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Voter participation is widely viewed as invaluable by democratic theorists
(Barber, 1984; Cavanagh, 1981; Pateman, 1970; Salisbury, 1975). In the
words of Arend Lijphart (1997), if the “silent” have different preferences
than do the “heard,” there are implications for both election and policy out-
comes. Conventional wisdom suggests that there is a class bias in turnout,
such that electors of lower socio-economic status tend to have different
turnout patterns but also different policy and party preferences than do
those of relatively high socio-economic status (Lutz and Marsh, 2007).
Research on Canada is divided, however, on the question of whether
turnout levels affect party vote shares, with scholars suggesting that
turnout either does (Martinez and Gill, 2006) or does not (Rubenson
et al., 2007) affect the outcome of federal elections.

Conventional wisdom also suggests that efforts to encourage turnout
made by public agencies administering elections have positive influences
on turnout rates; some American findings regarding canvassing and other
get-out-the-vote efforts support this (Bennion, 2005; Nickerson, 2006;
see Vavreck, 2007, for a more measured view). Elections Canada has run
advertising campaigns during the last several Canadian federal elections
encouraging Canadians to participate by voting. The advertisements are
designed to reach as many Canadians as possible, though Elections
Canada has prioritized specific categories of voters characterized by low
turnout in their voter mobilization activities (including voters under age
30, ethnic minorities, Aboriginals and persons with special needs).
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The focus of this research note is to empirically consider two central
questions. First, are efforts at increasing turnout among traditionally low-
turnout groups by public agencies like Elections Canada effective in boost-
ing turnout? To date in Canada there has been no empirical consideration of
this basic question and we aim to address this omission. Second, do adver-
tising efforts made by public agencies like Elections Canada to foster
turnout among identifiable low-turnout groups have an identifiable
impact on the partisan vote shares? We consider these questions using
Canadian Election Study (CES) data from 2006 and 2008.

Encouraging Turnout

While our focus is on the federal level, it should be noted that election agen-
cies in most provinces have programs in place to encourage turnout in pro-
vincial elections. During campaign periods, advertisements are run through
various media outlets encouraging electors to exercise their democratic
right to vote (some ads also provide basic information about when, where
and how to vote). While several provinces have conducted surveys regard-
ing their media campaigns, the goal of such studies generally is to measure
the public’s level of awareness of those campaigns rather than evaluate the
effect of the campaigns upon turnout levels (see, for example, Elections
Alberta, 2008; Elections BC, 2005; Elections Ontario, 2007). To our knowl-
edge, Quebec is the only province that has attempted to evaluate the effect
of its advertising campaigns upon turnout.1 A survey conducted after the
2012 election for the Directeur Général des Élections du Québec revealed
that 34 per cent of voters polled credited the government agency’s media
campaign with their decision to vote.

Elections Canada has conducted media campaigns urging voters to
turn out for the last several elections. In 2006 and 20082 Elections
Canada’s ad slogans were “Why not speak up when everyone is listening?”
and “Vote: shape your world,” respectively.3 After each election, the orga-
nization commissioned studies on its campaign period advertising efforts
(Environics Research Group, 2006; Strategic Counsel, 2009). As is the
case in most provinces, these studies focus upon awareness of Elections
Canada’s ads, opinions of the ads and respondent recollections of the
source of the ads (print, television, internet, radio). The studies do not con-
sider the effect of the ads upon turnout.

Prior work shows that socioeconomic factors positively related to
turnout (such as income, education and age) are associated with an increase
in the likelihood of preferring a right-wing party (Martinez and Gill, 2006;
Pacek and Radcliff, 1995; Radcliff, 1994). According to these findings, the
federal Conservative party could stand to benefit from a decline in turnout,
provided that the individuals dropping out of the voting population lack
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these features. On the other hand, one of the noteworthy characteristics of
the Canadian party system is that class is of relatively little importance in
this setting (Alford, 1964; Clarke et al., 1996; Hunter, 1982; see Gerber,
2006, for a qualification of this tendency). If this is true, a decrease in
voter turnout may not necessarily have partisan implications.

Though Elections Canada’s advertisements are targeted at the popula-
tion as a whole, the organization has identified several priority groups for
which turnout is a particular concern. Upon enactment in 2000, section
18 of the Canada Elections Act gave the Chief Electoral Officer (CEO)
authority to “make the electoral process better known to the public, parti-
cularly to those persons and groups most likely to experience difficulties
in exercising their democratic rights” (Parliament of Canada, 2000). To
that end, Elections Canada identified several groups with historically low
turnout rates to target with its get-out-the-vote efforts, including voters
under 30 (Howe, 2006), ethnic minorities (Tossutti, 2006), Aboriginal
people (Ladner and MCCrossan, 2006) and persons with special needs
(Prince, 2006). As these sociodemographic groups traditionally show
little electoral support for the Conservatives (Gerber, 2006; Gidengil
et al., 2012), a decline in or continued low turnout among these segments
of the population may positively impact the Conservative vote share.

Thus we consider two questions here. First, does Elections Canada’s
advertising campaign have an effect upon turnout, either generally or
upon Elections Canada’s target groups? Second, does Elections Canada’s
advertising campaign have an impact upon the partisan outcome of
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elections? We also consider the effect of being contacted by a party upon
turnout and the partisan outcome of elections, in order to see how
Elections Canada’s non-partisan get-out-the-vote efforts compare to tradi-
tional partisan appeals.

Analysis

We evaluate our research questions using data from the 2006 and 2008
Canadian Election Studies. These surveys include a question about
whether respondents recall seeing or hearing an ad with Elections
Canada’s slogan for that year (other iterations of the CES lack this informa-
tion).4 We expect that exposure to the ads does indeed increase turnout, but
have no expectation with respect to the relationship between exposure to
ads and party preference.

We use Elections Canada’s target groups as a framework for our anal-
ysis, considering the effect of Elections Canada’s ads upon the population
as a whole, and on these groups in particular.5 Due to data limitations, we
can consider persons with special needs for 2008 only, and while Elections
Canada’s definition of this group includes persons with disabilities, those
with low literacy skills and the homeless (Prince, 2006), we have data on
disabled individuals only.6 We have no such limitations related to youth,
ethnic minorities or Aboriginal people.7 Given the government’s position
is that encouraging turnout is best left to partisan actors, we also consider
the impact of being contacted by a party during the campaign period
upon turnout.8

We present a single table to evaluate both of our research questions.
Table 1 shows the marginal effects of each variable upon the probability
of belonging to each voting group, holding the values of all other variables
unchanged. The three values of our dependent variable (abstention,
Conservative vote and other vote)9 allow us to consider the effect of expo-
sure to Elections Canada’s ads upon both turnout and the partisan outcome
of elections. We run two multinomial logistic regression models for
each election under study. The first includes variables for exposure to
Elections Canada’s ads, party contact and the sociodemographic variables.
To determine if exposure has an effect unique to Elections Canada’s target
groups, we include a second model with interactions between this factor and
each sociodemographic variable.10 If any of the interaction terms are statis-
tically significant, it would indicate that the ads have an effect upon this
group that differs from the baseline population (that is, individuals who
do not fit into any of the target categories).

Finally, we recognize that factors not included in our models, but
which are related to turnout and vote choice, may also be correlated
with exposure to Elections Canada’s advertisements. The presence of
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TABLE 1
Target Demographic Groups, Turnout and Vote Choice

Abstain Conservative Vote Other vote

Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2

2006 Exposed to ads −0.01 (0.01) −0.01 (0.01) −0.02 (0.02) 0.01 (0.03) 0.02 (0.03) 0.00 (0.03)
Contacted by party −0.04 (0.01)** −0.04 (0.02)** −0.05 (0.03) −0.05 (0.03) 0.09 (0.03)** 0.09 (0.03)***
Under 30 0.02 (0.02) 0.00 (0.03) −0.08 (0.05)* −0.02 (0.07) 0.06 (0.05) 0.02 (0.07)
Ethnic minority −0.01 (0.02) 0.02 (0.04) −0.19 (0.05)*** −0.13 (0.07)** 0.20 (0.05)*** 0.12 (0.07)
Aboriginal −0.01 (0.05) −0.05 (0.02)** −0.15 (0.09) −0.04 (0.19) 0.17 (0.11) 0.10 (0.19)
Turnout t-1 −0.38 (0.05)*** −0.39 (0.05)*** −0.04 (0.06) −0.03 (0.05) 0.41 (0.03)*** 0.41 (0.03)***
Conservative vote t-1 −0.03 (0.01)** −0.03 (0.01)** 0.73 (0.02)*** 0.73 (0.02)*** −0.70 (0.02)*** −0.70 (0.02)***
Exposed X under 30 0.06 (0.06) −0.13 (0.08) 0.06 (0.09)
Exposed X ethnic minority −0.05 (0.02)* −0.20 (0.12) 0.24 (0.12)**
Exposed X Aboriginal 0.25 (0.34) −0.22 (0.11)** −0.03 (0.34)
N 2169 2169
Pseudo-R2 0.3527 0.3558

2008 Exposed to ads −0.03 (0.03) 0.02 (0.04) 0.02 (0.05) 0.02 (0.06) 0.00 (0.06) −0.03 (0.08)
Contacted by party −0.04 (0.02)** −0.04 (0.02)** 0.12 (0.03)*** 0.11 (0.03)*** −0.07 (0.03)** −0.07 (0.03)**
Under 30 −0.01 (0.03) −0.01 (0.03) −0.03 (0.05) −0.05 (0.05) 0.04 (0.05) 0.06 (0.05)
Ethnic minority 0.01 (0.04) 0.02 (0.05) −0.01 (0.07) 0.01 (0.07) 0.00 (0.07) −0.02 (0.07)
Aboriginal 0.12 (0.09) 0.13 (0.10) −0.20 (0.05)*** −0.20 (0.05)*** 0.08 (0.10) 0.07 (0.11)
Disabled 0.18 (0.05)*** 0.19 (0.05)*** −0.07 (0.04) −0.06 (0.05) −0.11 (0.06)* −0.13 (0.06)**
Turnout t-1 −0.40 (0.05)*** −0.39 (0.05)** −0.05 (0.05) −0.06 (0.05) 0.45 (0.03)*** 0.44 (0.03)***
Conservative vote t-1 −0.03 (0.02)* −0.03 (0.02) 0.66 (0.02)*** 0.66 (0.02)*** −0.63 (0.02)*** −0.63 (0.02)***
Exposed X under 30 −0.03 (0.07) 0.15 (0.16) −0.12 (0.15)
Exposed X ethnic minority −0.12 (0.01)*** −0.12 (0.17) 0.24 (0.17)
Exposed X Aboriginal −0.12 (0.01)*** −0.29 (0.02)*** 0.41 (0.02)***
Exposed X disabled −0.09 (0.03)*** −0.13 (0.11) 0.22 (0.12)*
N 1880 1880
Pseudo-R2 0.3077 0.3103

Entries report marginal effects and standard errors (in parentheses). *: p < 0.10, **: p < 0.05, ***: p < 0.01
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unobserved heterogeneity, or differences between individuals who are
exposed to Election Canada’s ads and those who are unexposed, reduces
our ability to draw causal connections between our variables of interest.
To account for the possibility that unobserved heterogeneity may potential-
ly influence our estimate of the relationship between turnout or vote choice
and exposure to Elections Canada’s advertisements, we include two lagged
dummy dependent variables as right-hand side variables in our models, one
for turnout and another for Conservative vote choice. As our data are part of
a panel, we have information available on these variables from previous
elections (2004 and 2006 respectively).11 Vote choice and turnout tend to
be habitual, and the inclusion of lagged dependent variables is a means
of accounting for the host of factors that may influence turnout and vote
choice across multiple elections, but which also may be related to exposure
to Elections Canada ads. The inclusion of these variables reduces concerns
that unobserved heterogeneity is driving any relationships that we might
observe. As a result of the inclusion of the lagged dependent variables,
each coefficient in Table 1 should be interpreted as the effect of each var-
iable new to that election year.12

Beginning with the effect of our explanatory variables upon turnout,
the models without interactions reveal that, among the population as a
whole, exposure to Elections Canada’s ads does not have a statistically sig-
nificant effect upon turnout in either 2006 or 2008. In contrast, being con-
tacted by a party increases the likelihood of turnout by four percentage
points in both years. From this first look, therefore, the presumed positive
effect on turnout of Elections Canada’s ads appears mythical.13

It is the interaction terms in the larger models that reveal noteworthy
effects of the exposure variable upon turnout. Statistically significant
results for these terms suggest that Elections Canada’s ads have an effect
upon the sociodemographic groups that differs from the population that
falls outside of these groups. While Elections Canada’s ads have no
effect particularly among youth, the probability of abstention among
ethnic minorities decreases in both years when interacted with the exposure
variable. Ethnic minorities who saw the ads were thus more likely to vote
than those who did not. Evidence of an effect among Aboriginals is
mixed. Though the interaction term for this group is insignificant in
2006, Aboriginals who were exposed to the ads in 2008 were 12 percentage
points less likely to abstain than those who were not. Finally, results suggest
that the ads have a positive effect upon the turnout rates of disabled electors.
Elections Canada’s get-out-the-vote campaigns therefore have the desired
effect among several of the target groups. There is evidence that the absten-
tion rates of ethnic minorities, Aboriginal people and the disabled are influ-
enced by the ads.

Next we turn to consider the partisan effects of exposure to Elections
Canada’s ads. As with abstention, the models without interactions show no
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relationship between the exposure variable and partisan choice, suggesting
that for the population not falling into the target categories, exposure to
Elections Canada’s ads is not correlated with vote preference. The
models with interactions reveal, however, that the ads do indeed have a dif-
ferential effect upon partisan support for several of the target groups. There
is evidence from both elections that exposure to Elections Canada’s ads is
negatively associated with a Conservative vote choice among Aboriginal
people. Exposure to Elections Canada’s ads is associated with an increase
in the “other vote” category for ethnic minorities in 2006 and for
Aboriginals and disabled voters in 2008. Results therefore suggest a clear
partisan trend: the Conservative vote share is dampened by the ads
among several segments of the population. Elections Canada’s advertising
campaign has a relationship not only with turnout but with the partisan
outcome of elections.14

Finally, the partisan effects of being contacted by a party should be
mentioned. In 2006, the Conservative party was at a disadvantage compared
to its opponents in this respect. Being contacted by a party has a positive
effect upon other vote choice of 9 points, but the Conservatives saw no rel-
ative gain as a result of party contact. However, by 2008 this trend had
changed significantly: party contact is positively associated with a
Conservative vote and negatively associated with an other vote in this elec-
tion. While the CES does not include information on which party respon-
dents were contacted by, the data nevertheless suggest that partisan
support can be influenced significantly in response the party activities.
Though the reason for the shift between elections is unclear, explanations
for party performance in this regard are less important than the finding
that relationships exist between vote choice and party contact.

Discussion

The fact that turnout is influenced by Elections Canada’s campaign is
not surprising—that is the purpose of the advertisements, after all.
Nevertheless, the finding that the campaign is seemingly only influential
among certain segments of the population bears some explanation. We
suggest that the ads increase turnout among ethnic minorities,
Aboriginals and disabled voters because these electors traditionally have
relatively low turnout rates; these groups are targeted by Elections
Canada for a reason.15 Segments of the population with higher turnout
rates have less room for any increase in turnout due to exposure to adver-
tisements. This finding may thus be the result of a ceiling effect among elec-
tors not in these targeted groups.

This explanation raises the question of why a similar effect is not
observed for youth, a group renowned for its low rate of turnout. We
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posit that the null finding for this group is a reflection of the fact that
Elections Canada devotes significant amounts of time and resources
towards mobilizing young voters between elections and before they are
eligible to vote. Elections Canada makes available to teachers an array of
civic education materials aimed at increasing political interest and aware-
ness among youth. During campaigns, they contribute to the Student
Vote program, whereby students participate in a mock election that parallels
the real campaign. An evaluation following the mock election in 2011 re-
vealed that over half a million student votes had been cast and that the
program had a positive impact upon the knowledge, interest and attitudes
towards civic duty of participating students (Elevate Consulting, 2011).
As these factors are related to turnout (Clarke et al., 2009), the long-term
turnout rates of participants in future elections could be positively affected
by this and similar programs.16 We suggest, therefore, that the effects of
Elections Canada’s programs targeted at youth may already have occurred
before the campaign begins. This may help to explain why campaign period
advertisements have no discernible impact upon this target group.

While the results of Elections Canada’s ads may be mixed with respect
to turnout, the ads have clear partisan implications. There is evidence that
exposure to the ads is associated with a decreased probability of voting
Conservative, relative to the party’s opponents, among ethnic minorities,
Aboriginals and the disabled. We do not believe this relationship to be
deliberate; Elections Canada is not attempting to influence the outcome
of elections. The organization’s advertisements are non-partisan in nature
and do not, in themselves, drive voters towards or away from any particular
party. Rather, the ads simply increase turnout among groups that, in the
elections considered here, were less likely to vote for the Conservative
party (all four groups are negatively associated with a Conservative
vote in both elections). We suspect that this is an effect similar to that
found by Brown and colleagues (2010) in their study of literature
drops; the ads simply mobilize voters who already have a particular
predisposition.

The role of public agencies encouraging turnout takes on particular
salience in light of the Fair Elections Act introduced in the House of
Commons by the governing Conservative Party of Canada in February
2014. Among the many changes to the conduct of elections in Canada con-
tained in the act, of significance for our purposes is an important alteration
in the powers of the Chief Electoral Officer. Prior to the implementation of
the act, section 18 of the Canada Elections Act stated that the CEO “may
implement public education and information programs relating to elections
and democratic rights in Canada.” In contrast, section 7 of the Fair
Elections Act altered section 18 to clearly limit the activities of the CEO.

The most striking change is that the CEO of Elections Canada will no
longer be able to actively encourage electors to vote. Though Elections
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Canada will be restricted in the type of messages that it is able to convey to
voters, however, the organization will still have the right to advertise during
campaigns. Instead of encouraging electors to vote, Elections Canada will
provide information on how, when and where to vote.

There is evidence that the type of message contained in media cam-
paigns of this nature does have a positive effect upon turnout (Gerber
et al. 2008; Gerber and Rogers, 2009; Gerber et al., 2010). A cursory anal-
ysis reveals that such an effect is possible in Canada, as the mechanism
through which Elections Canada’s ads affects turnout is unclear. We
suggest that their slogans (“Why not speak up when everyone is listening?”
and “Vote: shape your world”) are designed to instill a sense that one’s vote
matters or can make a difference to an election. An analysis of CES data
(results not shown), however, reveals no relationship between exposure
to Elections Canada’s ads and such an attitude.17 It may therefore be the
case that a message from Elections Canada that does not actively encourage
turnout could have the same effects as observed above upon the target soci-
odemographic groups. Future research will be required to consider this
question.

Notes

1 Loewen and colleagues (n.d.), in collaboration with Elections BC, conducted an exper-
iment to consider the effect of various types of messages upon turnout in the 2013 pro-
vincial election. They find no difference between the effect of short messages expressing
moral motivations and those containing a personal readiness message. As their study
does not include a control group (made up of individuals who receive no message), it
is not directly comparable to the present work.

2 These are the only two elections for which the CES includes a question on Elections
Canada’s advertising.

3 We take the position that these ads are actively encouraging people to vote. This as-
sumption is compatible with the terminology in the Chief Electoral Officer’s statutory
report based upon the 2006 election. The report declares that Elections Canada’s adver-
tising campaign was designed “to inform electors about voting and to motivate them to
exercise their right to vote” (emphasis added) (Kingsley, 2006: 70).While Elections
Canada undertakes other mobilization activities during campaigns, it is its media cam-
paign which is our focus here.

4 Reported rates of exposure to the Elections Canada ads were 42.7 per cent in 2006 and
8.0 per cent in 2008. Elections Canada conducted its own surveys to measure ad recall
rates, arriving at estimates of 70 per cent and 15 per cent in those same years (Environics
Research Group, 2006; Strategic Counsel, 2009). We attribute this difference to the fact
that the CES questions on ad recall were administered during the campaign, while
Elections Canada’s surveys were conducted after election day. The CES uses a
rolling cross-section framework, so many interviews were conducted early in the cam-
paign, when respondents would have had less time to see the ads. This is not a significant
problem for our study, though it does introduce some bias into our results, as some of
those individuals classified as not having been exposed to Elections Canada ads will
have been exposed after their pre-election interview. Assuming individuals in the
exposed group behave in the same fashion as those who are exposed but who are
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categorized as unexposed, this should serve to diminish the observed differences
between these groups. We have no way to test this assumption but also can think of
no reason to reject it. Fortunately, however, this bias means that, if we do find differenc-
es between the exposed and unexposed groups, we can be extremely confident that these
differences exist in the population. As for the question of why exposure rates differ so
greatly from 2006 to 2008, we suggest two reasons for this discrepancy. First, Elections
Canada used the same advertising slogan in 2004 and 2006, but a new slogan was
introduced in 2008. Some respondents in 2006 may have been more sensitive to
seeing ads given that they may have been exposed to them in 2004. The second
reason has to do with the rolling cross sectional nature of the CES survey and campaign
length. The 2006 election (at 55 days long) was significantly longer than the 2008 cam-
paign (at 37 days). Since the CES interviews roughly the same share of its sample each
day of the campaign, ceteris paribus, respondents in 2006 had a longer period of time in
which to be exposed to ads than in 2008. For example, respondents interviewed at the
midway point of the 2006 campaign had 28 days in which to be exposed, while the cor-
responding figure in 2008 was only 19 days.

5 While Elections Canada has groups it targets for turnout programs in general, the cam-
paign period advertisements are aimed at the population as a whole, rather than at these
groups specifically. The goal of the advertising campaign is to reach as many potential
voters as possible.

6 There is no question in the 2006 CES about disabilities. Note that the substantive con-
clusions of Table 1 remain unchanged if the disabled variable is omitted. We group
physical and mental disabilities together, as does Elections Canada.

7 For the two elections the average shares of the population represented by each demo-
graphic group are under 30 at 11.1 per cent, ethnic minorities at 4.7 per cent,
Aboriginals at 1.6 per cent and disabled (2008 only) at 7.7 per cent. Of these three
groups, only youth are more likely than the rest of the population to report exposure
to Elections Canada’s ads. On average in the two election years, young voters were
about 35 per cent more likely to report seeing the adds (interestingly, however, this
group is the only one for which we see no interaction effect in our models). This lack
of variation is unsurprising given that Elections Canada aims to reach as many individ-
uals as possible with its advertisements, rather than targeting these sociodemographic
groups in particular.

8 All variables are dummies. The survey questions used in our analysis are listed in appen-
dix II.

9 We consider these response categories because we are particularly interested in high-
lighting the vote share implications for the Conservative Party of Canada, as the
noted “party of the right” in the federal party system.

10 We employ models with few variables for good reason. We are not interested in iden-
tifying the independent effect of our key variables upon turnout after controlling for a
lengthy list of attitudinal factors known to be related to abstention or vote choice.
Following Loewen and Blais (2006) we seek simplicity in our models in light of
Clarke’s (2005) argument that the inclusion of additional variables can introduce bias,
even if such variables are part of the “true” model. We wish to study the basic relation-
ship between the effect of exposure to Elections Canada ads or being contacted by
political parties for our socio-demographic groups. Put another way, rather than attempt-
ing to establish, for example, that ethnic minorities are less likely to vote because they
may have low incomes or low levels of political knowledge, we simply are interested in
the effect of Elections Canada’s ads upon these groups as a whole. We did consider in-
cluding controls for political attentiveness to various media, as individuals who seek out
information might be more likely to be exposed to Elections Canada’s ads. However,
Elections Canada’s ads were not limited to politically themed media and programs.
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The ads were widely dispersed as Elections Canada’s aim was to expose them to as
many individuals as possible, rather than to target individuals already seeking out polit-
ical information.

11 We recognize that some voters may not be completely honest when reporting voting
behaviour. However, the inclusion of the lagged dependent variable controls for a
general tendency towards this type of dishonesty.

12 For instance, we know that the target sociodemographic groups are more likely to
abstain. Given this, the lagged dependent variables in these models take past behaviour
into account and as such these variables are insignificant in the models because there is
no difference in the behaviour of these groups between the current election and the pre-
vious one.

13 Bivariate analyses similarly reveal no statistically significant relationships between
exposure and abstention for either election.

14 While our results show compelling support for the existence of effects, there are two
reasons why we must be modest about our estimates of the magnitude of these
effects. As noted above, the fact that the question on exposure to Elections Canada’s
advertising campaign is in the pre-election portion of the CES questionnaire introduces
a bias which dampens the magnitude of our results. Additionally, the fact that CES
abstention rates are much lower than actual election results means that, in general,
researchers should be cautious about estimating the magnitude of effects upon this var-
iable using CES data.

15 While we find no statistically significant evidence that ethnic minorities are prone to
abstention in our models without interactions, the coefficients in both cases are in the
expected direction (positive). We take the fact that Elections Canada has chosen this
group as one of its targets as further evidence that turnout is low among this segment
of the population.

16 The Fair Elections Act will prohibit Elections Canada from participating in these pro-
grams any longer, and future research will be required to evaluate the effects of this
change upon youth turnout.

17 This claim is based upon responses to the following statement in the mail-back segment
of the 2008 survey: “No matter who people vote for, it won’t make any difference.
Others say it can. Where do you place yourself?” Responses range from “Won’t
make any difference” to “Who people vote for can make a big difference.” The
absence of a relationship between this and the exposure variable holds in a bivariate
analysis as well as when exposure is interacted with the sociodemographic target
variables.
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Appendix I: Canadian Election Study Questions

Turnout: Did you vote in the election?
Vote choice: Which party did you vote for?
Exposure to Elections Canada ads: During the campaign have you seen or
heard the slogan “Why not speak up when everyone was listening” (2006)/
”Vote: Shape your world” (2008)?
Party contact: During the campaign, did a political party contact you by
phone, in person, by mail or some other way?
Age: Year of birth
Ethnicity: To what ethnic or cultural group do you belong? (Coded as an
ethnic minority if response is not Canadian or European in origin. Coded
as Aboriginal if response is Inuit, Metis, Aboriginal or Native.)
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Disability: Are you a person with a disability?
Vote matter? No matter who people vote for, it won’t make any difference.
Others say it can. Where do you place yourself?
The desirability of high voter turnout: Do you strongly agree, agree, dis-
agree or strongly disagree with the following statement: Low voter
turnout weakens Canadian democracy.
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