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Abstract (Words = 150) 

If you want to marshal support for your cause or organization, is it better to claim you are 
winning or losing?  Six studies (three survey experiments, two field experiments, and one 
archival study) demonstrate the motivating power of under-confidence.  While uncommitted 
voters show bandwagon effects (they prefer candidates who are winning), supporters show the 
opposite: greater motivation when their preferred candidate is losing.  Two fundraising email 
field experiments (1M+ observations) show a large effect size: emphasizing polls that show that 
a preferred candidate was barely losing raised 60% percent more money than emphasizing polls 
that show that he was barely winning.  The 2012 presidential campaigns’ emails to supporters 
were more likely report that they were barely losing than that they were barely winning – which 
may reflect experimental optimization rather than explicit awareness.  Sometimes leaders are 
more effective appearing under-confident rather than overconfident.  
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It’s Close but We’re Losing 
 

Leaders often communicate with constituents in order to motivate them.  This is 

especially critical when their organizations are engaged in close competitions with rivals.  CEOs 

communicate to their employees’ to increase effort.  Entrepreneurs communicate to investors to 

increase their investments.  Politicians communicate to their supporters to solicit donations.  In 

this paper we ask how leaders should communicate to constituents to motivate organization-

benefitting behaviors.  Specifically, we examine whether leaders should stress the ways in which 

the organization is at risk of failing, or whether they benefit more from claiming to be winning.  

Research on gain/loss framing shows that people are more motivated to avoid negative outcomes 

than they are to attain comparable positive ones (Benartzi & Thaler, 1995; Pope & Schweitzer, 

2011).  The implication is that leaders who highlight the risk of failure may be more motivating 

than those who express confidence in success.   

At the same time, research on confidence shows that leaders benefit from the expression 

of confidence (Flynn & Staw, 2004; Radzevick & Moore, 2011).  This work suggests that leaders 

who emphasize that their organizations are winning may be more motivating than those who 

emphasize that they are losing.  A leader who emphasizes the possibility of losing risks 

undermining confidence.  Expecting a loss makes investors reluctant to invest.  Expecting failure 

makes workers think about alternative job prospects.  And expecting a loss may undermine 

voters’ belief in the efficacy of volunteering time, contributing money, or voting.  

In this paper, we pit the motivating power of loss framing and the power of confidence 

expression against each other.  We begin by reviewing the evidence on gain/loss framing and 

discuss its relevance to leadership communication.  We then review the evidence on confidence 
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and consider the benefits for inspiring confidence in leaders and their organizations.  Finally, we 

set the stage for the studies we present.  All of our studies are set in the context of political 

movements and voter mobilization.  

Gains and Losses 

People are more motivated to avoid losses than to pursue gains of equivalent magnitude 

(Heath, Larrick, & Wu, 1999).  The risk of occasional losses is enough to drive many investors 

out of the stock market and into safer investments like bonds, despite the higher expected value 

of stocks (Benartzi & Thaler, 1995).  People are more likely to take action to avoid health 

problems than to pursue health benefits (Rothman & Salovey, 1997).  As the April 15th tax 

deadline approaches, Americans work harder to get their net tax liabilities to zero (and avoid 

owing additional taxes) than to increase their tax refunds (Rees-Jones, 2014).  And marathon 

runners exert more effort to prevent falling short of a goal than they do to exceed it (Allen, 

Dechow, Pope, & Wu, 2014).   

The motivating power of losses is explained by prospect theory’s value function 

(Kahneman & Tversky, 1979).  The value function describes the relationship between objective 

changes in welfare and subjective utility.  One of its key features is a kink at the origin, such that 

losses have greater impact on subjective utility than do potential gains.  By some estimates, a 

loss of a given size is roughly twice as painful as a gain of the same size is pleasurable 

(Kahneman, Knetsch, & Thaler, 1990; Van Boven, Dunning, & Loewenstein, 2000).  Avoiding a 

financial loss can lead corporations to engage in creative accounting (Bazerman, Loewenstein, & 

Moore, 2002).  Avoiding an investing loss can motivate investors to seek safe investments, even 

if they promise lower returns.   
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The consequence is that people are often willing to exert substantially more effort to 

avoid a loss than to pursue a gain.  Berger and Pope (2011) note the interesting consequence that 

losing can lead to winning.  They analyze data from more than 18 thousand professional 

basketball games and over 45 thousand college games to show that losing at half-time can 

actually increase the chance a team will ultimately win the game.  They attribute this result to 

loss aversion as a motivator that increases effort and improves performance among those who are 

just behind.  Indeed, other evidence on goal-setting corroborates this view.  Falling just short of a 

goal can motivate effort to make up the shortfall (Allen et al., 2014; Locke & Latham, 2002; 

Ordóñez, Schweitzer, Galinsky, & Bazerman, 2009).  Those who envision how things could go 

wrong may be more motivated and better prepared to effectively meet adversity.  Research on 

defensive pessimism highlights the productive potential of anticipating disaster (Norem & 

Cantor, 1986).  Indeed, avoiding a possible loss can be more motivating than pursuing a possible 

gain (Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Finkenauer, & Vohs, 2001; Kahneman & Tversky, 1979; Rozin 

& Royzman, 2001).  

In this paper, we take a different perspective from prior literature.  We focus on the 

decisions that leaders, coaches, and political candidates have to make describing their 

organization’s progress.  Our approach highlights dilemmas inherent in communication about 

one’s winning status.  In many competitive contests it is ambiguous which party is actually 

winning.  Firms may use different metrics (revenue, profit, market share, growth,or Facebook 

“likes”) to score who is winning.  Political candidates have a diverse set of polling results to 

choose from.  This sort of ambiguity can be exploited, of course.  Because there are so many 

ways to assess performance, the majority of CEOs can argue that their performance is better than 
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average (Hayes & Schaefer, 2009).  These ambiguities provide leaders with latitude to make 

strategic choices about how to most effectively claim that they are leading or lagging. 

Confidence 

Do leaders motivate effort by emphasizing the risks of failure?  Not always.  Indeed, the 

effective exercise of leadership is more often associated with the expression of confidence 

(Kanter, 2004).   The theory that confidence leads to success is popular, both among the lay 

public and in the field of positive psychology. Books from “Think and Grow Rich” (Hill, 1972) 

to “The Secret” (Byrne, 2006) tout the benefits of optimistic thinking on subsequent life 

outcomes. Researchers, likewise, have concluded that optimism and positive emotions contribute 

to performance (Youssef & Luthans, 2007). In particular, displaying optimism and confidence is 

useful in social settings, where it can help persuade others that you know what to do and that 

they should support you (Radzevick & Moore, 2011; Sniezek & Van Swol, 2001). More 

confident people advance to positions of leadership; charismatic leaders attract greater support to 

their organizations for exactly this reason (Anderson, Brion, Moore, & Kennedy, 2012; Flynn & 

Staw, 2004). The implication for would-be leaders is that they should express more confidence 

than their rivals. 

A belief in a bright future is correlated with the realization of positive outcomes.  More 

optimistic cancer patients live longer (Rasmussen, Scheier, & Greenhouse, 2009). More 

confident athletes win (Woodman & Hardy, 2003). More optimistic political candidates are more 

likely to win (Zullow & Seligman, 1990).  Some of this correlation is simply because people 

have some sense of what the future has in store. Investment bankers expect to make more money 

than grocers, and usually they are right. But grocers and investment bankers can also take actions 

that influence their welfare. Some of the correlation between expectations and outcomes arises 
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because people behave differently when they anticipate success than when they anticipate 

failure. Research on self-efficacy shows how the belief that success is possible can increase task 

engagement, effort, and subsequent performance (Bandura, 1994). This is true, notably, both for 

individual and for collective action. In Bandura’s (2000) words, “The higher the groups’ 

motivational investment in their undertakings, the stronger their staying power in the face of 

impediments and setbacks, and the greater their performance accomplishments” (p. 78).   

Some theories of leadership hold that a leader’s most basic function is to guide people 

down the effortful path of action toward the goal of achievement (House, 1971, 1996). A leader’s 

ability to motivate action depends fundamentally on followers’ faith that success is possible, and 

that therefore their efforts will not be wasted (Vroom, 1964). For people to find a goal 

motivating, they must see it as attainable (Bandura & Locke, 2003; Locke & Latham, 1990). 

Clearly, some level of confidence or self-efficacy is necessary in order to induce effort and 

sustain motivation. However, the evidence also implies that the relationship between confidence 

and effort is unlikely to be linear (Vancouver, More, & Yoder, 2008). The problem occurs when 

confidence grows to overwhelm the need for effort. When people are so confident that they 

believe success is assured, it can impair their motivation to exert effort toward that success.  If 

you are convinced that your side is so strong that victory is assured, then additional effort is not 

necessary (Sy, Côté, & Saavedra, 2005).  For this reason, those who envision a bright future 

might actually be less likely to succeed if their confidence undermines their willingness to work 

to achieve it (Oettingen & Mayer, 2002; Oettingen, 1996).  

The consequence is that optimism can undermine performance. This might be possible, 

for instance, when performance depends on effort. Vancouver et al. (2002) experimentally 

manipulated people’s beliefs about their chances of success and found that those expecting 
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victory actually performed worse. Why? Because they were less motivated and exerted less 

effort in the pursuit of their goals. It is easy to see how similar dynamics might play out in an 

organization. Especially when group performance depends on collective action, an individual’s 

motivation is effectively undermined by the sense that success does not depend on their own 

efforts (Karau & Williams, 1993).   

This paper tests opposing predictions for leaders’ expressions of optimism. Are people 

more motivated to support a winning or a losing cause?  Are they more likely to support a 

political candidate who is ahead in the polls or who is trailing the polls? If candidates want to 

maximize supporters’ motivation to donate to the campaign, volunteer for the campaign, or get 

out the vote, what should they say about whether they are winning or losing? In six studies, we 

examine how the belief that a candidate is currently ahead vs. behind affects people’s motivation 

to support the candidate by volunteering, contributing, or voting.  We report three online survey 

experiments on Mechanical Turk, one archival study examining all emails sent by the campaigns 

of President Barack Obama and Governor Mitt Romney in the 2012 U.S. Presidential election, 

and a pair of fundraising field experiments in the 2014 Florida Governor’s race.  

Study 1 tests our theory of underdog effects with the competing bandwagon effects.  We 

hypothesized that people who are committed to a candidate would become more motivated after 

learning that the candidate is behind in the polls.  This is because, for someone who wants a 

particular candidate to win, that person is more motivated to invest effort in helping get the 

candidate elected if they believe that their help is useful and necessary.  As research on defensive 

pessimism has shown, considering the possibility of failure can be an effective tool to motivate 

action to avoid that failure (Norem & Cantor, 1986; Oettingen & Mayer, 2002; Oettingen, 1996).  

However, bandwagon effects would predict the opposite.  If it is more fun to be on the winning 
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side, then bandwagon effects would predict that news of winning would beget support, such as 

when winning sports teams acquire more fans (Whitney, 1988). For people who are not 

committed to a candidate, we predicted that learning the candidate is behind in the polls would 

not increase motivation to support the candidate, and could even undermine it (Banerjee, 1992; 

Gerber & Rogers, 2009; Mehrabian, 1998). Our hypothesis, then, involves an interaction 

between voter commitment to a candidate and confidence in that candidate’s likelihood of 

victory.   

 

Study 1: Underdog vs. Bandwagon Effects 

Method 

Participants. We opened the survey to participants on Amazon Mechanical Turk. We 

aimed for around 400 participants based on a guess for how large the sample needed to be in 

order to detect the hypothesized interaction effect.  We restricted the sample to those with 

Internet Protocol addresses in the United States and paid $.50 per respondent. For this and all our 

studies, we report how we determined our sample size, all data exclusions (if any), all conditions, 

and all measures. Data and materials are posted online.  

Immediately following the consent form and before encountering the actual experimental 

materials, we included an attention check. Our survey ejected participants who failed the 

attention check and did not allow them to continue. They did not get paid and are not included in 

subject counts. Omitting these people, the final sample includes 402 people. 

Design and procedure.  The experiment had a 2 (order) X 2 (winning vs. losing) 

factorial design. Each participant read the same four news items about a political candidate 

named Kendall Jenkins: 
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1. Jenkins served in the Peace Corps for two years after graduating from college 

2. Jenkins founded a software company that was later sold to Microsoft 

3. Jenkins served as mayor for a town, and that during Jenkins's time as mayor, the city 

budget went from a $2 million annual deficit to a $1 million annual surplus 

4. Jenkins worked successfully with people across the political spectrum to get things done 

After each news item, they answered: How would it affect the chances that you would vote for 

the candidate? (on a 5-point scale from Much less likely to Much more likely).   

 A fifth news item presented the candidate’s current standing in the polls. Half of 

participants read that Jenkins was losing to the other candidate in the race, 47 percent to 48 

percent (with 5 percent of voters undecided), and again reported how this would affect their 

chances of voting for the candidate (on the same 5-point scale). The other half of participants 

learned that Jenkins was ahead, 48 percent to 47 percent. This was the manipulation of 

confidence in winning vs. losing. 

 Half of participants encountered the news of Jenkins’s poll standings last in the series, 

and the other half encountered it first. This manipulation of order was intended to vary 

commitment to the candidate. Given that the four news items were positive, we expected that 

participants who got them first would thereby become more committed to the candidate when 

they learned the polling results.   

Results 

On average, participants rated the four news items at 3.96 on the 5-point scale, 

significantly above the midpoint of 3, t(401)=41.01, p <  0.001.  As expected, these news items 

were positive, and increased participants’ support for the candidate.   
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As for participants’ response to the news that the candidate was either winning or losing 

in the polls, a 2 X 2 ANOVA reveals a significant main effect of order, F(398, 1)=7.56, p=0.006. 

This is because support was stronger after having read four positive news items about the 

candidate.  This main effect is qualified by the hypothesized interaction between winning/losing 

and news order, F(398, 1)=4.87, p=0.028.  This interaction is illustrated in Figure 1.  

Additionally, when looking at just those who read the four news items before reading the poll 

information – those in the committed conditions – those who read that candidate Jenkins was 

barely losing trended toward being more supportive (M = 3.4) than those who read that candidate 

Jenkins was barely winning (M = 3.2), F (179, 1) = 2.66, p = .105.   

Figure 1. Being Committed to a Candidate Moderates Motivating Effect of Winning/Losing 
(Study 1). 

 

Discussion 

Study 1 showed that when participants learned that their favored candidate was just 

behind in the polls they increased their interest in supporting their favored candidate.  However, 

when participants did not yet know anything about the candidate – and were thus uncommitted – 
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learning that a candidate was trailing in the polls appeared to decrease their tendency to support 

the candidate.  

Study 2: Winning/Losing and Closeness of an Election  

Affect Volunteer and Donation Pledges 

 Study 1 may represent a conservative test of the moderating effect of winning vs. losing 

on the tendency to support a candidate because a lead of 1 percentage point is likely to be within 

the margin of error for most opinion polls. Consequently, the difference between the two 

conditions was not a meaningful one. Nevertheless, it had a statistically significant effect on our 

participants’ inclination to support the candidate. While this may be impressive, it still raises the 

question of generalizability and whether the beneficial effect of losing holds when the situation is 

direr.  Research on goal pursuit suggests that when a cause seems lost people might decrease 

their investment in accomplishing it (Locke and Latham, 1990).  Would learning that your 

candidate was far behind in the polls still increase support?  Study 2 sought to examine this, as 

well as conceptually replicate Study 1’s finding that people are more motivated to act in support 

of a candidate they already prefer if the candidate is barely losing relative to barely winning. 

Method 

Participants.  We opened the survey on Mechanical Turk and aimed for 300 participants.  

This aimed for this number based on an intuition that the interaction effect would be larger for 

this study than for Study 1, but we did not know how large the effect would be and so could not 

conduct a useful power analysis.  We ended up with a final sample of 306.  They were located in 

the US and each paid $0.50.  
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Design. This study had a 2 (winning vs. losing) X 2 (close vs. blowout) design. 

Participants were told to imagine they were supporting a political candidate running for office. 

They then read one of the following messages: “It’s close, but we’re losing”; “It’s close, but 

we’re winning”; “It’s a blowout, but we’re losing”; or “It’s a blowout, but we’re winning.”  

Participants responded to four questions:  

1. “How likely would you be to volunteer for the campaign if you were asked?” (5-point 

scale: Very Unlikely, Unlikely, Undecided, Likely, Very Likely) 

2. “How likely would you be to donate money to the campaign if you were asked?” (5-

point scale: Very Unlikely, Unlikely, Undecided, Likely, Very Likely) 

3. “How much do you think your efforts to help your candidate could influence the 

outcome?” (7-point scale from Not at all to Extremely) 

4. “How politically engaged are you?” (7-point scale from Not at all to Extremely) 

Results 

Because the willingness to volunteer or donate to the campaign tap the same construct (α 

= .78), we averaged them to form a single index of support. This served as the dependent 

measure in a 2 (race closeness) X 2 (winning vs. losing) ANOVA. The results reveal a main 

effect of closeness, F(1, 302) = 19.97, p < .001, and a main effect of winning vs. losing, F (1, 

302) = 4.95, p = .027. More interestingly, the interaction between these two main effects is 

significant, F (1, 302) = 10.11, p = .002. See Figure 2.  Additionally, when looking at just those 

who imagine a close race, those who imagined barely losing were significantly more supportive 

than those who imagined barely winning, F (151, 1) = 11.63, p = .001   
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Figure 2. When the race is close, voters are more motivated to provide support when the more 
favorable candidate is just behind than just ahead (Study 2). 

 

Participants reported their efforts were more likely to influence the outcome when the 

race was close (M = 3.57) than when it was a blowout (M = 2.92). This main effect of closeness 

is significant in the 2 X 2 ANOVA, F (1, 301) = 15.37, p < .001. Neither the main effect of 

winning/losing (F = .402), nor the interaction effect, F (1, 301) = 1.77, p = .19, attain 

significance.   

Participants’ reports of political engagement are not affected by our experimental 

manipulations, nor do they moderate the results. 

Discussion 

People are more likely to exert effort for a candidate when they believe that the election 

is close compared to when it is a blowout.  At the same time, when the election is close, people 

are more motivated to exert effort in support of their preferred candidate when their candidate is 

losing. These results suggest that Study 1’s finding, that a losing candidate galvanizes more 

support than does a winning candidate, applies more to a close race than to a blowout in which 

one candidate is winning handily. 
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Study 3: Email Field Experiments 

Study 1 and Study 2 show that people self-report being more willing to act in support of a 

hypothetical candidate they support if s/he is in a close race, but losing.  Study 3 extends these 

findings in two ways.  First, Study 3 tests whether the finding that supporters are more motivated 

to act when their preferred candidate is barely losing (rather than barely winning) can be 

proactively used as a campaign communication strategy.  Study 1 and Study 2 showed that 

people are motivated by barely losing, but what happens when that information is intentionally 

communicated by a campaign?  Second, Study 3 involves two field experiments examining the 

external validity of the motivating effect of losing.   We conduct two separate email fundraising 

experiments in the 2014 Florida gubernatorial election.  The most thorough answer to the 

question of whether people are more likely to donate when their preferred candidate is barely 

losing as opposed to barely winning is the meta-analysis of the two separate experiments, 

presented following the presentation of each study. 

 

Study 3a 

Method 

Design. Working with a leading online fundraising consultancy (Anne Lewis Strategies, 

Inc.), we developed two emails that the Democratic Governors Association (DGA) distributed to 

its entire fundraising email list.  The DGA email fundraising list contained past donors and 

prospective donors who the DGA believed were supporters of Democratic candidates and 

potential donors of Democratic Gubernatorial candidates.  The emails attempted to raise money 

on behalf of Charlie Crist, the Democratic candidate for Florida Governor in 2014.   Charlie Crist 
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was running against incumbent Republican Governor of Florida, Rick Scott. The emails were 

sent on June 19th, 2014.  The content for both emails was based on actual recent polling data.  

Half of recipients were randomly assigned to receive the Winning condition email.  It read:  

Rick Scott is LOSING in three straight polls!!! Florida’s the mother of ALL swing 

states and we’re primed to KNOCK OUT the king of voter suppression and his 

allies – but only if you GIVE NOW! Donate in the next 24 HOURS to get your gift 

DOUBLED! 

The other half of recipients were randomly assigned to receive the Losing condition 

email.  It read:  

We’ve fallen behind Rick Scott in the latest poll!!! Florida’s the mother of ALL 

swing states and we need more resources to KNOCK OUT the king of voter 

suppression and his allies – but you have to GIVE NOW! Donate in the next 24 

HOURS to get your gift DOUBLED! 

All other content in the two emails was the same.  See Appendix A for reproductions of 

both emails. 

Participants. 31,605 past donors were randomly assigned to the Winning condition and 

31,654 past donors were randomly assigned to the Losing condition. 301,372 prospective donors 

were randomly assigned to the Winning condition and 301,353 prospective donors were 

randomly assigned to the Losing condition.  

Results 

Data. After the intervention, the vendor (Anne Lewis Strategies, LLC) sent data to the 

researchers in two datasets.  In order to compare the number of donors generated by each email 
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in each study, and to compare the amount of money raised by each email in each study, we 

developed a dataset integration strategy.  We will first describe the two datasets, then describe 

the integration strategy. 

Dataset 1 was a complete individualized dataset with all participants who had received 

any of the two emails in Study 3a (Losing in Study 3a, Winning in Study 3a) and Study 3b 

(Losing in Study 3b, or Winning in Study 3b), N=668,618.  The vast majority of recipients 

received an email during both Study 3a and Study 3b.  A small number only received an email in 

Study 3a, but not in Study 3b.  Though there are many possible routes to receiving only this one 

email, the most common is that the recipient opted out of the email list sometime after Study 3a.  

Similarly, a small number of recipients received an email only in Study 3b.  The most likely 

cause is that they had signed up for the DGA after the Study 3a email was sent.  Each recipient in 

Dataset 1 was represented as a row.  Dataset 1 included the following columns:  

- Random unique identifier for each person 

- Study 3a condition assignment (Losing or Winning) 

- Study 3a past donor status (past donor or prospective donor) 

- Whether the Study 3a email was opened  

- Whether the Study 3a link was clicked on  

- Whether or not a donation was made on the landing webpage associated with the 

correct Study 3a condition 

- The dollar value of the donation made on the landing webpage associated with the 

correct Study 3a condition 

- Whether the recipient opted out the DGA email list after receiving the Study 3a email  

- Study 3b condition assignment (Losing or Winning) 
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- Study 3b past donor status (past donor or prospective donor) 

- Whether the Study 3b email was opened  

- Whether the Study 3b link was clicked on  

- Whether a donation was made on the landing webpage associated with the correct 

Study 3b condition  

- The dollar value of the donation made on the landing webpage associated with the 

correct Study 3b condition 

- Whether the recipient opted out the DGA email list after receiving the Study 3b email 

Dataset 2 was a list of all recipients who donated money (610 donors in total) through the 

landing webpages associated with each email in the two experiments. Each recipient in Dataset 2 

was represented as a row.  Dataset 2 included the following columns:  

- random unique identifier for each person (not linkable with Dataset 1) 

- whether the donation was made through a landing page associated with a Winning 

email or a Losing email 

- whether the donation was made through a landing page associated with Study 3a or 

Study 3b 

- Past donor status at the time the donation was made (past donor or prospective donor) 

- The dollar value of the donation  

There are a handful of important elements to note about these two datasets.  First, the 

random unique identifiers in Dataset 1 and Dataset 2 were not linkable.  Second, Dataset 2 shows 

that there were more total donations made than Dataset 1 would suggest.  This may have resulted 

from recipients of the emails donating to the DGA and reporting a different email address than 

the one through which the email was received. Donations reported in Dataset 1 reflect only 



   We’re Losing 18 
 

donations made using the email address that was used to send out the emails. If a recipient 

donated money using an email address that was different, the donation would not be reported in 

Dataset 1, but would be reported in Dataset 2. Importantly, neither dataset included the email 

addresses used to send the emails or used by the recipient to make a donation.   

This means that Dataset 1underestimates the total number of donations a given email 

generated, and the total dollar value of donations a given email generated.  In order to compare 

the number of donors generated by each email in each study, and to compare the amount of 

money raised by each email in each study, we developed the following dataset integration 

strategy.   

First, we match all donations in Dataset 1 to a donation in Dataset 2 based on study, 

condition, and dollars donated.  This leaves Dataset 2 with unmatched donations.  Specifically, 

Dataset 2 is left with 13 unmatched donations worth $354 from Study 3a and 26 unmatched 

donations totaling $645 from Study 3b. 

Next, we assume that each donation in Dataset 2 is associated with a recipient in Dataset 

1 who opened the relevant email and clicked on the relevant donation link and that Dataset 1 

does not report the unmatched donors in Dataset 2 as having made a donation.  This is consistent 

with the fact that in Dataset 1all donations amounts and their associated emails have a match in 

Dataset 2. 

Finally, we create Dataset 1.1 in which we add the unmatched donations from Dataset 2 

to recipients in Dataset 1 who received the same email as those who made the unmatched 

donations in Dataset 2.  These Dataset 1 recipients will have opened the relevant email and 

clicked on the relevant donation link, but will not have been recorded in Dataset 1 as having 

made a donation.   
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All analyses reported in the manuscript use Dataset 1.1. 

 “Opened” Emails. Each email includes images that recipients can choose to download.  

There are a variety of ways that these images can be downloaded (i.e., one’s email client could 

automatically download images, one’s email client could download images if the recipient views 

the email for a set period of time, etc.).  One way for images to be downloaded is by recipients 

choosing to open the email in their email client so that they can read the entirety of the email 

message.  This is referred to as “opening” the email, even though some recipients read the email 

and never download the images, while others download the images but never read the email.  As 

such, differences in email “opening” reflect a conservative test of whether the initial text in the 

body of the email motivated recipients to read the rest of the email.   

Past donors in the Winning condition (16.69%) opened the email significantly less than 

past donors in the Losing condition (17.62%), χ2(1, N= 63,259) = 9.72 , p=0.002. Similarly, 

prospective donors in the Winning condition (11.86%) opened the email significantly less than 

those in the Losing condition (12.06%), χ2(1, N= 602,725) = 5.72, p=0.017.  Using logistic 

regression, we control for donor status to assess the effect of how the message was framed 

(winning or losing) across both past donors and prospective donors.  We find that recipients in 

the Winning condition (12.31%) are less likely to open the email than those in the Losing 

Condition (12.58%), (log odds ratio=-0.024, p=0.001). 

Click-through.  Only .39 percent of past donors in the Winning condition clicked on the 

link in the email to go to the donation page.  This was significantly fewer than in the Losing 

condition (.51%), χ2(1, N=63,259) = 5.86, p=0.015. Similarly, .13 percent of prospective donors 

in the Winning condition and .16 percent in the Losing condition clicked on the link, χ2(1, 

N=602,725) = 8.44, p=0.004.  Controlling for donor status, participants in the Winning condition 
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(.16%) are less likely to click on the link to donate than those in the Losing condition (.2 

percent), (log odds ratio= -0.217, p<0.001)   

Donations. Past donors in the Winning condition (.25%) donated less often than past 

donors in the Losing condition (.37%), χ2(1, N=63,259) = 7.26 , p=0.007. Prospective donors in 

the Winning condition (.0086%) donated less often than those in the Losing condition (.015%), 

χ2(1, N=602,725) = 6.04, p=0.014.1  Controlling for donor status, recipients in the Winning 

condition (.03%) are less likely to donate than those in the Losing condition (.05%), (log odds 

ratio= -0.442, p<0.001).   

Amount Donated. A total of 80 past donors in the Winning condition donated $1,799, 

averaging $22.49 per donation.  A total of 118 past donors donated $3,185.09 in the Losing 

condition, averaging $26.76 per donation. This means the losing message increased the number 

of donations among past donors by 50 percent, and raised 77 percent more total money.  The 

Losing email raised marginally more money from past donors than the Winning email, 

t(63,257)=1.877, p=0.061.  A total of 26 prospective donors in the Winning condition donated 

$380, averaging $14.62 per donation.  A total of 47 prospective donors donated $545 in the 

Losing condition, averaging $11.60 per donation. This means the losing message increased the 

number of donations among prospective donors by 85 percent, and raised 45 percent more total 

money.  Though substantively meaningful, this difference in total money raised does not attain 

statistical significance, t(602,723)=0.954, p=0.34.  Using OLS regression, controlling for donor 

status, we find that Winning condition raised less money than the Losing condition (b2=-0.005, 

p=0.041).2 

                                                 
1 See Supplemental Online Materials for complete donation calculation procedure: http://learnmoore.org/WLP/. 
2 Calculated using total number of participants in each condition.  Past donors in Winning condition: N=31,605, 
M=0.057, SD=1.99.  Past donors in Losing condition N=31,654, M=0.100, SD=3.54.  Prospective donors in Winning 



   We’re Losing 21 
 

 

 

Study 4: Lay Beliefs 

The previous studies demonstrate the motivating power of low confidence.  Study 1 and 

Study 2 use Amazon’s Mechanical Turk to show that online survey respondents are more 

motivated to act when their preferred candidate is barely losing, rather than barely winning.  

Study 4 explores whether this same worker pool can anticipate the motivating power of 

campaign under-confidence. 

Method 

Participants. We conducted this study on Amazon’s Mechanical Turk with 110 

participants.  We selected this sample size ex-ante based on our speculation of the right sample 

size to detect an effect.  As before, we restricted the sample to those with Internet Protocol 

addresses in the United States and paid $.50 per respondent.  Average age was 33.6 years old and 

35 percent of respondents were women.  Immediately following the consent form and before 

encountering the actual experimental materials, we asked participants to enter their identification 

code.  If they had participated in one of the previous studies on this topic we did not allow them 

to continue.  They did not get paid and are not included in subject counts.  

Design and procedure.  Participants read about the design of Study 2 and learned that 

the participants in that study were assigned to one of two conditions (close but losing, close but 

winning) or four conditions (close but losing, close but winning, blowout and winning, blowout 

and losing).  Participants were told that Study 2’s participants were asked how likely they were 

                                                                                                                                                             
condition: N=301,372, M=0.00126, SD=0.1858.  Prospective donors in Losing condition the: N=301,353, 
M=0.00181, SD=0.255.   
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to support the campaign by volunteering and by donating.   Participants were asked to predict 

which message was most motivating for volunteering and for donating.  They earned a bonus of 

$0.10 for each correct prediction.  We randomized whether they predicted volunteering or 

donation first, and since that did not affect results we do not discuss it again. 

Results 

 Participants who were told about the two messages leaned, nonsignificantly, towards 

predicting that the “it’s close, but we’re losing” message (57%) would motivate participants to 

volunteer and donate (the results were identical for the two measures) more than the “it’s close 

and we’re winning” message (43%), χ2 (1, N=56)=1.143, p=0.29.   

Participants who were told about the four messages predicted that the “it’s close, but 

we’re losing” (39%) and the “it’s close but we’re winning” messages (43%) would motivate 

volunteering more than the “it’s a blowout but we’re losing” (7%) and “it’s a blowout but we’re 

winning” (11%) messages, χ2 (1, N=54)=21.41, p<0.001.  There is no significant difference 

between the fraction that predicted that the “it’s close, but we’re losing” would dominate and the 

fraction that predicted that the “it’s close but we’re winning” message would dominate, χ2 (1, 

N=44)=0.09, p=0.76. 

Participants also predicted that the “it’s close, but we’re losing” message (39%) and the 

“it’s close, but we’re winning” message (43%) would motivate donating more than the “it’s a 

blowout but we’re losing” (0%) and the “it’s a blowout but we’re winning messages” messages 

(15%), χ2 (1, N=54)=26.74, p<0.001.  There is no significant difference between the fraction that 

predicted that the “it’s close, but we’re losing” would dominate and the fraction that predicted 

that the “it’s close but we’re winning” message would dominate, χ2 (1, N=46)=0.78, p=0.38. 
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Discussion 

Participants did show a strong intuition that elections that are close would generate more 

support than campaigns that are not.  This is consistent with the results of Study 2.  However, 

results are at odds with the motivating power of low confidence expressed by a political 

campaign.  Participants in Study 4 failed to anticipate this effect. 

Study 5: Do Campaigns Know? 

Presenting low confidence to a candidate’s supporters motivates action to support the 

candidate, yet Study 4 suggests that not everyone knows this to be the case.  Study 5 explores 

whether political campaigns act as if they know and so strategically communicate such messages 

to their supporters.   

Method 

We obtained copies of 6,894 unique email messages sent out by the two major party 

campaigns in the 2012 US Presidential campaign. This was the full archive obtained from the 

nonprofit group ProPublica.org. Research assistants who were blind to the experimental 

hypotheses coded all messages on two dimensions.  The first dimension was whether the 

message emphasized that the election was close (-1) or a blowout (1).   Coders’ instructions told 

them that a “close” message: (1) provided polling results with small margins, (2) mentioned that 

the race was “tightening,” or (3) stated that the election would “come down to a handful of 

votes.”  A “blowout” message made it seem as though victory was assured.  The research 

assistants were told not to code messages that made no mention of how close the race was. 

The second coding dimension captured whether the message claimed that the preferred 

candidate was losing (-1) or winning (1).   Examples of losing messages included mentioning a 
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large disadvantageous funding gap or a deficit in the number of voters registered. Examples of 

winning messages included mentioning a clear fundraising advantage or stronger grassroots 

support.  Messages that made no mention of a clear advantage or disadvantage went uncoded.  

Results 

Of the 6,894 political campaign messages, 1,470 (21.3%) make reference to how close 

the race is.  Of these, 1,445 (98.3%) implied that the race was close. The minority of these 

messages offer any indication of whether the candidate is winning or losing.  Among the 396 

(27%) that do make reference to whether the candidate is winning or losing, a significantly 

greater fraction of them (N=231, 58%) indicate that the candidate is losing relative to winning 

(N=165, or 42%), Chi-Square (1, N=396)=11.0, p=0.001.  In other words, when the campaigns 

communicate that the race is close, the majority of those messages assert that the candidate is 

losing.  

Table 1. Emails Sent to Supporters by 2012 U.S. Presidential Campaigns (Study 4). 

 
Close Blowout Totals 

Sender’s side losing 231 0 231 

Sender’s side winning 165 23 188 

Totals 396 23 429 

 

Discussion 

 The vast majority of campaign fundraising emails to supporters do not make reference to 

whether the race is close. However, when they do, they tend to emphasize that the campaign is 

losing. Those who develop campaign fundraising emails appear to act as if they know that under-
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confidence is motivating to supporters. It is important to note that though campaign fundraising 

emails tend to reflect this insight, it is possible that the insight is not explicitly known by those in 

campaigns. This is because of the prevalence of the use of randomized experiments in campaign 

fundraising – known as “A/B testing.” This constant testing of widely varying messages could 

generate the pattern we observe: messages that highlight that an election is close and the 

campaign is losing may tend to dominate other messages. Interestingly, this would result in 

campaigns communications reflecting the motivating power of expressing under-confidence, 

without campaigns knowing it.   

General Discussion 

 Political candidates are a famously optimistic lot. Even long-shot candidates who are far 

behind in the polls will regularly claim that they have a real shot at winning. In his ill-fated bid 

for the 2012 Republican Presidential nomination, Newt Gingrich asserted, “The odds are very 

high I’m going to be the nominee.” This confident claim preceded a long string of primary-

election defeats. Is indomitable optimism the best strategy for motivating supporters?  Our 

results suggest that, at least under some circumstances, candidates could benefit from making a 

somewhat less confident claim: that they are just behind their rivals.  Across five studies we 

consistently demonstrate the motivating power of expressing under-confidence.  While Study 1 

found some evidence that uncommitted voters may tend to prefer the candidate who is barely 

winning (rather than barely losing), those who already support a candidate are more motivated to 

act when the candidate is barely losing (rather than barely winning).  Two fundraising 

experiments, involving more than a million observations, suggest this effect is practically 

substantial.  Emails emphasizing that the preferred candidate was barely losing raised 55 percent 

more money than emails emphasizing that the preferred candidate was barely winning.  While 
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survey respondents were not particularly aware of the motivating power of under-confidence, the 

2012 Obama and Romney campaigns appeared to be.  When their fundraising emails noted that 

the race was close, they were more likely to say that they were losing than that they were 

winning. 

 However, it is worth noting the interaction between confidence and commitment 

documented in Study 1. The “we’re losing” message was most effective at increasing support 

among those who had already built loyalty to a particular candidate.  When you already have the 

sense that you are on the team, that is when believing that the team is just behind might have a 

motivating effect (Berger & Pope, 2011; Paharia, Keinan, Avery, & Schor, 2011).  Among the 

undecided, however, there was some evidence of a bandwagon effect in which they were more 

likely to say they would support someone who was leading in the polls.   Research on reporting 

coverage of political polling results have found evidence of both bandwagon and underdog 

effects (McAllister & Studlar, 1991).  These results are compatible with ours, and amenable to 

the moderator of prior commitment that we document. 

While Study 5 found that fundraising emails are more likely to say that the candidate is 

barely losing than that he is barely winning, recall that the recipients of these campaign emails 

were, for the most part, likely supporters.  It is plausible that the opposite communication pattern 

is more effective when candidates endeavor to persuade uncommitted voters to support them, 

such as during widely televised interviews or speeches.  Candidates like Gingrich may present 

themselves as exceedingly confident because it may contribute to a bandwagon effect, increasing 

support among uncommitted voters.  The ability to target specific messages to particular voters is 

something that political campaigns always work to improve.  Recent technological innovations 

have improved their ability to do so (Issenberg, 2012).  This is exactly the kind of custom 
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tailored messaging that is enabled by contemporary micro-targeting tools (Nickerson & Rogers, 

2014).  Future research should explore whether this strategic display of over- and under- 

confidence does arise, targeted at different audiences.   

Our results join a growing body of research seeking to identify the circumstances under 

which confidence is helpful. It is most emphatically not the case that conveying more confidence 

is always better – despite the assertions of many self-help books on the subject (Kanter, 2004; 

Tracy, 2012).  Overconfident entrepreneurs take too many risks (Hayward, Shepherd, & Griffin, 

2006). Overconfident CEOs are not those who create the most value for their firms (Malmendier 

& Tate, 2005, 2008). Overconfident leaders engage in too many competitions, acquisitions, 

strikes, lawsuits, and wars (Hayward & Hambrick, 1997). The most overconfident skydivers, 

rock climbers, and big wave surfers do not have the longest life expectancies. And overconfident 

messages assuring certain victory can dampen the support for a candidate or cause.  

Especially given our research context, we ought to note the important distinction between 

confidence in private beliefs and the display of confidence.   Most of the evidence suggests that 

actually being overconfident leads people to make worse decisions (Bazerman & Moore, 2013; 

Harvey, 1997; Hayward & Hambrick, 1997).  However, the evidence is more complicated 

regarding how much confidence a leader ought to express to others.  Because the display of 

confidence increases others’ faith in one’s abilities, confident people are more likely to be 

promoted to positions of status and influence (Anderson et al., 2012; Radzevick & Moore, 2011).  

We contribute to this prior literature by examining contexts in which leaders are actually trying 

to motivate others to act—giving of their time and their money to help support a cause.  The 

basic question posed in our research is how much confidence leaders should present to those they 
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seek to motivate.  Our results suggest that leaders would do best not to portray too much 

confidence if their goal is to motivate costly action from their supporters.   

Limitations and Future Directions 

There are clearly some circumstances in which confidence is conducive to higher 

performance (Duckworth, Peterson, Matthews, & Kelly, 2007). Research on self-efficacy 

highlights the fact that people are more likely to engage with a task and exert effort when they 

believe their efforts are likely to pay off (Bandura, 1977). Most theories of motivation have, as a 

central tenet, the notion that the maintenance of motivation depends on belief that effort will 

increase the chances of success (Ajzen, 1991; Vroom, 1964). Without confidence in the efficacy 

of one’s efforts, it can be difficult to sustain the motivation to work or to contribute.  

It does not, however, follow that more confidence is better. When performance depends 

on effort, the belief that success is assured can be self-negating. Indeed, absolute confidence that 

one’s success is assured can undermine the motivation to invest effort (Vancouver & Kendall, 

2006; Vancouver et al., 2002).  The present research suggests that this is the case in collective 

political action. Our results are consistent with research on defensive pessimism, which shows 

the benefits of thinking negatively (Norem, 2002).  However, most of that research has focused 

on how individuals motivate themselves to exert effort to avoid failure.  Our results are different 

in that we show how a leader can motivate supporters by displaying moderate pessimism.  

Leaders conveying under-confidence to their supporters has a motivating effect that is similar to 

being barely behind at halftime in a close sporting match: it summons increased effort since 

victory is just within reach (Berger & Pope, 2011; Sy et al., 2005).   

Our results are compatible with the documented effects of goal-setting insofar as the goal 

of winning depends on defeating competitive rivals. A goal’s motivating power is greatest when 
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one is close to the goal but has not yet achieved it (Meyer, Becker, & Vandenberghe, 2004). 

Motivation often increases in this last sprint to the finish line, and performance goes up just 

before the goal is achieved (Allen et al., 2014; Locke & Latham, 1990). The failure to achieve a 

goal can feel like a loss and people are prone to exert more effort, take greater risks, and push 

themselves to avoid that loss (Heath et al., 1999; Ordóñez et al., 2009).  However, prior research 

has largely focused on the actual proximity to a goal, whereas our research would more 

accurately be characterized as exploring the opportunities in leadership communication by the 

strategic description of a group’s proximity to a goal.  

Our studies raise interesting questions regarding mediating processes that drive the 

effects we demonstrate. Why does perceiving that one’s group is behind motivate action? Is this 

a rational motive, in which voters must decide whether to devote the time and energy to 

supporting a candidate based on whether their support and their votes will actually be pivotal to 

the election outcome? If so, then their willingness to contribute ought to be strongly correlated 

with their belief that, without them, the candidate would lose. Study 2 found that people are 

aware that their efforts are more likely to matter in a close race. However, participants’ responses 

did not suggest that this result was moderated by whether their side was winning or losing. They 

were less motivated to support winning candidates, even when they reported that their efforts 

would be as likely to influence the race. Moreover, when losing and winning are so close as to be 

within the margin of error, as they were in Study 1, then it is harder to explain the greater power 

of the “losing” message as rational.  We suspect that working for an organization, a cause, or a 

candidate one supports represents a symbolic as much as an instrumental action (Edelman, 1971; 

Pfeffer, 1981). Our data provide some insight into the issue of how symbolic and instrumental 

consequences of one’s actions play out in the motivation to support a cause. 
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Practical implications 

One implication of our results is that political candidates might want to direct different 

messages to their supporters than they transmit to uncommitted voters. Supporters’ motivation 

will be strengthened insofar as they believe the candidate is close but losing. Study 1 hints that 

uncommitted voters may show bandwagon effects, wherein they are more positively inclined 

toward a candidate whom they perceive to be winning. There is some evidence of this dual 

message in the differences between the communication to supporters and the broader message 

delivered in press interviews and campaign speeches. When the press asks about a candidate’s 

weakness in the polls, campaigns’ responses often expresses confidence and instead criticize the 

“pundits and pollsters” ready to count them out.  By contrast, Study 5 suggests that in direct 

communication with supporters, campaigns are more likely to portray themselves as being 

behind in the polls. Future research might want to directly test this contrast by examining public 

and private campaign communications around the same time.  

A corporate parallel would compare business leaders’ communication with insiders such 

as employees with their communication with outsiders such as the business press or potential 

investors. Our theory would predict that leaders are more likely to express confidence to 

outsiders. For an inside audience of employees or committed supporters, these same leaders 

might be more likely to improve the motivation to contribute by claiming that “it’s close but 

we’re losing.” An organization’s leaders encounter daily opportunities to represent the success or 

failure of the organization’s efforts to constituencies, both inside and outside the organization.  

Conclusion 

It is easy to observe a positive correlation between confidence and success. More 

optimistic cancer patients live longer (Schulz, Bookwala, Knapp, Scheier, & Williamson, 1996). 
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More confident students perform better (Pajares, 1996; Wylie, 1979). More confident politicians 

are more likely to win (Zullow & Seligman, 1990).  This sort of strong association has bolstered 

social movements encouraging schools to nurture students’ sense of self-efficacy, parents to 

develop children’s self-esteem, and managers to encourage workers’ self-confidence (Branden, 

1995; Kanter, 2004; Smelser, 1989).  However, correlational evidence will always be open to the 

alternative explanation that both the confidence and the success are attributable the same thing: 

actual ability (Baumeister, Campbell, Krueger, & Vohs, 2003). So long as people have some 

sense of how healthy and capable they are, it is this underlying reality that could plausibly lead to 

both confidence and success. For that reason, experimental tests with exogenous manipulations 

of confidence are necessary to test the causal claim that confidence contributes to success.   

We provide such an experimental test and find that expressing less confidence can be 

helpful. Political campaigns motivate their supporters to take more action when the candidate is 

just behind than when the candidate is ahead. The analogy to organizational action is clear. 

Supporters, workers, and contributors who see themselves investing in the success of an up-and-

coming challenger who is close to overtaking the dominant player in some niche or industry are 

likely to be more motivated to work and sacrifice than  those who believe they are already 

winning. Expressing too much confidence, on the other hand, can undermine motivation and 

reduce rates of contribution and sacrifice. Even if optimism feels good and believing in oneself 

can be affirming, communicating one’s faith in the success of one’s cause can undermine its 

actual prospects if it impairs supporters’ motivation to contribute or volunteer. 
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Appendix A: Emails sent in Studies 3a and 3b 
 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Mark Giangreco <info@dga.net> 
Date: Thursday, June 19, 2014  
Subject: KNOCK OUT 
To: todd.rogers.mail@gmail.com 
 

 
 

Rick Scott is LOSING in three straight polls!!! Florida’s the mother of ALL swing states and 
we’re primed to KNOCK OUT the king of voter suppression and his allies – but only if you 
GIVE NOW! Donate in the next 24 HOURS to get your gift DOUBLED! 
Todd, 

Wouldn’t it just destroy you if we lost a presidential election because we had our eyes closed 
when Florida Gov. Rick Scott and other radical governors were going all-out to keep Democrats 
from voting? 

Beating them this November, NOW, is the only way to stop them in 2016. 

Republicans don’t hold back ANYTHING in Florida because they know how important it is to 
the presidency. Just ask George W. Bush and Karl Rove about 2000. 

If we’re going to BEAT Rick Scott and other Tea Party Republicans, you need to give in 
the next 24 hours to help us raise $22,000 to stay on track to hit our goals – a donor will 
DOUBLE your gift. 
We’ve got to be able to protect every vote, in every key state, to WIN. 

That’s it, %%FIRST NAME%%. 

If you've saved payment info with ActBlue Express, your donation to the DGA will go through 
immediately: 

Click to donate $%%1XHPC%% right away. 
Click to donate $%%2XHPC%% right away. 
Click to donate $%%4XHPC%% right away. 

Or click here to donate another amount immediately to defeat Rick Scott and extreme vote-
suppressing governors. Double your gift in the next 24 hours! 

mailto:info@dga.net
mailto:todd.rogers.mail@gmail.com
http://links.dga.mkt6018.com/ctt?kn=7&ms=Njc2MzQxNwS2&r=NzA2OTU0MTkxODAS1&b=0&j=NDgxNjY1NTY0S0&mt=1&rt=0
http://links.dga.mkt6018.com/ctt?kn=4&ms=Njc2MzQxNwS2&r=NzA2OTU0MTkxODAS1&b=0&j=NDgxNjY1NTY0S0&mt=1&rt=0
http://links.dga.mkt6018.com/ctt?kn=5&ms=Njc2MzQxNwS2&r=NzA2OTU0MTkxODAS1&b=0&j=NDgxNjY1NTY0S0&mt=1&rt=0
http://links.dga.mkt6018.com/ctt?kn=1&ms=Njc2MzQxNwS2&r=NzA2OTU0MTkxODAS1&b=0&j=NDgxNjY1NTY0S0&mt=1&rt=0
http://links.dga.mkt6018.com/ctt?kn=3&ms=Njc2MzQxNwS2&r=NzA2OTU0MTkxODAS1&b=0&j=NDgxNjY1NTY0S0&mt=1&rt=0
http://links.dga.mkt6018.com/ctt?kn=3&ms=Njc2MzQxNwS2&r=NzA2OTU0MTkxODAS1&b=0&j=NDgxNjY1NTY0S0&mt=1&rt=0
http://democraticgovernors.org/
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Florida and other battlegrounds are ours! In the states where voters see how extreme these guys 
are up close, we’re in the driver’s seat. 

Help us to victory by DONATING NOW. We need you. 
Thanks, 

Mark Giangreco 
Digital Director 

Contribute  
This email was sent to melanie@annelewisllc.com. 
To unsubscribe from the DGA email list, click here. 

Paid for by DGA Action, www.democraticgovernors.org, and not authorized by any candidate or 
candidate's committee. 

 
  

http://links.dga.mkt6018.com/ctt?kn=7&ms=Njc2MzQxNwS2&r=NzA2OTU0MTkxODAS1&b=0&j=NDgxNjY1NTY0S0&mt=1&rt=0
https://secure.actblue.com/contribute/page/dga?refcode=email%7C20140619p%7CNN_F_PL_FL_WG&amounts=%25%251XHPC%25%25%2C%25%252XHPC%25%25%2C%25%254XHPC%25%25%2C%25%10XHPC%25%25%2C%25%20XHPC%25%25%2C%25%40XHPC%25%25
mailto:melanie@annelewisllc.com
http://links.dga.mkt6018.com/ctt?kn=10&ms=Njc2MzQxNwS2&r=NzA2OTU0MTkxODAS1&b=0&j=NDgxNjY1NTY0S0&mt=1&rt=0
http://links.dga.mkt6018.com/ctt?kn=2&ms=Njc2MzQxNwS2&r=NzA2OTU0MTkxODAS1&b=0&j=NDgxNjY1NTY0S0&mt=1&rt=0
http://links.dga.mkt6018.com/ctt?kn=7&ms=Njc2MzQxNwS2&r=NzA2OTU0MTkxODAS1&b=0&j=NDgxNjY1NTY0S0&mt=1&rt=0
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LOSING / NEGATIVE 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Mark Giangreco <info@dga.net> 
Date: Thursday, June 19, 2014  
Subject: KNOCK OUT 
To: todd.rogers.mail@gmail.com 

 

 
 

We’ve fallen behind Rick Scott in the latest poll!!! Florida’s the mother of ALL swing states and 
we need more resources to KNOCK OUT the king of voter suppression and his allies – but you 
have to GIVE NOW! Donate in the next 24 HOURS to get your gift DOUBLED! 
Todd, 

Wouldn’t it just destroy you if we lost a presidential election because we had our eyes closed 
when Florida Gov. Rick Scott and other radical governors were going all-out to keep Democrats 
from voting? 

Beating them this November, NOW, is the only way to stop them in 2016. 

Republicans don’t hold back ANYTHING in Florida because they know how important it is to 
the presidency. Just ask George W. Bush and Karl Rove about 2000. 

If we’re going to BEAT Rick Scott and other Tea Party Republicans, you need to give in 
the next 24 hours to help us raise $22,000 to stay on track to hit our goals – a donor will 
DOUBLE your gift. 
We’ve got to be able to protect every vote, in every key state, to WIN. 

That’s it, %%FIRST NAME%%. 

If you've saved payment info with ActBlue Express, your donation to the DGA will go through 
immediately: 

Click to donate $%%1XHPC%% right away. 
Click to donate $%%2XHPC%% right away. 
Click to donate $%%4XHPC%% right away. 

Or click here to donate another amount immediately to defeat Rick Scott and extreme vote-
suppressing governors. Double your gift in the next 24 hours! 

mailto:info@dga.net
mailto:todd.rogers.mail@gmail.com
http://links.dga.mkt6018.com/ctt?kn=7&ms=Njc2MzQxOAS2&r=NzA2OTU0MTkxOTES1&b=0&j=NDgxNjY1NTY4S0&mt=1&rt=0
http://links.dga.mkt6018.com/ctt?kn=7&ms=Njc2MzQxOAS2&r=NzA2OTU0MTkxOTES1&b=0&j=NDgxNjY1NTY4S0&mt=1&rt=0
http://links.dga.mkt6018.com/ctt?kn=4&ms=Njc2MzQxOAS2&r=NzA2OTU0MTkxOTES1&b=0&j=NDgxNjY1NTY4S0&mt=1&rt=0
http://links.dga.mkt6018.com/ctt?kn=5&ms=Njc2MzQxOAS2&r=NzA2OTU0MTkxOTES1&b=0&j=NDgxNjY1NTY4S0&mt=1&rt=0
http://links.dga.mkt6018.com/ctt?kn=1&ms=Njc2MzQxOAS2&r=NzA2OTU0MTkxOTES1&b=0&j=NDgxNjY1NTY4S0&mt=1&rt=0
http://links.dga.mkt6018.com/ctt?kn=3&ms=Njc2MzQxOAS2&r=NzA2OTU0MTkxOTES1&b=0&j=NDgxNjY1NTY4S0&mt=1&rt=0
http://links.dga.mkt6018.com/ctt?kn=3&ms=Njc2MzQxOAS2&r=NzA2OTU0MTkxOTES1&b=0&j=NDgxNjY1NTY4S0&mt=1&rt=0
http://democraticgovernors.org/
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Florida and other battlegrounds are ours! In the states where voters see how extreme these guys 
are up close, we’re in the driver’s seat. 

Help us to victory by DONATING NOW. We need you. 
Thanks, 

Mark Giangreco 
Digital Director 

Contribute 

This email was sent to melanie@annelewisllc.com. 
To unsubscribe from the DGA email list, click here. 

Paid for by DGA Action, www.democraticgovernors.org, and not authorized by any candidate or 
candidate's committee. 

  

http://links.dga.mkt6018.com/ctt?kn=7&ms=Njc2MzQxOAS2&r=NzA2OTU0MTkxOTES1&b=0&j=NDgxNjY1NTY4S0&mt=1&rt=0
https://secure.actblue.com/contribute/page/dga?refcode=email%7C20140619n%7CNN_F_PL_FL_WG&amounts=%25%251XHPC%25%25%2C%25%252XHPC%25%25%2C%25%254XHPC%25%25%2C%25%10XHPC%25%25%2C%25%20XHPC%25%25%2C%25%40XHPC%25%25
mailto:melanie@annelewisllc.com
http://links.dga.mkt6018.com/ctt?kn=10&ms=Njc2MzQxOAS2&r=NzA2OTU0MTkxOTES1&b=0&j=NDgxNjY1NTY4S0&mt=1&rt=0
http://links.dga.mkt6018.com/ctt?kn=2&ms=Njc2MzQxOAS2&r=NzA2OTU0MTkxOTES1&b=0&j=NDgxNjY1NTY4S0&mt=1&rt=0
http://links.dga.mkt6018.com/ctt?kn=7&ms=Njc2MzQxOAS2&r=NzA2OTU0MTkxOTES1&b=0&j=NDgxNjY1NTY4S0&mt=1&rt=0
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