. 

The average treatment effect is largest among the non-high income White and Hispanic Wards. In these wards, 

volunteers increased the gap between Recommended and Not Recommended candidates by 0.71 and 0.66 

percentage points, respectively. Black Wards experienced a city-average effect of 0.39 percentage points, and High 

income Wards had a statistically-insignificant effect of 0.20.  

The null effect in High Income Wards is largely because those wards are already voting disproportionately for 

Recommended candidates. This may be because High Income voters are more likely to already know who the 

Recommended candidates are or to be swayed by their candidacy, because they are more likely to read the 

Philadelphia Inquirer, which adopts the Commission’s Recommendations as its own, because Ward leaders in High 

Income Wards are more likely to endorse Recommended candidates, or because Recommended candidates target 

those voters with their outreach (among other explanations). 

The potential causes of the small effect in moderate income Black wards are less obvious. It could be that 

volunteers were less likely to show up, stayed for less time, or approached voters less rigorously in these wards. It 

could also be that these wards have strong political machines, so Ward employees themselves were more likely be 

handing out competing listings. Or, it could be that voters here were less receptive to listen to the volunteers, or 

more skeptical of the Bar Association’s ratings. Regardless of the reason, volunteers here still had a strong, positive 

effect, albeit half the size in moderate income White and Hispanic Wards.  

This heterogeneity also meant that the average polling place effect of 0.41 percentage points was somewhat 

different than the effect on the election as a whole. The highest-turnout polling places (High Income) also had the 

smallest treatment effect. Weighting the overall-city regression by the observed 2017 turnout, the treatment 

effect is 0.33 percentage points. This is closer to the treatment effect on the city-wide election results as a whole 

(the treatment effect on the full election additionally depends on the number of Common Pleas votes per voter, 

which we discuss next). 

 

Strata

Mean in 

Control

Treatment 

Effect S.E. p

Mean in 

Control

Treatment 

Effect S.E. p

Black -0.28 0.39 0.13 0.00 5.15 -0.06 0.11 0.56

Hispanic 0.02 0.66 0.20 0.00 4.51 0.09 0.25 0.71

White 1.01 0.71 0.17 0.00 5.14 0.41 0.15 0.01

High Income 1.40 0.20 0.26 0.45 5.36 0.14 0.17 0.41

Combined 0.48 0.41 0.11 0.00 5.18 0.10 0.08 0.22

Combined, Turnout Weighted 0.76 0.33 0.16 0.04 5.34 0.12 0.08 0.15

Recommended Candidate Gap (pct. points) Common Pleas Votes per Voter
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Figure 3: Violin plot of the Recommendation Gap (the difference between Recommended and Not Recommended candidates 
in a polling place) by Strata and treatment status.  

Table 4 shows a second result that is relevant to election outcomes. Volunteers in the White, non-wealthy 

precincts increased the number of Common Pleas voters per person, by voting for 0.4 more C.P. judges per person. 

This may be because (1) providing the listings led a few voters to vote for many more candidate (who perhaps 

would have skipped the Common Pleas race entirely), or (2) it led to many voters picking a few extra judges 

(perhaps because of the ease of picking them, with the listings), or a combination of the two. 

Combining the facts that moderate income White wards had a higher treatment effect on the percentage of the 

vote that went to Recommended candidates, that they most increased the total number of Common Pleas 

candidates, and that they had higher turnout in general, the total effect on the gap between Recommended and 

Not Recommended candidates was 0.51 percentage points. This cumulative effect is the average difference 

between Control and Treatment overall results. 
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Figure 4: Violin plot of the number of Common Pleas votes per voter (with total voters proxied by the total votes for Mayor), 
by strata and treatment status. 

 

Candidate-Level Effects 

Different types of candidates may in general have different treatment effects. We consider three hypotheses: 

1. Handing out listings will affect Recommended candidates in the first column of the ballot more than those 

in later columns. 

2. The order of the names on listings matters: candidates listed higher on the listings will receive larger gains 

than those lower. Candidates were listed on the listings in alphabetical order, so we look at whether the 

first 9 Recommended candidates alphabetically received larger treatment effects. 

3. Female Recommended candidates will receive a larger effect than male ones. 

First, we estimate each candidate’s individual treatment using separate regressions for each candidate. This will 

provide the candidate-level database on which we will estimate differences in treatment effect by candidate traits, 

with a small dataset of N = 27 candidates. By collapsing all polling place data into only 27 rows, this provides very 

conservative estimates of candidate trait correlates with treatment effects. With this conservatism, we have 

limited power, and many fairly large point estimates are statistically insignificant, indicating that we need more 

data to precisely measure them.  The full table of candidate-specific treatment effects is provided in Table 5.  
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Note: These Control and Treatment results may not match the results in Table 3 because they are slightly different 

calculations. The results in Table 3 were weighted by each polling place’s total votes for Common Pleas, to give an 

accurate projection of who would win the overall election, whereas the results here weight polling places only by 

sampling weights. 

Table 5: Treatment effects estimated for each candidate. 

For the three hypotheses, we estimate a regression at the candidate-level. Because candidate Bar 

Recommendation, Democratic Endorsement, gender, and name order we not randomly assigned, we do not know 

that the differences in treatment effects among candidates are due to these traits.  

 

𝑇𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝐸𝑓𝑓𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑐 =

𝛼𝑐 + 𝛽𝑏𝐵𝑎𝑟𝑐 + 𝛽𝐹0𝐹𝑒𝑚𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑐 + 𝛽𝐹1𝐹𝑒𝑚𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑐𝐵𝑎𝑟𝑐 + 𝛽𝐶0𝐶𝑜𝑙𝑢𝑚𝑛1𝑐 + 𝛽𝐶1𝐶𝑜𝑙𝑢𝑚𝑛1𝑐𝐵𝑎𝑟𝑐 + 𝛽𝐷0𝐷𝐶𝐶𝑐 +

 𝛽𝐷1𝐷𝐶𝐶𝑐𝐵𝑎𝑟𝑐 + 𝛽𝐴𝐹𝑖𝑟𝑠𝑡𝐴𝑙𝑝ℎ𝑎𝑅𝑒𝑐𝑠𝑐 +  𝜖𝑐  

where c indicates the candidate, Bar is an indicator that candidate c received the Bar Recommendation. The 

subscripts 0/1 are used to indicate the effect among Not Recommended/Recommended candidates (though notice 

that Recommended candidates receive both). For example, notice that 𝛽𝐹0 is the additional effect of treatment to 

female candidates that are Not Recommended, compared to male candidates who are not recommended.   

Candidate

Ballot 

Column Ballot Row

Phila Bar 

Rec

Dem City 

Comm Female First 9 Rec

Control 

Vote

Treatment 

Effect S.E. p

Stella Tsai 1 1 1 1 1 1 7.35 0.34 0.29 0.24

Vikki Kristiansson 1 2 1 0 1 0 6.96 0.19 0.35 0.59

Deborah Cianfrani 1 3 0 1 1 0 5.84 -0.44 0.31 0.16

John Macoretta 1 4 1 0 0 1 3.65 -0.11 0.16 0.47

Rania Major 1 5 0 0 1 0 3.93 0.05 0.22 0.81

Henry Mcgregor Sias 1 6 1 0 0 1 3.39 0.33 0.26 0.21

Lawrence J Bozzelli 1 7 1 0 0 0 3.03 0.53 0.28 0.06

Vincent Furlong 1 8 1 0 0 0 4.98 -0.40 0.35 0.25

Brian Mclaughlin 1 9 1 0 0 1 3.68 0.07 0.27 0.79

Shanese Johnson 1 10 0 1 1 0 4.73 -0.38 0.31 0.23

Mark B Cohen 1 11 0 0 0 0 4.78 -0.65 0.30 0.03

Daniel R Sulman 2 1 1 1 0 1 4.01 0.06 0.36 0.86

Leon Goodman 2 3 1 0 0 0 3.68 0.15 0.23 0.51

Deborah Canty 2 4 1 0 1 0 4.43 0.59 0.24 0.02

Wendi Barish 2 6 1 0 1 0 3.39 0.73 0.32 0.02

Leonard Deutchman 2 7 1 0 0 0 1.47 0.09 0.11 0.38

Zac Shaffer 2 8 1 1 0 1 4.82 -0.39 0.18 0.03

Jennifer Schultz 2 9 1 0 1 1 3.75 0.36 0.28 0.20

Vincent Melchiorre 2 10 0 1 0 0 3.31 -0.13 0.36 0.72

Jon Marshall 3 2 1 0 0 1 0.96 0.06 0.07 0.42

David Conroy 3 3 1 1 0 0 3.73 -0.50 0.28 0.08

Mark J Moore 3 4 1 0 0 1 1.41 0.18 0.12 0.13

Danyl S Patterson 3 5 0 1 1 0 2.12 -0.31 0.20 0.13

Terri M Booker 3 6 0 0 1 0 1.76 -0.21 0.11 0.05

Lucretia C Clemons 3 7 1 1 1 0 4.90 0.18 0.34 0.59

Crystal B Powell 3 9 0 1 1 0 3.16 -0.30 0.26 0.25

Bill Rice 3 10 0 0 0 0 0.80 -0.08 0.07 0.25
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Table 6 presents the regression coefficients. The constant of -0.146 indicates that Not Recommended, male 

candidates, unendorsed by the DCC and in the second or third column, fell by 0.146 percentage points in the vote 

when volunteers were present. The coefficient of Bar Recommended is 0.230, indicating that a Recommended 

candidate with the same other traits actually increased in the vote by 0.084 percentage points when volunteers 

were present. While the signs of these effects make sense, both are statistically insignificant, indicating that we 

don’t have enough data to precisely measure the effect. The interactions with Bar Rec measure the differences in 

the treatment effect for other Recommended candidates. The one result that is both large and marginally 

significant is that female Recommended candidates have a 0.40 additional treatment effect compared to male 

Recommended candidates. Handing out flyers particularly helped the Recommended women. 
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Table 6: Regression of candidate-level treatment effects on candidate traits. 

 

Dependent variable:

Treatment Effect

Female 0.044

(0.150)

Bar Recommendation 0.230

(0.147)

First Column -0.145

(0.165)

DCC Endorsed -0.141

(0.147)

First 9 Alphabetical Recs 0.018

(0.111)

Female x Bar Rec 0.399*

(0.199)

First Column x Bar Rec 0.113

(0.201)

DCC Endorsed x Bar Rec -0.216

(0.198)

Constant -0.146

(0.109)

Observations 27

R
2 0.647

Adjusted R
2 0.491

Residual Std. Error 0.490 (df = 18)

F Statistic 4.130
***

 (df = 8; 18)

Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
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Comparison of the Effect Sizes 

How did this treatment effect compare to other candidate traits that we know to be important? We calculate the 

overall percentage of the vote received by candidates in the control polling places, and regress that on whether 

the candidate is in the first column, is Recommended, is female, and is endorsed by the Democratic City 

Committee. Because this is a single election, the estimates are very imprecise, but all traits increase a candidate’s 

votes between 1.5 and 1.8 percentage points. The added treatment value of 0.51 percentage points makes the 

Philadelphia Bar Association effect larger than any other effect.  (The plot explicitly makes clear that the 

Philadelphia Bar Recommendation and the Inquirer Endorsement are inseparable in this election, as the Inquirer 

adopted the Bar Recommendations). 

 

Strategic Volunteer Placement 

Finally, we consider the question of how to allocate a limited number of volunteers. This both allows for strategic 

planning and places an upper limit on the practical importance of this effect. Is the volunteer effect large enough 

that the Bar Association should commit resources to it?  

For this section, we assume that all of the recruitment and volunteer assignment procedures are the same as in 

the present study (e.g. two volunteers per polling place). We do not have results for other designs, and cannot 

discuss those effects, including whether with different training and recruitment, the effect could be made larger.  

In this section, we consider the question of how to choose polling places to send volunteers. In this study, polling 

places were randomized, but in the future, they certainly do not have to be. Instead, volunteers could be allocated 

to the polling places expected to most increase the total vote count received by Recommended Candidates. That 

increase is the product of the number of voters in the precinct and the change in the percentage of votes that go 

to Recommended candidates. Simplistically, this calculation will favor moderate income White wards: they have 

both higher turnout than other moderate income wards and higher treatment effects than High Income wards and 

Black wards. It will also favor polling places with many divisions assigned to them; volunteers will affect more 
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voters there. For these calculations we assume that turnout stays the same, and ignore the effect on the number 

of Common Pleas votes per voter for the time being. For polling places that were treated, we subtract the 

treatment effect for the appropriate strata to calculate the non-treated predicted outcomes, and for polling places 

that were not treated, we add the treatment effect to calculate the treated predicted outcomes. 

We consider the case where we have the same number of polling places to treat—41—but choose them by 

maximizing the treatment effect times the number of voters. This leads to a sample of 29 non-wealthy White 

polling places and 12 non-wealthy Black polling places. 

 

Figure 4: Map of Polling Places for optimal assignment of volunteers to maximize effect. 
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Because the candidate-level regression had low power, we use the predicted effects from the combined-

candidates regression; all Recommended candidates within a given strata receive the same treatment effect within 

the same strata. We present each candidate’s expected value of the vote under this treatment scenario, ignoring 

for the time being uncertainty. 

The effect of this placement on the overall city results depends in general on the number of polling places treated. 

In general, however, the identified effect is too small to have a meaningful impact on the election. With even 100 

polling places treated, the net result is that the same candidates win (with 8
th

 and 9
th

 place transposed). 

Among the 41 most-strategic polling places, the treatment effect increases the vote received by Recommended 

candidates by 0.18 percentage points, and decreases the vote received by Not Recommended candidates by 0.37. 

These polling places represent 12.7% of all votes, so Recommended candidates gain overall 0.02 percentage 

points, and Not Recommended Candidates lose 0.05.  

Among the 100 most-strategic polling places, Recommended candidates gain an effect of +0.16, and Not 

Recommended lose 0.33. These polling places represent 26.4% of votes, so Recommended candidates gain in total 

0.04 percentage points, and Not Recommended lose 0.08 percentage points.  

 

 
 

Grey = Recommended Candidate 

Table 7: Simulation results from optimally placed volunteers. 

Rank Candidate % of Vote Candidate % of Vote Candidate % of Vote

1 Stella Tsai 7.72 Stella Tsai 7.74 Stella Tsai 7.81

2 Vikki Kristiansson 7.60 Vikki Kristiansson 7.62 Vikki Kristiansson 7.68

3 Lucretia C Clemons 5.70 Lucretia C Clemons 5.72 Lucretia C Clemons 5.79

4 Deborah Cianfrani 5.25 Deborah Cianfrani 5.20 Deborah Cianfrani 5.07

5 Zac Shaffer 4.81 Zac Shaffer 4.83 Zac Shaffer 4.90

6 Deborah Canty 4.77 Deborah Canty 4.79 Deborah Canty 4.86

7 Shanese Johnson 4.43 Shanese Johnson 4.39 Vincent Furlong 4.44

8 Mark B Cohen 4.40 Vincent Furlong 4.37 Shanese Johnson 4.26

9 Vincent Furlong 4.35 Mark B Cohen 4.36 Jennifer Schultz 4.22

10 Jennifer Schultz 4.13 Jennifer Schultz 4.15 Mark B Cohen 4.22

11 Daniel R Sulman 4.13 Daniel R Sulman 4.15 Daniel R Sulman 4.22

12 Leon Goodman 4.06 Leon Goodman 4.08 Leon Goodman 4.15

13 Wendi Barish 3.85 Wendi Barish 3.87 Wendi Barish 3.94

14 Henry Mcgregor Sias 3.82 Henry Mcgregor Sias 3.84 Henry Mcgregor Sias 3.90

15 Rania Major 3.64 John Macoretta 3.65 John Macoretta 3.72

16 John Macoretta 3.63 Rania Major 3.60 David Conroy 3.55

17 David Conroy 3.46 David Conroy 3.48 Rania Major 3.46

18 Brian Mclaughlin 3.17 Brian Mclaughlin 3.19 Brian Mclaughlin 3.26

19 Crystal B Powell 2.97 Crystal B Powell 2.93 Lawrence J Bozzelli 2.98

20 Vincent Melchiorre 2.91 Lawrence J Bozzelli 2.91 Crystal B Powell 2.79

41 Polling Places 100 Polling Places 532 Polling Places
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With these results, it is evident that without many more volunteers, the effect size is too small to sway elections. 

To make the last winning Not Recommended candidate (Mark B Cohen) lose would require 532 polling places 

treated. However, there are signs of hope. Notice that the Not Recommended candidates here fall less than they 

appear to in the Treated column of Table XX. However, mechanically, candidates should approach those Treated 

results as the percent of polling places treated approach 100%. These candidates drop less sharply because we 

have assumed all candidates drop by the same amount. The differentiated regression showed that there could be 

large differences among candidates’ treatment effects, including that First Column Not Recommended candidates 

may be hurt most of all. These candidates are also the exact Not Recommended Candidates that win, so it is 

possible that the treatment could actually have a larger effect than we show on who will win elections. The results 

were not statistically significant, indicating that we don’t have enough observations to be certain these results are 

non-zero, but the point estimate of -0.16 would imply that the three winning, Not Recommended candidates 

would drop even faster. 

Summary and Key Takeaways 

Assigning volunteers to hand out listings had a positive, significant effect on the vote received in those polling 

places. In fact, Table 3 shows us that in the Treatment Group, eight out of nine candidates were Recommended. 

This means that if we were able to have volunteers at every polling place, we would expect these eight candidates 

to win.  

The effect as measured, however, is small enough that treating only 41 or 100 polling places, even when 

strategically chosen, would not have changed the election outcome.  

There is significant uncertainty left in these results, however, which could change that conclusion. It appears that 

Not Recommended candidates in the first column were especially hurt by the treatment. The effect was not 

statistically significant, meaning that we do not have enough data to be sure that the effect is real; our simulations 

assumed that it was not. Given that all three winning Not Recommended candidates were in the first column, even 

a small extra decline in their scores could change the Strategic Analysis outcome.  

 


