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conducting representative surveys in 161 locatimefere and after the election.
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actual electoral problems. We find clear positiffeas of all treatments on our
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However the different treatments caused diversectffon perceptions about
electoral problems and views about authority.
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‘FRELIMO did it, FRELIMO does it.’
- 2009 campaign slogan

1 Introduction

The idea of political accountability has been a tenter of the development debate in recent
years. The hope is that once democratic institatiaflect the will of the majority, effective
development policies focusing on the poor will bglemented. Economic theory supports these
beliefs. Becker (1983) shows that when politicainpetition is fully secured, efficient policies
will arise. Yet developing democratic institutiotlsat depend on the will of the general
population has been particularly difficult to ackdein many countries. These problems have
often been linked to information deficiencies, ivaters’ unresponsiveness to policies (e.g.
Grossman and Helpman, 1996) in theory; media shimittys (Besley and Burgess, 2002) and

lack of accountable local institutions (Bjorkmarda&Bvensson, 2009) in practice.

In Sub-Saharan Africa, the record of post-soviehaleratization has been particularly worrying
(e.g. Kudamatsu, 2006). One concern is that elestito not discipline governments because of
the many irregularities that have tainted theirdrant (Chauvet and Collier, 2009). Violence and
electoral intimidation, vote-buying, and ballottich have been rampant. Collier and Vicente
(2009a) argue that this illicit electoral behavims been used strategically by politicians to bend
electoral outcomes. However, some recent electlahsled as broadly unproblematic have
resulted in landslide victories to incumbent potitipartie& Elections like the Mozambican one
we study in this paper suggest that incumbentshmasg developed (licit or illicit) mechanisms to
secure those victories well before the actual agéfr One observation is clear: there is no
evidence that political accountability is any higie Mozambique. Specifically, this country has
seen dramatic drops in voter turnout over the ye@itizen apathy and acquiescence may have
reached an all-time peak. In this paper we testthdrecitizens are politically responsive to
pertinent neutral information delivered through daative means, inserted during the election
period and aimed at educating voters.

Recent papers have focused on voter educationvamtons aimed at counteracting specific
illicit strategies during elections. Wantchekon 3D targeted clientelism in Benin by studying

clientelism-free political campaigning. Vicente (20 looked at vote-buying (cash-for-votes) in

! Rwanda and Sudan in 2010 are two recent examples.



Sao Tome and Principe by analyzing an educaticaalpaign against that practice. Collier and
Vicente (2009b) examined electoral violence in Kmdy assessing the effects of grassroots
mobilization against politically-motivated violenda this paper, we study the effects of general
voter-education interventions in Mozambique, ainadmobilizing citizens to participate in
elections, while providing them with better elealomformation. The idea is to go beyond
specific electoral problems to try to increase w@@rticipation and electoral accountability in a
setting with low voice and overwhelming influencgethe incumbent party. At the same time, the
voter education interventions we scrutinize in {heger are innovative in the use of information
and communication technologies. To the best ofkmawledge this is the first study of voter
education using text messaging. Cell phones arenhiag important in Africa, where the take-up
rate increased by 550 percent in the last fiveszear

This paper reports on a field experiment we corethigrior to and during the October 2009
elections in Mozambique. Three randomized inteieest took place nationwide in four
provinces of the country, based upon collaboratidth a newspaper (Jornal @Verdade, ‘The
Truth’) and local civil society organizations. Tteeents were clustered around different polling
locations. A civic education treatment providedzeibs with information about the election and
mobilized them to vote. This intervention sharetevanformation via an official voter-education
leaflet and followed up with a range of cell phanessages on voter education and the election.
A second treatment established a cell phone hoilinéing citizens to report electoral problems
by sending text messaging to numbers pre-arrandggdtine national operators. The media and
all experimental subjects in locations where thdirm was disseminated received information
about electoral problems by SMS, after verificatanthe reports with local correspondents. A
third treatment provided voter education informatida free newspaper @Verdade. @Verdade is
the highest-circulation newspaper in Mozambiqueisitan independent newspaper. By prior
agreement with the editors of the newspaper, iuded weekly information on civic education
and access to a national hotline in both respenidas to our other treatments. To a certain
extent we may interpret the newspaper treatmergnagteraction of the civic education and
hotline treatments.

To measure the effects of these voter educaticenientions, we conducted pre- and post-
election surveys in 161 locations, including thextcol group. Subject recruitment followed a

two-stage clustering process (on provinces andngolbcations), within polling locations with

2 UNCTAD, ‘Information Economy Report 2009: TrendsleOutlook in Turbulent Times’, 2009.



mobile phone coverage. We present innovative meaafrindividual voter turnout. Conformity

bias may induce respondents to assert that they\eten if they did not, and so to counter it the
post-election survey asked a comprehensive batajuestion on the election-day experience,
thereby testing subject’'s knowledge about the iaifigoting process, as well as verifying the

subject’s finger for ink (inking a specific fingés required by law, i.e. the official voting

procedure in Mozambique). During the post-elecsanvey we also implemented a behavioral
measure of demand for accountability. Experimesuijects in all locations were invited to send
cell phone SMS proposing their priorities in terofigolicy measures to the president-elect. They
were informed that the contents of these messageakiweach the president personally. We are
able to record the individuals that sent messdgesigh cell-number matching. Since this is a
costly action (namely, the sender had to pay fertéxt call), we interpret it as an incentive-
compatible measure of demand for accountability. &é® ask standard survey questions on
perceptions about electoral problems, views abatihagsity, and information about poalitics.

Finally, we use the information processed in thi#onal hotline to compose measures of actual

electoral problems arising during the campaign\astihg day.

We find robust effects of all three treatments anmeasures of voter turnout, ranging from 5 to
10 percent. The distribution of the newspaper wagiqularly effective with women when
mobilizing citizens to vote. In addition, it led bhigher demand for accountability, as it induced a
higher number of text messages from experimentajests about their priorities. Interestingly,
the different treatments induced quite differentcpptions about the prevalence of electoral
problems, even if our data on actual occurrences dot provide evidence for clear differences
across treatments. The civic education treatmenéased the perception that votes were counted
fairly and led to lower perceived violent conflicetween parties. The hotline, on the contrary,
increased perceptions of electoral problems: hidiadlot fraud and higher intimidation. The
newspaper offers mixed results: it increased thegmption of vote-buying but reduced the
perception of intimidation. On authority, civic edion led to higher awareness about
dependence of local chiefs and healers; the hofliteeased support for an authoritarian

presidency. All treatments have some effects ireiaging information about politics.

Apart from contributing to our knowledge of the ifiohl economy of elections in developing
countries, this paper broadly relates to two ottranches of the literature. First, it links to the
vast array of experimental research on voter nmediithn and electoral campaigning in American
elections. This work ranges from the assessmediffefent voter mobilization activities (Gerber
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and Green, 2000) and of partisan campaigning (®e0®4), to the identification of the effects
of newspapers in driving voting behavior (Gerbeale2009). Second, it links into the emerging
literature on the effects of information and comiwation technology on various development
outcomes. Jensen (2007) looks at the use of celigshto improve market efficiency in a local
fish market in India. Aker (2008) studies the eféeof cell phone introduction on grain market

outcomes in Niger.

The paper is organized as follows. In section 2pnesent the context of our field experiment,
while providing a description of the recent politistory of Mozambique. In section 3 we fully
develop the experimental design, with treatmentsasarement, and estimation strategy. The
following section provides the econometric restitisjuding balancedness tests, main treatment
effects (on voting behavior, perceptions, and im@tion), and robustness tests. We conclude in

section 5.

2 Context

Mozambique, a country with 22.4 million inhabitgrissone of the poorest countries in the world
with GDP per capita of 838 USD in 2008 - it rankd In 189 countries (latest available years) in
terms of GDP per capitaWithout important natural resources, and with 8d®the population
directly dependent on agricultdrat is an aid-dependent country with official adsistance

accounting for 22 percent of GNI in 2608

Politically, Mozambique became independent fromti@l in 1975, after which FRELIMO
(Frente de Libertagdo de Mogambique), the indepselenovement, led a single-party, socialist
regime. During that time, beginning in 1977, Mozé&mle suffered a devastating civil war,
fought between FRELIMO and RENAMO (Resisténcia Maal Mocambicana). RENAMO was
supported by Apartheid South Africa and, in thetegnhof the cold war, by the USA. The civil
war finished in 1992 with an agreement to hold idirty elections.

Presidential and parliamentary elections were leltMozambique in 1994, 1999, 2004, and

2009. FRELIMO and its sponsored presidential caatdsl won all national elections, with

 World Development Indicators, 2009.
* CIA World Factbook, 2010.
® World Development Indicators, 2009.



RENAMO as the main contender. More importantly, EREO has been consistently increasing
its vote share, while voter turnout has decreasassively to just 36 percent in 2004. Figure 1

depicts the main parliamentary election outcomes the four electiotis

<Figure 1 near here>

Armando Guebuza became FRELIMO’s leader and preside 2004, succeeding Joaquim
Chissano. Guebuza had an important record withiBLFRO, from his times fighting against the
Portuguese to the early years as minister of tkerion under Samora Machel. He became a
wealthy and powerful businessman after the priatitn of public companies in the 90s. He ran
for re-election in 2009. Afonso Dhlakama has bdenléader of RENAMO since 1984, serving
as a guerilla leader during the civil war and REN®I presidential candidate at all national

elections.

The common factor across all national elections heen allegations of electoral irregularities
(primarily ballot fraud) by FRELIMO, with clear ceaquences over the final results. While these
claims have been made primarily by RENAMO, theyeéh&een corroborated by international
observers on several occasions. For instance eirafilermath of the 2004 elections, the Carter
Center released a statement outlining the numesbwstcomings encounteredConvincing
statistical evidence for ballot fraud during theO2Celections is provided in Hanlon and Fox
(2006).

In this paper we focus on the presidential, padiatary and provincial assembly elections of
October 28, 2009. The 2009 elections were relatiwdlm, with FRELIMO and Guebuza
expected to win. Prior to the elections, Dhlakanaa heen increasingly discredited and was
widely seen as an outdated leader, often refetdrtbe possibility of taking up arms (which was
widely considered as anachronistic). Interestinfgigmer RENAMO member and mayor of Beira
(Mozambique’s second largest city), Daviz Simangplit from RENAMO to launch MDM
(Movimento Democratico Mogambicano) in early 20@mango was the third presidential
candidate. Being from a younger generation notelhkvith the heavy references of the past

® Since 2000 the quality of governance has been mtaually for each of the 53 countries of Afrigathe
Ibrahim Index. Over the period 2000-2009 whereastnidrican countries improved their governance
according to this Index, Mozambique experiencedstaudtial deterioration, exceeded only by Madagascar
and Eritrea.

' Carter Center, ‘Observing the 2004 Mozambicantifles’ — Final Report.



(independence and civil war), Simango was beconmiegeasingly popular among the urban
youth. The main issues arising in the run up toeleetion were allegations of bias in the voter
registration proce&sthe exclusion of some parties (including MDM) tige National Electoral
Commission of Mozambique (CNE) from contesting et in several provinces, scattered
occurrences of campaign violence and intimidataan many instances of use of state resources

for campaigning.

The elections were conducted in a relatively unjgmolatic manner, as witnessed by national and
international observers. These observers genecalhsidered it to be following appropriate
international standards, despite the existenceasfynsmall irregularities. The main international
contingent of observers, deployed by the Europegini) considered that:

‘Voting was generally conducted in a calm manned #me process was well
organised. [The counting] was conducted in a catoh @rderly environment and
was assessed as good or very good in 70 percém pblling stations visited. [...]

However, EU observers directly reported severatsad political party delegates
being ordered to leave the polling station beftwe theginning of counting and of
polling station presidents refusing to register ptaimts from political party

representatives. [...] The later requalification @sx of invalid ballot papers at
CNE level was satisfactory but revealed clear cadegeliberate invalidation by
polling staff during counting in several provincds..] As in 2004, the EU

observed multiple cases of polling stations dispigyurnouts of 100 percent and
above.[...] Among these with a very high turnout, resultsenf showed 100

percent of votes cast for FRELIM®.’

Observatorio Eleitoral, which deployed 1,662 natlarbservers, wrote:

‘[We] give a vote of confidence to the electoradukts, recognize the existence of

irregularities, but consider that its correctionedonot challenge the probable

winner.™®

8 See De Brito (2008) for a review of voter registna problems in Mozambique.

° European Union, ‘Electoral Observation MissioniraF Report, Mozambique 2009

19 Observatorio Eleitoral, ‘Declaration about the Rtestial, Parliamentary, and Provincial Assembly
Elections’, 2009.



Indeed, above all other considerations, it is cteat the identity of the winners of the election
was indisputable. Results were unambiguous, givhigercent of the vote to both Guebuza and
FRELIMO (at the presidential and parliamentary eters). The opposition was split between
RENAMO and MDM: Dhlakama/RENAMO had 16/19 percemtdaSimango/MDM had 9/4
percent (respectively for the presidential andiparbntary elections). This electoral outcome is
indicative of the overwhelming degree of controlEERMIO has over the whole of Mozambican
society, building on the socialist-type local pioli institutions that remain to date and on the

manifest dependence of the majority of the popoitetin state-allocated resources

Mozambique is currently considered a ‘partly-freeuntry by Freedom House. Afrobarometer
data (see Pereira et al, 2002, 2003) find relatiVelv levels of support for democracy, and
characterize Mozambique as a ‘democracy with probleCitizens display difficulty in grasping
the role of democracy in improving economic outcepand a clear resistance to proffer opinions
about politics. Mattes and Shenga (2008) hypoteetiimt the very low levels of political
accountability observed in Mozambique may be trsailteof deficient channels of information
dissemination, exacerbated by poverty and low dthucaDe Brito (2007) underscores the
marked decreasing trend of voter turnout, distuechy regional standards. He highlights the role
of international donors in providing incentivesMimzambican politicians, perhaps at the expense

of truly strengthening Mozambique's civil society.

It is in this context that we propose to study waysimproving electoral accountability in
Mozambique. We focus on voter mobilization and wet#ucation, accompanied by the provision
of information. We believe this focus and the sfiecinterventions are relevant to the

fundamental challenges Mozambique currently faeganding meaningful political participation.

3 Experimental Design

The main objective of this paper is to documentetffects of electoral education interventions on

individual voting and political behavior, as wel an perceptions of electoral problems and

1 For instance, when survey respondents to our gumeze asked about who was responsible for having
provided local public goods (schools, health centeyads, wells, electricity, sanitation, jobs),auerage,

39 percent stated ‘FRELIMO’ rather than the statéhe government. Respondents also reported that lo
chiefs were responsible for allocating wells (7Gcpat), land (55), public funds (43), for undertaki
dispute resolution (88), for distributing food/see@9), construction materials (19), and for atttiitg
residence documents (85) essential for schoolddtere among other benefits.



authority, and on interest and information aboditips. In this section, we begin by a thorough
description of the interventions, i.e. the pureicigducation message, the hotline for electoral
problems, and the newspaper embedding both the eiltication and a hotline. We then continue
with our measurement design, which makes use okguand behavioral outcomes. Finally, we
present our main econometric specifications incthrgext of our estimation approach.

3.1 Treatments

We collaborated with newspaper @Verdade (http://wxewdade.co.mz/) and a consortium of
eight Mozambican NGOs, named Observatorio Eleitg@Verdade is a free newspaper created
in 2008, mainly distributed in the area of the talptity (Maputo). It is a generalist, privately
owned newspaper, without a clear political leanimgf, with a patent civic education and social
responsibility mandate. Observatorio Eleitoral iscaganization blending the specific efforts of
its member organizations in the area of good elattoonduct and electoral observation. Its
members are the main religious civil society repnggtive organizations in the country (Catholic,
Christian, and Muslim), and prominent local govere NGOY. The three interventions we
study in this paper were designed and conducted e institutional support and active
collaboration of both these organizations, as they voter education as a crucial part of their
mission. Like us, both organizations saw this prbgs an opportunity to learn about innovative
means of delivering electoral education in the Mok&an context. We now turn to the

description of each specific intervention.

The civic education treatment was based on a satessages providing citizens with specific
information about the 2009 elections. The proceas imitiated with a door-to-door campaign
approximately a month before the elections in 4feexnental locations. This campaign was
implemented during the baseline survey and wasocetiton the distribution of a leaflet designed
and made available by the electoral commission (GNIBE). The leaflet explained in detail the
voting steps on the election-day. 10,000 leafletsewdistributed (i.e. 250 per location). It is
displayed in Figure 2.

12 Observatorio Eleitoral’'s members are: AMODE (Asag@o Mogambicana para o Desenvolvimento),
CEDE (Centro de Estudos de Democracia e Desenvehto), CCM (Conselho Cristdo de Mogambique),
CISLAMO (Conselho Islamico de Mogambique), ComisEfdscopal de Justica e Paz da Igreja Catdlica,
FECIV (Instituto de Educagdo Civica), LDH (Liga Muogbicana dos Direitos Humanos), and OREC
(Organizacao para Resolucado de Conflitos).



<Figure 2 near here>

Two weeks prior to the election (i.e. for 14 daya),respondents in the civic education areas
received a set of daily text messages on the belhg number they provided during the baseline
survey. Specifically, they received five messagdaya On each day, messages were chosen from
a set of 10 different messages. Messages focustitedmportance of voter participation, and in
this sense we can interpret the overall messagechade a ‘get out the vote’ statement. Within
their 160-character limit, these messages alsoigdvspecific information about the elections,
namely the scheduled date, the types of electiaking place (presidential, parliamentary, and
provincial assemblies), the presidential candidates the parties running for the parliament,
voter confidentiality, and how to vote (i.e. markyone X on each ballot paper).

The hotline treatment was based on the dissemimafibwo short-code phone numbers that were
contracted with the two cell phone operators in Mohique (Mcel and Vodacom). These short-
codes constituted an electoral hotline in the sémeecitizens were invited to send text messages
to those numbers reporting electoral problems tlgerved in their locatidh The
dissemination of this hotline happened in 40 expenital locations. During the baseline survey,
we conducted a door-to-door campaign providing rimfation on the hotline, how it could be
used, types of electoral problems, and how to wrigssages reporting the problems. As part of
this sensitization campaign, we distributed 10,@@@lets (250 per location), providing the basic
information about the hotline system: short-code@amples, format of messages to be sent -
specifically, ballot location name first, descristi of the problem second -, and sponsors. The
leaflet is depicted in Figure 3. Each leaflet wastpd on both sides of one page, with each side
providing different SMS examples, one for the edeslt campaign, the other for the election-day.
The leaflets were location-specific, so that theatfired the name of the ballot location
corresponding to the location where the leafletsevaistributed. This was done to minimize any
potential mistakes by experimental subjects whetingrmessages for the hotline).

<Figure 3 near here>

13 The two numbers were meant to cover the useribf dperators. Note that the same price was agreed
with both: 2 MZN (about 7 USD cents). This is thaeimum price for an SMS in Mozambique — there was
never free text messaging in the country to date.
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We promised that the contents of these messagdd Wepassed to the media for dissemination,
and also shared with all other respondents via 8MBe hotline areas. Before any dissemination
took place, each message received on the hotliseveriied with local correspondents we hired
in each of the 40 hotline locations. This proceas managed online through the Ushahidi system
(an open-source software - www.ushahidi.com), whilddwed our viewing of received messages
in real time. This is software that enables theirax messages to be plotted automatically on a
Google map after verification and classificationtleéir contents. The archive for the messages
received on our hotline is now publicly availabtenavw.protegemosovoto.org. Note that, apart
from receiving hotline reports, two weeks’ prior ttte elections, respondents in hotline areas
were sent reminders about the existence of thenkdiy SMS’.

The newspaper treatment was based on the distibafinewspaper @Verdade to experimental
subjects in 40 locations. Despite being the highistilation newspaper in Mozambique (with a
minimum of 50,000 certified copies per week), tieavapaper was only systematically distributed
in the city of Maputo. We agreed that, specificdiy this project, the newspaper would be
distributed weekly in all newspaper locations, Whitad never received the newspaper since they
all lie outside the city of Maputo, from our baselivisit (September 2009) until the post-election
survey (November 2009). During the distributiontleé newspapers, priority was given to our
survey respondents. 5,000 copies of the newspaper distributed each week, with a total of
125 at each location. Thus, this treatment wasvadgrit to an @Verdade subscription during the
electoral period, offered to individuals who ha@ously not had systematic contact with that

newspaper.

The editors of the newspaper took a strictly indejemt approach to the electoral period,
focusing its message on electoral education. Mpeeifically, the newspaper featured explicitly
the contents of the civic education treatment abmyencluding a version of the CNE/STAE

leaflet on the steps for voting (see middle paridrigure 4) and by providing information on

specific candidates, political parties and the t@deeday (similar to our SMS messages). The
newspaper also sponsored a national hotline favrtielg electoral problems, serving as one of
the most important decentralized sources of newisglthe electoral campaign and election-day

in Mozambique: its website, featuring an Ushahideiface, was very popular during that period

14 |n effect, the standard Ushahidi software wastad in our case to enable the management of the
messages to be sent by us to respondents, nofamtlge hotline (dissemination of received repatsl
reminder messages), but also for the civic educatiessages.
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(http://www.verdade.co.mz/eleicoes2009). The newspa hotline was also a joint effort in that
it was a replica of our hotline treatment, albe#rzled with a different slogan and different short-
codes to enable the identification of a controlugrdor our hotline treatment (see right panel of
Figure 4). The newspaper’s hotline was dissemintitealigh the newspaper itself, through the
internet, and through networks of civil societyamggations (including Observatorio Eleitoral). It
therefore had clear nationwide coverage, althohghet was probably an emphasis on province

capitals.

<Figure 4 near here>

Evidently, a newspaper is a well-identified objdet may be understood in a specific manner by
experimental subjects. However, given that its eotst focused on electoral education and it
featured both the specific civic education messtgd was offered in our civic education
treatment and a hotline in all respects similanuo hotline treatment, it is reasonable to interpre

it as approximating an interaction of both our ottieatments. Some results ahead are consistent
with this interpretation.

3.2 Measurement

The locations covered in our field experiment, ¥61otal, including 40 with civic education, 40
with the hotline, 40 with the newspaper, and 4Yisgras control group (without any treatment
administered), are nationally representative ofgbpulation of Mozambique that has access to
mobile phone coverage, estimated at approximatdlypdrcent of the population as of 2008
(GSM Association, 2009). The selection of thesations is the product of two-stage clustered
representative sampling, first on provinces, theaneaumeration areas (meaning all registered
voters in the considered universe had the sameapilidly of being sampled). The sampling
framework was the 2004 electoral map of the cou¢dsythe 2009 map was only available one
month before the election), using as weights thabmr of registered voters per polling location
as provided by the CNE/STAE in their 2004 electi¢disaggregated) electoral data electronic
publication. As the use of cell phones was centrall our treatments, we eliminated all polling
locations without cell phone coverage from the darmgpframework. For that purpose, we
obtained detailed data from the two cell phone ajpes on the geographic location of each of
their antennae. These were then plotted on a mag tieir geographical coordinates, with five-

km coverage radius drawn on each. Any polling liocet outside these balls were dropped from
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our national sampling framework. Remarkably, 60cpat of all ballot locations in the country

were found to be covered by at least one operator.

The project took place in four provinces, Cabo Rdly Zambezia, Gaza, and Maputo-Province.
The allocation of the treatment and control grotpghe full set of enumeration areas (our

experimental locations) followed a standard randaidon procedure by which (i) clusters of four

closest enumeration areas were formed in each mmeyibased upon geographic data on the
polling locations; and (ii) each treatment was @nty allocated to one enumeration area in each
cluster (using the same probability for all). Dgrithe baseline survey, in the event that we found
no cell phone coverage in any specific enumeradi@a, we replaced it by the closest polling

location with cell phone coverage. That happenesewven locatiorid The final full sample of

experimental locations, with each treatment reprtesk is depicted in the map of Figure 5.
<Figure 5 near here>

Measurement in this project comes mainly from éitiy undertaken in the context of a panel
survey, before and after the electforSampling in each enumeration area followed stahda
household representativenes$ fouse calls). However, the interviews targetedskbold heads

or their spouses. Interviews and subsequent tredsnveere conditional on ‘having access to a
cell phone’ for receiving or sending calls/messadédss criterion included households that did
not own a cell phone, but did have access to cma vieighbor or family member within the area.
The baseline survey included 1,766 households/resgrds, 11 per enumeration area. It took
place from mid-September to mid-October. Of ther&4pondents per enumeration area, on
average two random subjects were purposely nongive treatment in treatment locations. The
others were the main targets of the treatmentitie8\(in treatment locations) as described in the

last sub-section. The post-election survey stasfter the election results were announced in

15 We have 41 locations in the control group: thigliee to the fact that we surveyed in one substitute
location that was a posteriori discovered not toneeded. Results do not depend on including this
enumeration area.

% The fieldwork was undertaken by four teams, copmneously in each province, including one
supervisor per team and 31 enumerators in tota. sithiveys were administered mainly using electronic
handhelds. At least one of authors was in the faldall stages of the project and directly managed
operations.
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early November, lasting for a similar period of ¢imt sought the same respondents, reaching
1,154 of therH.

Since the objective was to measure electoral behdttirnout and voting patterns), perceptions
about electoral problems and authority, and theesegf interest and information about politics,
both survey instruments were designed to elicitl@vte on each of these dimensténg/hen
questions on electoral problems were asked atakelibe, they referred to ‘the current year in
the run-up to the October 2009 elections’. During post-election survey, the same questions
focused on what had happened prior to and durirg elections (i.e. “during the electoral
campaign for the October 2009 elections” and/orrifdy the October 2009 elections’). The
guestions on voting were based on self-reportaegbadecisions, when asked after the elections.
Subjective questions were approached using verbalifigrs, with most of them featuring

stepwise scales in order to ensure that questiens asked in a balanced marifer

We were particularly careful with our measuremehtvater turnout during the post-election

survey’. We dedicated a module of the questionnaire tingsiuestions about all details of the
election-day experience of the respondent. Cruygidllincluded asking about which finger was
inked (as part of the official, mandatory votinggedure), and verifying whether it still had ink
marks (something very commonly found even one mafthr the elections). However, in

addition to ink-related measurements, we asked talboiln the personal experience during the
election-day and legal facts at the ballot statibhe former included asking about: who the
respondent met the day of the election, with whatste went to vote, a description of how to
get to the polling location, what else he/she didrdy the day of the election, how long he/she

took to the polling location and time of arrivaktlke, how many ballot stations there were, how

17 Attrition in the post-survey period was primarilye to the agricultural season. The primary raggssn

in Mozambique, requiring intensive work in the fiel(‘machambas’), occurs from November-January of
each year. Agricultural workers often temporarilygrate for this reason — that was the most frequent
identified reason for panel drops. We provide en@deon demographic balancedness of our panel drops
ahead.

18 The survey instruments in Portuguese are availat® request.

19 For example, the question on fairness of the wotet was asked in the following way: ‘To what estte
may the vote count in the October 2009 electionsdresidered as fair?’ The scale featured severtgoin
The first possible answers were read as ‘fair’jther fair nor unfair’, and ‘unfair’. Depending ahe
respondent’'s answer, the scale then developed ximetaely’, 'very’, and ‘slightly’ fair/unfair. This
balanced way of reading scales gives us some assutaat original question-scales may have been
perceived linearly by respondents.

% This is in view of existing concerns with the stard direct question on voter turnout from
Afrobarometer surveys in Mozambique, which considyeoverestimates actual voter turnout. See for
instance the report for Afrobarometer’s 2008 (rodhdlozambican survey.
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long he/she waited in line to vote, what happenbdemvaiting in line, how many people there

were at the polling table and whether anyone wamwknto the respondent, and what the
procedure was when he/she got to the polling tafiie. latter included asking about: how many
ballot papers there were (right answer was three, for each election), whether there were
photos of the candidates (yes), how many ballotebakere were (three), whether the ballot
boxes were transparent (yes), and whether they esogired (yes). At the end of the module the
enumerator, who was trained to watch body languaggwered a question on the likelihood that

the respondent had voted.

We also use a behavioral measure of demand fdiqablaccountability, which we refer to as the
‘open letter’. During the post-election survey #meumeration team explained and distributed a
leaflet to all survey respondents in all 161 expertal locations, which invited them to send
SMS messages proposing policy priorities to thesigent-elect for his new mandate. We were
clear in conveying the limited extent of the initi@ (a small number of experimental localities in
the whole of Mozambique), and promised that theterus of these messages would reach the
President in person (through the newspaper @VeydAdewith the hotline, each message sent
by experimental subjects had a small monetary &etiding the message therefore represents a
clear costly action. It was observable to us, &gl phone numbers that sent messages were
recorded and matched with those of the experimentbjects. We interpret the sending of an
open letter message as an incentive compatibleureea$ demand for political accountability.
Arguably this is a better measure of demand foitipal accountability than any survey question
aimed at capturing the same concept. Such survestigus are usually prone to ‘cheap talk’ and
therefore to conformity bias (i.e. conforming togaved ideas of sponsors of the initiative). The
leaflet is depicted in Figure 6. Like the hotlineaflet, it had two sides with two different

examples of possible messages. It also included-sbdes, format of the message, and sponsors.

<Figure 6 near here>

On top of these improvements over standard suruegtipns, we also changed our survey design
in order to offer evidence of possible conformitgdes. Experimental subjects could in principle
adapt their responses about politics to whatewaey ferceived to be the views of the sponsors of
the experiment. We asked all questions about psldifter, in the middle of the interview, the
treated subjects were offered the leaflets (fordiv& education and hotline interventions) and
the newspaper, with corresponding discussion. Waig, we are able to measure whether there
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were first reactions to the treatments, namehheléaflets, by contrasting treatment and control
groups for baseline values. Note that differencepdrceptions about the past are evidence of
conformity. In addition, any conformity bias exhdal by the respondents in the post-election
survey would be present in the pre-election surgeythat the difference between the two survey
measurements can be taken as closer to the triexedi€e. We therefore use difference-in-

differences in our estimation whenever possible.

Finally, we also use the data on electoral problezusived at the national hotline of newspaper
@Verdade (with 269 verified occurrences during élextoral campaign and election-day). This
serves the purpose of offering a real countermartie prevalence of electoral problems during
the 2009 electoral period in the country, and tloeecof offering a reference point for the effects

of the treatments on perceptions of electoral noisl by experimental subjects.

In Figure 7 we show the sequence of the experimehiding treatment and measurement.
<Figure 7 near here>

3.3 Estimation Strategy

Our empirical approach is based on estimating rireat effects on a variety of outcome

variables. Namely, we are primarily interested fieatment effects on voting behavior and

political participation, perceptions about electoy@oblems and authority, interest and

information about politics. We now describe the matonometric specifications we employed,

while using data at the individual level, for traimation of these parameters.

Our design allowed us to estimate average treateféetts in different ways. Most simply, the

effect of interest € ) could be estimated through the specification:

Outcomg, =a+ T, +¢,, (1)

where Outcomeis an outcome of interest,|,t =1 are identifiers for individuals, locations, and

time (specifically, 1 represents the post-electioeasurement), and, is a vector of three
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dummy variables representing the three treatment Education, hotline, and newspaper) with

value 1 for treated locations.

In this setting, because of small sample size,aveatso add location and individual-level control
variables to compose one of our main specificatidhss is in line with Duflo et al. (2007), who
argue that, although controls do not generally ghathe estimate for the average treatment
effect, they can help explaining the dependentdei and therefore typically lower the standard

error of the coefficient of interest. We then hétve following core specification:

Outcomg, =a+bX, +cY + fT, +¢,,, (2)

where X, is a vector of individual (demographic) contrasid Y, is a location-level vector of

controls.

Specification (2) does not use the time dimendiomny event this may not be possible in some
cases as we do not have repeated measuremeritdatc@mes. However, when possible, it may
be relevant to control for differing pre-levels treatment and control groups. In this case,

specification (3) below uses the pre-interventicatadin a classic difference-in-differences

regression:

Outcome =a+bX, +cY +dt+eT + ft*T, +¢,, (3)

wheret = 0 before the intervention arid=1 after the treatment. However, once we use the time

dimension, we may improve our controls by usingviniial fixed effects/:

Outcomg =, +dt+ ft*T +¢,. (4)
Note that equivalent to specification (4) we mayéhinstead a first-differenced equation, which
composes our other main specification (when we haeetime dimension available for our
dependent variable). In its simplest version thiscification takes the form:

DOutcomg =d + fT, + De, . (5)
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Whenever the dependent variable takes a binaryeyale use Logit estimations on the same
specifications, then taken as latent, displayedi@b/e cluster standard errors at the level of the
enumeration area in all regressions at the indalitevel.

4 Econometric Results

In this section we present our empirical resultee Wégin with standard balancedness tests,
checking whether the randomization of the treatsmevds effective in identifying comparable
treatment and control groups. We then focus ommain results: the effects of the interventions
on voter turnout, our behavioral measure of denfandccountability, and voting patterns. We
then explore potential mediators by quantifying #ffects of the treatments on perceptions of
electoral problems and authority, and on interestiaformation about the elections. We finally
present a set of robustness results: the effeatglbphone usage and views about the sponsors of
the interventions, the differences between diretthgeted subjects and control subjects within
treatment areas (externality effects), heterogesi@fi@cts (using the treatments interacted with
demographic variables), and the effects on acteataal problems as measured by the national

hotline.

4.1 Balancedness

We begin by assessing whether the randomized smiect treated locations was successful in
identifying comparable treatment and control group& document differences across these
groups in terms of a wide range of observableahitharacteristics. In Table 1 we contrast our
four comparison groups in terms of their demograptriofiles, namely basic demographics
(gender, age, household size, marital status, $iagpoethnicity, religion, occupation, property
and expenditure, and in terms of baseline outcomasiely turnout and voting intentions, and
electoral problems. We display these comparisonbdth the baseline and post-election surveys
in order to assess the impact of panel attritioecdise demographic variables are unaffected by
the intervention, any differences between the waribreatment and control groups should be
understood as a product of chance.

<Table 1 near here>
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We observe that there are no clear differencestéadard significance levels) between the three
treatment groups and the control group for the Ibessurvey sample. The exception is that the
newspaper group seems to have a lower proportipnodéssionals, such as lawyers, accountants,
nurses, and engineers, and that the civic educgtiomp seems to have a higher proportion of
public officials (both are significant at the 10%wvél). In addition P-values from joint Chi-
Squared over the Probit of the treatment (regreeseglach subset of demographic and baseline
variables) are insignificafit The post-election survey sample, including theepattrition, yields

a similar pattern of differences across treatmet eontrol: only artisans and public officials
seem to be slightly different, and only for theicieducation intervention. This is therefore
evidence that the randomization was generally @ffedn isolating similar groups of locations
and respondents, and that panel attrition did ngrifscantly change the comparability of
treatment and control groups. The fact that obddegeare balanced across treatments and control

makes it reasonable to expect that unobservablerdiibns are balanced as well.

Note specifically that baseline outcome variablesns not to be different for treatment and
control locations. This result implies that firstactions to the treatments were not significant, as
the baseline outcomes were measured after theetgeadind newspapers were presented to
experimental subjects. Importantly this is evideagainst conformity biases, when considering
perceptions of electoral problems (perceptions altiwel respondents’ past experience). It also
constitutes evidence that the leaflets may havéeen central to changes in electoral behavior in

civic education and hotline locations.

Table 1 provides complete descriptive demograpficsour survey sample, in the process

providing a comprehensive description of our experital locations. The average respondent in
the control group was 38 years old, the main eitiesc represented were Changana (the
dominant group in the South) and Macua (the donigaoup in Cabo Delgado), the average
expenditure per household was 127 MZN per day @Gustr 4 USD), and 71 percent of the

households owned a cell phone. In terms of votimgntions, we observe an extreme pattern: 98
percent of respondents expected to vote, and $&ipiereported a preference for FRELIMO.

2l These P-values are: (civic education/hotline/n@psp, respectively) 0.254/0.549/0.378 (basic
demographics), 0.963/0.726/0.991 (ethnicity), 0/@4109/0.819 (religion), 0.231/0.530/0.525
(occupation), 1/0.725/0.975 (property and expeme)ttand 0.989/0.883/0.667 (baseline outcomes).
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4.2 Voter Turnout

Table 2 reports on our regressions estimating ffieeteof the treatments on voter turnout. We use
four different proxies of individual turnout. Thist is based on the interviewer’s assessment of
the likelihood that the respondent voted aftermgkhe survey module covering the questions on
the respondent’s election-day experience. The skisobased on whether the right (inked) finger
was shown by the respondent without hesitation. el is based on a composite of all
guestions on the election-day experience (inclugiagsonal experience during that day). The
answer to each question was classified accordinghtether the respondent was convincing in
terms of showing that he/she voted in the Octolsmtiens. The fourth was based on a sub-group
of the questions asked, focusing on specific kndgdeof the ballot station facts (the number of
ballot papers, whether there were photos of thelidates, the number of ballot boxes, whether
they were transparent, and whether they were cethuilNote that overall turnout in our sample
using these four turnout versions is: 77.8 (inmgr), 84.8 (finger), 75.7 (average questions),
and 82.2 (average questions - ballot station famtsient. These figures compare to pure self-

reported turnout of 91.3 percent, a clearly highsue.

We use Logit estimations with specifications (1)l §8) as latent equations. Note that we focus
on post-election measurements, and therefore fmewsingle-difference estimations, provided the
richness of information we have at that point imei For each outcome we therefore show
regressions without any controls and with provirdiemmies and individual demographic

controlg?.

<Table 2 near here>

We observe clear effects of the civic education #redhotline treatments on all voter turnout
measures. These effects are usually significarthextl or 5 percent level and robust across
specifications (with and without controls). We alfind positive effects for the newspaper
treatment, although we do not achieve statistigificance when using the finger-measured
turnout. Overall, the size of the effects is 5-Hygent for the civic education treatment, 6-10
percent for the hotline treatment, and 6-8 perdentthe newspaper treatment. Thus, all

2 Individual controls were chosen from a wide rangeariables: gender, age, household head and size,
marital status, ethnic group and language, religif@aith, intensity), schooling, job status, occlipat
property, household expenditure and welfare.
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interventions had a considerable impact on votamot, which was indeed one of the main

objectives of the voter education initiatives wedstin this paper.

4.3 Behavioral Measure of Demand for Accountability

We now turn to the effects of the intervention ba sending of SMS messages by experimental
subjects under our open letter system started thighpost-election survey. This system was
available to receive the policy priorities for thew president-elect, as desired by the citizens.
Any message sent was costly and therefore cannablsobe interpreted as constituting demand
for political accountability. We matched the cellmbers with those recorded for the survey
respondents, and therefore are able to constrdetremy variable with value 1 for those subjects
for whom we identified their cell number in the apetter list. We run Logit regressions using
specifications (1) and (2), without and with colgraas the latent equations. The results are
displayed in Table 3. Since sending a messagereshan understanding of what the system was
meant to achieve, when receiving a message we mégcing differing interpretations about the
open letter. Some of these interpretations (emgspondent may have the hope that he/she will
receive a gift as a result of sending an SMS) nwybe strictly related to the notion of political
accountability that was meant for this initiativ&/e therefore feel it may be particularly

important to use control variables if one wantexplain the open letter outcome variable.

<Table 3 near here>

We first note that 18 percent of the experimentdljexcts sent at least one message to the open
letter. This represents a clear degree of adhettenite initiative. We find positive effects of the
civic education and newspaper treatments on theimgnof messages for the open letter.
However, in contrast to the previous result, weydimd a statistically significant impact for the
newspaper variable, which is at the 5 percent lewti controls. This effect represents a 10
percent higher probability of sending a messagdehfemewspaper areas as compared to control
areas. Interestingly, despite no statistical sigaifce is achieved for the hotline interventior th
signs of the corresponding coefficients are negatiwhich may suggest that political
accountability was discouraged by that treatment Wvay then summarize that only the
newspaper clearly increased the demand for pdliicaountability as measured by our open
letter.
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4.4 Voting Patterns

We now analyze the effects of the interventionstenanswers to the question ‘We would like to
know what you think about each one of the partigsning for the October 2009 elections.
[Party]: Like/Dislike (1-5 subjective scale)’. Inabble 4 we depict the effects of each treatment on
the ratings of the main parties, i.e., FRELIMO, WO, and MDM. We run OLS regressions
using difference-in-difference specifications (3)da(5), with full controls (province dummies
and individual demographics) and with individualefil effects, respectively. The difference-in-
difference approach makes use of the fact thaallose question was asked both before and after
the elections, and that it is strictly comparaldeas those two moments in time.

<Table 4 near here>

The results are unclear for FRELIMO and MDM, as giatistical significance is achieved.

However, both the hotline and the newspaper @Verdam to induce a negative effect on
‘liking RENAMOQ'. The hotline effect is clear, asi# statistically significant both with controls

and fixed effects (at the 5 percent level with cois). Both treatments induce an effect that
ranges from 4 to 5 percent of the subjective $tal&e interpret this effect on RENAMO

standings to be related to a number of violent evererpetrated by the main RENAMO

campaigning convoy. Indeed one of these eventsramticlose to some of our experimental
locations in Cabo Delgado province. It was repottedur hotline, and therefore made it to the
cell numbers of experimental subjects in hotlineatmns after verification, as part of our
hotline’s dissemination promise. A potentially inmfamt implication of these results is that
experimental subjects are responsive to the palitontent of the information they were given
through the interventions we study in this paper.

4.5 Perceptions of Electoral Problems and Authority

We now turn to possible mediators for the changesddctoral behavior we have analyzed above.
Indeed, before the treatments have induced chaimgéise political actions of experimental
subjects, they likely provoked changes in theircpptions. We investigate the effects of the

interventions on perceptions about electoral problenamely fraud, vote-buying, and violence

% These effects are computed by dividing the releeasfficient by the length of the scale used.
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occurrences. We also examine effects on views atimutrelationship to national and local

political authorities.

In Table 5 we depict the regressions of fraud, Amtging, and violence perceptions. For fraud,
we use questions on whether ‘the October 2009iefecivere free and fair’ (the scale was 1-4,
ranging from ‘completely free and fair' to ‘neithénee nor fair’), in general and focusing on
ballot fraud specifically, and a question abougvotiscounting, i.e. ‘to what extent was the vote-
counting process in the October 2009 election 'féil2 scale was 1-7 on fair-unfair qualifiers).
Regarding vote-buying, we exploit a question on uke of public resources for campaigning,
namely of schools for affixing campaign posters/($eale on the frequency of use of public
resources), and the same question above on freéaanelections, this time focusing on vote-
buying (same 1-4 scale as above). Concerning \elemwe employ questions on whether
‘competition between parties led to violent corifliitiring the October 2009 elections’ (the scale
ranged 1-4, from ‘never’ to ‘always’), on the extém which ‘the local population was afraid of
violence related to politics’ (1-7 scale, usingt'rdraid’-‘afraid’ qualifiers), and on ‘how often
local people were threatened with negative consempsein case they did not vote in a certain
way' (the scale was 1-4, ranging from ‘never’ toamy times’). We use OLS regressions on
single-difference specifications (1) and (2), with@nd with controls, or on double-difference
specifications (3) and (5), with controls or indiual fixed effects, depending on baseline data

availability.

<Table 5 near here>

We can report an interesting pattern of treatméetes by which civic education seems to have
reduced perceptions of fraud (vote-miscounting byeBcent) and violence (party-level violent
conflict by 5 percent), and by which the hotlinee®ss to have increased perceptions of fraud
(free and fair elections, general and ballot-fraogl, 5 percent) and violence (afraid of violence
related to politics by 7 percent). Note that thevsigaper increased the perception of vote-buying
(as given by the use of public resources for cagmiag, which increased by 6 percent, and the
free-and-fair qualification focusing on vote-buyjivghich decreased by 6 percent), but decreased

fears of violence (electoral intimidation decreabg@®-3 percent).

Although all three treatments provided voters witformation, we find evidence that their

different contents may have led to diverse reastiby experimental subjects. Indeed, it is
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intuitive to take civic education as conveying aemall positive tone, since it focused on how the
electoral system is organized. To some extent & designed to enhance voter confidence in
politics. In contrast, the hotline is focused eijirupon violations of the system, and so may
contribute, as we now verify, to an increase in perceived electoral malfeasance. The
newspaper results are consistent with the inteafpiost of the newspaper treatment as an
interaction of the civic education and the hotltreatments. In effect, the newspaper combines
generic information on how the system works, wiparts of violations (through news and the
availability of the national hotline). In principléhe newspaper could therefore either enhance or
weaken confidence in the political process.

We now turn to whether the three treatments affeciews about political authority. In Table 6
we analyze responses to questions on whetheritahscand the parliament should be abolished
so that the president decides everything’ (agreagtee question on a 1-5 scale), on awareness of
‘dependence on local chiefs in the day-to-day lifgle scale was 1-7 on frequency of
dependence), and on awareness of ‘fear of locd¢rse#éthe scale was 1-7 on the degree of fear).
Note that the latter is an important channel oftigal power in Mozambique, as local healers
normally have considerable influence over the garaopulation. We run OLS regressions using

specifications (1) and (2) for single-difference.

<Table 6 near here>

Civic education increased awareness of dependantral chiefs and of fear of local healers (6
percent, significant at the 10 percent level). Eheects are consistent with the strictly didactic
character of the civic education intervention. Hlotline increased the preference that the system
should be changed so that the president wouldatolee (also a 6 percent effect), which may be a
natural reaction in face of the electoral problemperimental subjects were faced with through
the hotline. We do not observe effects of the neysep treatment on these variables. We then
conclude that while the civic education interventiended to decrease the perception of electoral
problems, it increased awareness of the realitfebaalized power. In contrast, the hotline
increased awareness of electoral problems, therehbgasing the demand for system change by
means of enhanced presidential power. There ams, tjuite different channels of perception
change across the different interventions. Thep bislunderstand in a more precise manner how

the interventions impacted the population.
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4.6 Interest and Information about Elections

We now turn to outcomes related to the interegicedents had about the 2009 elections and to
specific testable information they had about theleetions. These may be important mediators
for changes in behavior, as all the interventioineatly aimed at increasing interest about the
elections, and at providing experimental subjedth specific information about the elections. In
Table 7 we display the regressions estimating tmeesponding treatment effects. We first look
at the general interest experimental subjects hadtahe 2009 elections (a 1-4 scale was used on
strength of interest). We then display results eomioig three specific electoral knowledge
guestions: on whether the respondent could namé¢hiae presidential candidates (a binary
outcome taking value 1 in the affirmative case)wrether he/she could name the parties running
in the parliamentary elections (this outcome vdeabkes value 2 if the respondent could name
more than two parties, value 1 if the respondentccaame two parties, usually FRELIMO and
RENAMO, and value 0 otherwise), and on whether Hee/sould explain what the word
‘abstention’ stands for (a 0-2 scale was used emgthality of the explanation). We run OLS and
Logit regressions using single-difference spediiices (1) and (2), without and with individual

controls.

<Table 7 near here>

Our results show quite clearly that the hotline wasst effective in raising interest and
information about the elections. It induced a 5cpat increase in reported interest about the
elections, and very clear positive effects on kmmgnihe presidential candidates and the parties
running for the parliament (statistical significancanging from 1 to 5 percent when using
controls). In particular, the effect of the hotlina the ability to correctly state the presidential
candidates and parties running in the October 208&ions was 13 and 6 percent (respectively).
The newspaper @Verdade also increased the knowlalolget presidential candidacies by 13
percent (significant at the 1 percent level). #oainduced an increase in the ability to expla@ th
concept of abstention correctly (6 percent effeeihally, the civic education intervention was
also able to raise knowledge about the presidectiatiidates by 9 percent (significant at the 1
percent level), but had no other clear effects. &tk therefore able to report on unambiguous
effects of all interventions on the informationzdins had about the 2009 elections.
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4.7 Robustness

We now turn to a series of auxiliary exercises amtoustness checks. We begin by reporting
treatment effects on cell phone usage and vievesfimdtion about newspaper @Verdade and the
electoral commission (CNE). We then explore the mamson of treated and untreated
experimental subjects within treatment locatioms,order to provide evidence of externality
effects. Heterogeneous effects of the differerttinents then constitute the target of our analysis,
through the estimation of the effects of the intéoam of the interventions with demographic
characteristics. We also estimate contaminatiotheftreatments across locations. We finally
look at the effects of the treatments on the inwd#eand intensity of actual electoral problems as

reported in the national hotline of newspaper @4ded

In Table 8, we report the effects of the intervemsi on cell phone usage (1-5 scale from ‘never’
to ‘everyday’), knowledge about the price of newsra@Verdade (a binary variable with value
1 if the respondent stated that the newspaperem),fits reading frequency (1-5 scale from
‘never’ to ‘everyday’), trust over the newspapeandarust over the electoral commission (both
trust questions are on a 1-7 subjective scale)filideclearly significant effects of the hotline and
the newspaper on cell phone usage: 9 percentfisamti at the 1 percent level. This pattern of
effects is consistent with the presence of tharesl(our treatment and the newspaper’s national
hotline), which invited subjects to have an actieée regarding the use of cell phones (i.e.
sending text messages). We also find clear effectknowledge of the price of @Verdade, its
reading frequency, and trust over that newspapérsignificant at the 1 percent level) for
treatment areas where the newspaper was distribliteddo not find any statistically significant
effects on these outcomes when considering the tegments. Finally, we observe most robust
effects of civic education and the newspaper (figait at the 5 percent level) on trusting CNE.
This pattern of effects is consistent with the fhett the CNE/STAE leaflet was provided in both
these treatments but not in the hotline treatment.

<Table 8 near here>

In Table 9, we describe the regressions of a sefectf our main political outcomes (voter
turnout proxied by the interviewer assessment dmedfinger measurement, open letter, and
preference for RENAMO) using as treated respondémise targeted with the interventions

within treated locations. This exercise is relatedhe literature on the network effects of voter
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mobilization/education interventions (Nickerson080 Fafchamps and Vicente, 2009). In each
regression we only use the observations correspgrdi experimental subjects in the locations
where a specific treatment was implemented. Wetheesame specifications as in the main
regressions: single difference with controls foroaitcomes except preference for RENAMO, for
which we use difference-in-differences with corgrdhterestingly, we find that effects are very
similar when comparing the different kinds of expmmtal subjects for all different treatments.
This evidence is consistent with externality efecf the interventions towards respondents that
were not directly treated. We do however note areption to this statement, which emerges for
voter turnout in newspaper areas only: in thosatlons, directly treated respondents turned out
to vote less frequently than their un-targeted ¢temparts. We suggest that this may be a
particular type of externality effect, by which targeted individuals may have acted more
frequently on the voter education message receiaethe location level), as they attributed a
higher value to accessing the newspaper, a godd avitlearly defined consumption value

(contrary to the leaflets or SMS received underdther interventions).

<Table 9 near here>

If any doubt remained with respect to the measun¢roé our main political outcomes, this
exercise also helps us interpret our effects awasn fpure conformity-like effects by which
experimental subjects could have reported speaificomes as a response to knowing about the
contents of our interventions. Indeed, experimesthjects faced with a clear treatment message
by the fieldworkers are reported to behave in \@nyilar ways to subjects not faced with that

message.

In Table 10 we depict heterogeneous effects ofiiffierent interventions, by using demographic
dimensions interacted with the treatment variabM& again focus on the main political
outcomes in this paper (turnout, as measured byntieeviewer's assessment, open letter, and
preference for RENAMO). For consistency with theinm@gressions shown on these outcomes,
we only use a time-differenced dependent variablepfreference for RENAMO. We do not
include further controls than the ones includedtmntable. We find some interesting patterns.
Male subjects’ turnout seems to be harmed by tinespaper relative to female subjects’. This is
an important finding as males are significantly entikely to vote than females in Mozambique.
However, males were induced to participate in thenoletter relatively more often by the civic
education intervention. More educated respondesygsrted a lower preference for RENAMO
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when confronted with newspaper @Verdade. Resposdsatking at home and not owning
cattle turned out to vote more frequently when dagdth the newspaper treatment. Finally,
experimental subjects owning a cell phone respoitid respect to both the newspaper and the
hotline: they are more likely to vote in newspapesas and less likely to like RENAMO in
hotline areas (both effects are in line with therage treatment effects).

<Table 10 near here>

In Table 11 we explore the possibility that theraswtreatment contamination to nearby
enumeration areas. We regress our main outcome®((iuproxied by the interviewer assessment
and by inked fingers, open letter, and preferencdRENAMO) on distance to closest treatment
enumeration area (distinguishing by treatment).féd¢es on data from control locations. We find

that the hotline treatment seems to have spreaddty locations in terms of impact on turnout
and political participation in the open letter. \6fe@ not observe evidence of any other spillover
effects between enumeration areas. We thereforddshderpret the average treatment effects of
the hotline on political participation, with cauticas these are likely underestimated.

<Table 11 near here>

We finally use the national hotline data from neamgr @Verdade to check whether there were
real effects of the intervention in terms of theidence and intensity of electoral problems. It is
not likely that we pick up any effects using théereed data, as the dissemination of the national
hotline did not match closely our experimental tames and the geographical identification of the
occurrences in this hotline was often reportechatléevel of the district. We have coded each
event on the national hotline according to its rists?*. The measure of incidence we use is
simply the count of occurrences per enumeratioa.arbe measure of intensity we employ is the
average intensity of the occurrences at each erafimerarea. We present the treatment effects
on both these outcome variables in Table 11. Despd fact that we find a consistently negative
effect for all treatments across different speatiions and the two outcomes, we cannot find
statistical significance at standard levels. Wectagte, with caution, that the interventions are not

% The scale used was 1-5 according to the followibjgctive thresholds: 5, occurrences resultingeadd
people; 4, occurrences resulting in physically waeth people; 3, occurrences leading to physical
intimidation, including vandalism; 2, non-violentarapaign occurrences including vote-buying, and
election-day problems; 1, minor campaign occurrence
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likely to have had clear effects on the emergericactual electoral problems. This is the most

accurate comparison term we can present for olieeperception results.

<Table 12 near here>

5 Concluding Remarks

We have shown in this paper that different formsvofer education are effective in driving
higher voter turnout and electoral participatiorhiles providing information about politics.
Clearly, citizens respond to modest insertions ofitipal information. These results were
achieved in the context of the 2009 Mozambicantieles. Mozambique has been marked by
increasingly low voter turnout and weak politicalcauntability, compounding a high level of
citizen apathy. We note that a free newspaper edibgdoth a hotline for electoral problems
and a specific civic education message (in thesctrtf the election) was particularly effective in
increasing voter turnout (particularly of womenyladhe demand for political accountability. Our
mobile phone hotline treatment was very effectiv@rioviding information and in driving higher
turnout (namely of subjects with higher educatidn)t led to higher perceptions of electoral
problems. By raising awareness of electoral problénalso changed the preferences for the
political system. Our civic education treatment wascessful in increasing voter turnout, led to
lower perceptions of electoral problems, and tohéigawareness of dependence from local

authorities.

In a moment where many African elections have bectass violent, less dependent on obvious
vote-buying, and less fraudulent (if we understitadd strictly as a voting-day possibility), it is
important to understand why incumbents have beembylarge reinforcing their position. While
there is value in making elections more transpaaeut in tackling specific electoral problems,
those efforts may not suffice to realize genuinectelral competition. Incumbents may have
learnt ways to bend the electoral system in thaiof, well prior to election-day by taking
advantage of weak political accountability. Whildueation levels may take generations to
change, voter education, specifically orientedntcrease political participation and the demand
for policy-accountability, may be an effective way improve democracy and the political
incentives for development. In designing voter edion, this paper has shown that the use of

information and communication technologies, regeattailable and increasingly expanding in
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the African context, may open new and effectivenaras for long term building of a more

informed citizenry.
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Appendix

Figure 1: Turnout and Score Trends In Mozambican Eéctions
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Figure 2: Civic Education Leaflet by CNE/STAE
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Figure 3: Hotline Leaflet
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Figure 4: Newspaper @Verdade (front page — editiobefore election; civic education page; hotline page
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Figure 5: Experimental Locations in Cabo Delgado, Zmbezia, Gaza and

Maputo-Province
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Figure 6: Open Letter Leaflet
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Figure 7: The Time Frame of the Experiment
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Table la: Differences across Treatment and Contrdhreas - Demographics

Baseline (Full) Sample

Post-Hection Sample

Control Civic Education Hotline News paper Control Civic Education Hotline News paper
e 0454 0.028 0.007 0.013 0437 20.061 0.022 0.039
0.031 0.030 0.031 0.040 0.042 0.041
1.182 -0.083 -1.664 0.025 1.863 0315
age 38321 1216 1.288 1.201 36.957 1.262 1.408 1398
Basic . 0.331 0.352 0.177 0.176 0.399 0.168
Demographics householdsize 5.657 0.261 0.220 0.233 5.789 0.268 0.253 0.270
. 0.017 0.020 0.018 -0.025 0.005 0.029
single 0.164 0.027 0.027 0.030 0.186 0.035 0.038 0.038
-0.168 0.155 -0.021 -0.207 0.043 -0.106
school (0-9) 2458 0218 0.237 0.202 2:509 0.237 0.247 0.219
0.028 0.009 0.029 0.009 0.011 0.016
changana 0.342 0.355
0.088 0.088 0.091 0.091 0.093 0.094
-0.030 -0.006 -0.030 .0.038 -0.009 -0.039
macua 0.231 0.244
0.081 0.081 0.079 0.085 0.087 0.083
-0.008 -0.031 0.003 -0.007 -0.048 0.000
lomue 0.104 0.118
N 0.056 0.051 0.060 0.067 0.058 0.071
Ethnicity
husto 0,003 0.012 -0.002 0.000 0.100 0.004 -0.020 -0.010
. : 0.050 0.051 0.055 : 0.056 0.052 0.058
_ -0.022 -0.021 -0.015 -0.021 -0.021 0018
chironga 0.064 0.061
0.027 0.027 0.029 0.025 0.024 0.027
0.009 -0.003 -0.003 0.029 0.019 0.018
maconde 0.040 0.018
0.034 0.033 0.028 0.029 0.032 0.019
_ -0.051 20.054 -0.046 0012 -0.076 0072
catholic 0.398 0.401
0.050 0.055 0.050 0.058 0.062 0.057
i 0.033 0.006 0.007 0.027 0.043 0.036
Religion protestant 0.341 0.319
0.062 0.065 0.062 0.063 0.069 0.064
, -0.001 0.035 0.032 -0.017 0.030 0.036
muslim 0.206 0.215
0.061 0.068 0.068 0.065 0073 0.071

Note: Standard errors reported; these are corrdptedlstering at the location (enumeration areagl

For the baseline survey (full sample), P-valuesmfimint Chi2 test over Probit of treatment variaate:
(for each subsection of the table; civic educatimtiine/newspaper, respectively)
0.254/0.549/0.378 (basic demographics), 0.963/072%HL (ethnicity), and 0.741/0.709/0.819 (religion

* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** sigificant at 1%. These results come from OLS regoass



Table 1b: Differences across Treatment and ControAreas - Demographics

Baseline (Full) Sample

Post-Hection Sample

Control Civic Education Hotline News paper Control Civic Education Hotline News paper
0.022 -0.024 -0.035 0.011 -0.016 -0.039
agriculture 0.343 0.351
0.056 0.060 0.058 0.063 0.069 0.065
0.011 0.015 0.002 0.000 0.007 -0.004
trade 0.033 0.043
0.014 0.014 0.014 0.018 0.019 0.020
) -0.018 0.004 0.005 -0.034** -0.003 0.011
artisan 0.044 0.050
0.012 0.013 0.014 0.015 0.017 0.020
) -0.011 0.016 0.013 -0.014 0.003 0.011
manual unskilled 0.056 0.054
0.017 0.018 0.017 0.018 0.020 0.020
-0.011 0.003 -0.001 -0.009 -0.006 -0.018
wage-employee 0.029 0.032
. 0.011 0.012 0.013 0.014 0.015 0.014
Occupation
) -0.018 -0.013 -0.019* -0.015 0.002 -0.011
professional 0.033 0.022
0.012 0.012 0.011 0.011 0.013 0.011
0.000 0.022 0.010 -0.006 0.010 0.004
teacher 0.044 0.047
0.014 0.025 0.016 0.015 0.026 0.019
) - 0.027* 0.012 0.006 0.032* 0.008 -0.000
public official 0.020 0.025
0.015 0.012 0.012 0.019 0.014 0.016
0.011 0.001 0.011 0.007 -0.009 -0.004
student 0.031 0.040
0.015 0.013 0.013 0.019 0.018 0.017
-0.006 -0.022 -0.016 -0.003 -0.033 -0.018
household labor 0.137 0.147
0.024 0.025 0.025 0.030 0.030 0.031
0.002 0.004 -0.022 0.013 0.016 -0.018
house 0.847 0.853
0.029 0.027 0.027 0.030 0.030 0.032
-0.008 0.018 -0.018 -0.055 -0.045 -0.047
land 0.608 0.652
0.051 0.047 0.051 0.056 0.057 0.059
-0.001 -0.009 0.013 -0.006 0.007 0.004
Property and cattle 0.255 0.254
Expenditure 0.040 0.043 0.044 0.045 0.052 0.049
-0.001 0.051 0.034 0.022 0.056 0.022
cell phone 0.710 0.706
0.059 0.058 0.055 0.065 0.065 0.064
i 3.526 -0.860 3.431 1.162 8.942 4.192
expenditure 127.203 122.452
16.270 15.926 16.008 16.730 17.000 16.157

Note: Standard errors reported; these are corréntedustering at the location (enumeration areagl

For the baseline survey (full sample), P-valuesfi@int Chi2 test over Probit of treatment variaate:
(for each subsection of the table; civic educatimtline/newspaper, respectively)
0.231/0.530/0.525 (occupation), and 1/0.725/0.pvaerty and expenditure).

* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** sigificant at 1%. These results come from OLS regogss



Table 1c: Differences across Treatment and ContrdAreas - Baseline Outcomes

Baseline (Full) Sample Post-Hection Sample

Control Civic Education Hotline News paper Control Civic Education Hotline News paper

0.013 0.008 -0.004 0.008 0.012 0.007
turnout (0-1) 0.975 0.974

0.009 0.009 0.011 0.013 0.011 0.012

) 0.015 0.019 -0.010 -0.016 0.004 -0.008
frelimo (0-1) 0.936 0.947

0.019 0.019 0.020 0.026 0.026 0.022

mdm (0-1 0.035 -0.008 -0.017 -0.001 0.029 0.012 -0.006 0.004

©-1) ' 0.014 0.014 0.016 ' 0.020 0.019 0.017

. -0.004 0.001 -0.002 0.007 0.008 0.004
Baseline Outcomes renamo (0-1) 0.017 0.010

0.009 0.012 0.009 0.010 0.015 0.010

ballot fraud (free and fair election 0.080 0.044 0.030 0.107 0.104 0.056
3.487 3.446

1-4) 0.082 0.079 0.077 0.101 0.093 0.087

wote-buying (free and fair election 0.045 0.031 0.090 0.040 0.029 0.100
3.382 3.385

1-4) 0.069 0.067 0.074 0.095 0.087 0.100

violence (afraid of violence related o, 0.014 -0.112 -0.255 2351 -0.014 -0.232 -0.269

to politics 1-7) ' 0.216 0.213 0.232 ' 0.252 0.242 0.283

Note: Standard errors reported; these are corrdptedustering at the location (enumeration areagl
For the baseline survey (full sample), P-valuesfjmint Chi2 test over Probit of treatment variahle:
(civic education/hotline/newspaper, respectivel@pn/0.883/0.667.

* significant at 10%,; ** significant at 5%; *** sigificant at 1%. These results come from OLS regoess



Table 2: Regressions of Voter Tumout

Voter Turnout

Dependent Variable -
ependent Vanable g interviewer finger average questions average questior(kallot station facts)
Logit
ME ME ME ME ME ME ME ME
*kk *kKk *% * %k K% *k% *% Kk k
civic education coef 0561 0.089 0689 0.098 0416 0.049 0438 0.047 0463 0.080 0616 0.083 092 0073 0640 0.068
stder  (0.200) (0.231) (0.199) (0.218) (0.216) (0.195) 238) (0.230)
. coef  0.544* 0.518* 0.521%* 0.542%* 0.588%+* 0.748%*+ 0.84%+* 0.943%*+
Main Explanatory hotline stder (02120 988 023 0075 Tgo10) 0081 g 06p 0057 (0.221) %-099 0236209 gy 0100 G075 (0095
Variables coef  0.504* 0.508* 0.263 0.259 0.438* 0.616%+* 0.453* 076+
news paper sder (0259 000 023 0074 (0omsy 0032 (0279 0029 (0.249) 0075 02390083 o7 0060 ooy 0062
constant coef  0.860** R 1.429%+ -0.321 0.772%*+ -1.499%* 104+ -1.875%*
stder  (0.137) (0.688) (0.130) (0.844) (0.152) (0.712) .158) (0.764)
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
Number of Observations 1,121 983 1,121 083 1121 1,017 1,121 1,001
Adjusted R-squared 0.009 0.108 0.006 0.075 0.009 0.134 0.013 0.128

Note: Standard errors reported; these are corrdntedlistering at the location (enumeration areagl
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** sigificant at 1%.
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Table 3: Regressions of Political Participation

Dependent Variable ------ > Open Letter
Logit
ME ME
- . coef 0.155 0.336
civic education 0.023 0.048
std err (0.298) (0.315)
. coef -0.488 -0.212
Main Explanatory hotline std err (0.299) -0.064 (0312) 0.028
Variables coef 0.264 0.668**
newspaper std err (0.311) 0.039 (0.338) 0.102
constant coef -1.554%** -3.485%**
std err (0.203) (0.842)
Controls No Yes
Number of Observations 1,147 1,013
Adjusted R-squared 0.012 0.069

Note: Standard errors reported; these are corrdntedlistering at the location (enumeration areagl

* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** sigificant at 1%.
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Table 4: Regressions of Voting

] Voting
Dependent Variable -— g frelimo renamo mdm
OoLS
i coef -0.036 -0.049 -0.215**
ime
stderr  (0.046) (0.066) (0.091)
civic education coef 0.025 -0.022 -0.006
stderr  (0.053) (0.070) (0.098)
. coef -0.036 0.242%** 0.008
hotline
stderr  (0.055) (0.087) (0.093)
coef -0.029 0.210** 0.153
. news paper
Main Explanatory std err (0.053) (0.083) (0.093)
Variables imerciic educati coef 0.036 0.010 0.002 0006  -0.163  0.034
imetcMe education - der  (0057)  (0.062)  (0.099)  (0.104)  (0.133)  (0.122)
. . coef 0.023 0.055 -0.204*  -0.172* -0.034 0.105
time*hotline
stderr  (0.068) (0.065) (0.098) (0.102) (0.130) (0.127)
. coef 0.014 -0.033 -0.188* -0.150 -0.168 0.009
time*news paper
stderr  (0.067) (0.066) (0.110) (0.113) (0.139) (0.145)
constant coef 4.379%** -0.031 2.037*** -0.074 2.975%* -0.310***
stderr  (0.148) (0.043) (0.252) (0.074) (0.266) (0.089)
Controls Yes No Yes No Yes No
Fixed Effects No Yes No Yes No Yes
Number of Observations 2,561 1,101 2,476 1,023 2,249 872
Adjusted R-squared 0.084 -0.001 0.069 0.001 0.106 -0.003

Note: Standard errors reported; these are corrdptedustering at the location (enumeration areagl
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** sigificant at 1%.
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Table 5a: Regressions of Electoral Problems - Fraud

Fraud
Dependent Variable ------ > ) . free andfair election . .
free and fair election fair vote-counting
(ballot fraud)
oLs
time coef 0.224***
std err (0.062)
civic education coef 0.054 0.038 0.053 0.170* 0.166*
stderr  (0.057) (0.061) (0.067) (0.098) (0.097)
hotline coef -0.103 -0.138** 0.040 0.037 0.001
stderr  (0.063) (0.060) (0.062) (0.100) (0.098)
_ newspaper coef 0.004 -0.025 0.013 0.094 0.038
Main Explanatory stderr  (0.057) (0.061) (0.069) (0.097) (0.108)
Variables time*civic education coef -0.051 -0.103
std err (0.086) (0.090)
time*hotline coef -0.134 -0.152*
std err (0.086) (0.090)
fime*news paper coef -0.069 -0.050
std err (0.091) (0.092)
constant coef 3.673**  3.427***  3.331**  (0.220*** 6.346*** 5771***
std err (0.038) (0.212) (0.131) (0.065) (0.072) (0.384)
Controls No Yes Yes No No Yes
Fixed Effects No No No Yes No No
Number of Observations 1,119 1,018 2,250 864 1,102 1,004
Adjusted R-squared (OLS) 0.005 0.071 0.088 0.001 0.000 0.052

Note: Standard errors reported; these are corrdntendlistering at the location (enumeration areagl
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** sigificant at 1%.

Table 5b: Regressions of Electoral Problems - Votluying

Vote-buying
Dependent Variable ------ > use of public resources free and fair election
for campaigning (vote-buying)
oLs
time coef 0.300***
std err (0.061)
- . coef 0.216 0.318 0.033
civic education
stderr  (0.313) (0.215) (0.074)
. coef 0.180 0.286 -0.008
hotline
stderr  (0.339) (0.227) (0.068)
) coef 0.410 0.384* 0.052
Mai %zg;gztory newspaper stder (0.331)  (0.209)  (0.075)
time*civic education S 0.016 -0.055
std err (0.084) (0.095)
time*hotline coef -0.057 -0.081
std err (0.087) (0.093)
fime*news paper coef -0.145* -0.173*
std err (0.083) (0.091)
constant coef 4.126*** 5.831*** 3.552%*  (.324***
std err (0.225) (0.582) (0.157) (0.068)
Controls No Yes Yes No
Fixed Effects No No No Yes
Number of Observations 1,120 1,018 2,162 785
Adjusted R-squared (OLS) 0.001 0.224 0.062 -0.000

Note: Standard errors reported; these are corrdptedustering at the location (enumeration areegl
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** sigificant at 1%.
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Table 5c: Regressions of Electoral Problems - Viatee

Dependent Variable ------ >

party-level violent

Violence

afraid of violence relatec

electoral intimidation

conflict to politics
oLS
time coef 0.198
std err (0.152)
L . coef -0.157***  -0.135** -0.093 -0.062 -0.052
civic education
stderr  (0.060) (0.059) (0.153) (0.043) (0.037)
hotline coef -0.051 -0.001 -0.177 -0.044 -0.037
stderr  (0.078) (0.073) (0.142) (0.044) (0.037)
] coef -0.054 -0.030 -0.292* -0.081* -0.066*
Mai ':/:;?ggzztory newspaper stder (0070)  (0.064)  (0.158) 0.043)  (0.038)
time*civic education coef 0.079 0213
std err (0.231) (0.255)
time*hotline coef 0.293 0.398*
std err (0.193) (0.205)
time*news paper coef 0.132 0.232
std err (0.234) (0.248)
constant coef 1.638***  1.445%%*  3.594*** 0.166 1.130%**  1.329***
std err (0.049) (0.187) (0.317) (0.160) (0.037) (0.159)
Controls No Yes Yes No No Yes
Fixed Effects No No No Yes No No
Number of Observations 1,095 997 2,462 1,032 1,128 1,022
Adjusted R-squared 0.004 0.066 0.181 0.000 0.003 0.049

Note: Standard errors reported; these are corrdntedlistering at the location (enumeration areagl
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** sigificant at 1%.

Table 6: Regressions of Relatioship to Authority

Dependent Variable ------ >

president should rule

Relationship to Authority

dependence on local

fear of local healer

alone chiefs
OoLS
- ) coef -0.057 0.075 0.503* 0.380* 0.313 0.368*
civic education
std err (0.178) (0.140) (0.278) (0.199) (0.247) (0.198)
. hotline coef 0.175 0.241* 0.309 0.220 0.119 0.256
Main Explanatory std err (0.160) (0.241) (0.266) (0.200) (0.224) (0.193)
Variables newspaper coef 0.115 0.196 0.358 0.309 -0.037 -0.033
std err (0.164) (0.142) (0.259) (0.216) (0.253) (0.208)
constant coef 4,126***  3.471***  2.906*** 1.377** 4.711***  4,801***
std err (0.131) (0.412) (0.188) (0.651) (0.169) (0.674)
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes
Number of Observations 1,121 1,018 1,146 1,035 1,132 1,023
Adjusted R-squared 0.001 0.123 0.003 0.162 0.000 0.092

Note: Standard errors reported; these are corrdptedstering at the location (enumeration areagl
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** sigificant at 1%.
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Table 7: Regressions of Interest/Information abouElections

Interest/Information about Elections

Dependent Variable ------ > interest i'n 2009 knowprgsidential know parties understand ‘abstention
elections candidates
oLS Logit oLSs
L . coef 0.102 0.072 0.293 0.701*** 0.007 0.048 -0.008 0.057
civic education

std err (0.117) (0.078) (0.241) (0.258) (0.069) (0.063) .088) (0.062)

‘ hotline coef 0.137 0.144* 0.644** 0.912%** 0.113* 0.127** 0.002 026

Main Explanatory std err (0.120) (0.076) (0.292) (0.265) (0.067) (0.060)  .080) (0.064)
Variables news pager coef 0.015 -0.042 0.611** 0.998*** 0.031 0.058 0.095 0.130*

std err (0.125) (0.088) (0.269) (0.280) (0.074) (0.064) .095) (0.072)

constant coef 2.996***  2564**  (0.906*** -2.304** 1477** (0.959***  0.386*** -0.669***

std err (0.094) (0.264) (0.178) (0.721) (0.050) (0.171) .060) (0.176)

Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
Number of Observations 1,118 1,014 1,151 1,027 1,148 1,038 1,108 1,003
Adjusted R-squared 0.000 0.167 0.011 0.222 0.002 0.119 0.000 0.248

Note: Standard errors reported; these are corrdptedlstering at the location (enumeration areagl
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** sigificant at 1%.



Table 8: Regressions of Views about Sponsors

Sponsors

Dependent Variable - g cell phone usage know @verdade price @\erdade reading trust @verdade trust elgctgral
frequency commission
oLS Logit oLS
civic education coef 0.126 0.144 -0.281 -0.332 -0.118 -0.089 0.071 0.099 0.260*0.217**
std err (0.153) (0.113) (0.339) (0.295) (0.103) (0.075) .098) (0.099) (0.112) (0.094)
_ hotline coef 0.368*** (0.357*** 0.264 0.155 0.004 -0.013 -0.088 -00 0.136 0.186*
Main Explanatory std err (0.137) (0.108) (0.311) (0.264) (0.120) (0.079) .1Q4p) (0.109) (0.117) (0.100)
Variables news paper coef 0.301*  0.377*** 1.248*** 1.652** 0.914*** 0.948*** 0.568*** (0.554** (0.230** 0.220**
std err (0.159) (0.118) (0.304) (0.263) (0.134) (0.097) .110) (0.116) (0.115) (0.094)
constant coef 3.315%**  3.010*** -1.732** -5825%** 1.411** (Q.617*** 3.604*** 2.950%** 4221*** 4,188**
std err (0.111) (0.338) (0.239) (0.780) (0.084) (0.227) .04D) (0.314) (0.083) (0.290)
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
Number of Observations 1,146 1,035 1,099 977 1,108 1,001 881 814 1,068 970
Adjusted R-squared 0.009 0.134 0.057 0.254 0.159 0.389 0.058 0.124 0.006 0.118

Note: Standard errors reported; these are corrdmtadlistering at the location (enumeration areagl
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** sigificant at 1%.
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Table 9a: Externality Effects of the Different Treaments

Dependent Variable ------ >

Main Outcomes

turnout (interviewer)

turnout (finger)

Civic . Civic .
Education Hotline News paper Education Hotline Newspaper
Logit
targeted indviduals coef 0.541 0.016 -1.165%** -0.022 -0.268 -1.385%**
Main Explanatory 9 std err (0.385) (0.394) (0.432) (0.462) (0.456) (0.486)
Variables constant coef 0.626 1.106** 1.588*** 1.564%** 2.330%** 2.354***
std err (0.384) (0.437) (0.590) (0.469) (0.557) (0.814)
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Number of Observations 293 289 270 293 289 270
Adjusted R-squared 0.035 0.040 0.104 0.017 0.042 0.071

Note: Standard errors reported; these are corrdntedlistering at the location (enumeration areagl

* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** sigificant at 1%.

Table 9b: Extemality Effects of the Different Treatments

Dependent Variable ------ >

Main Outcomes

open letter preference for renamo
Civic . Civic .
Education Hotline News paper Education Hotline News paper
Logit OLS
fime coef -0.270 -0.320** -0.187
std err (0.243) (0.157) (0.170)
targeted indviduals coef -0.169 -0.212 0.180 -0.177 -0.197 0.101
Main Explanatory 9 std err (0.435) (0.348) (0.356) (0.210) (0.152) (0.165)
Variables N
time*targeted individuals coef 0.222 0.098 0.089
std err (0.275) (0.183) (0.199)
constant coef -1.014** -2.139*** -1.655%** 2.001*** 2.297*** 1.944***
std err (0.461) (0.638) (0.596) (0.230) (0.215) (0.195)
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Number of Observations 298 296 278 700 695 663
Adjusted R-squared 0.013 0.066 0.020 0.036 0.044 0.026

Note: Standard errors reported; these are corrdntedlistering at the location (enumeration areagl

* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** sigificant at 1%.
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Table 10a: Heterogeneous Effects

Main Outcomes Main Outcomes Main Outcomes
Dependent Variable ------ >
turnout open letter renamo turnout open letter renamo turnout open letter renamo
Logit OoLS Logit OoLS Logit oLs
coef 0.664***  -0.099 -0.155 0.677** 0.581 -0.002 0.689*** 0.235 0.031
male school household labor
stderr (0.250) (0.312) (0.132) (0.318) (0.542) (0.176) (0.227) .326) (0.118)
. . coef 0.614** -0.762** -0.265* . . 0.120 -0.880* -0.085 L ) 0.538** -028 -0.134
civic education civic education civic education
stderr (0.292) (0.330) (0.153) (0.332) (0.520) (0.193) (0.234) .379) (0.110)
. coef 0.852%** 0.173 -0.230* . 0.653 0.739 0.177 . 0.332 0.248 -0.117
hotline hotline hotline
stderr (0.287) (0.321) (0.139) (0.426) (0.601) (0.195) (0.265) .3%8) (0.122)
Vi news ; coef 0.558** -0.290 -0.278 news ; 0.052 0.209** 0.016 news ; -0.152 -0.031 ™2
Ex pla?:er:tory pape stderr (0.228) (0.296) 0.173) pape (0.071) (0.093) (0.038) pape (0.311) .440) (0.217)
Variables male * civic  coef -0.215 0.627* 0.391*  school * civic -0.045 -0.148 0.005 houselab* civic -0.691 -0.682 7a.1
education stderr (0.366) (0.378) (0.232) education (0.114) (0.144) (0.061) education (0.510) .6&0) (0.289)
~ coef -0.197 0.607 0.226 . 0.185 0.119 -0.033 ) 0.004 -0.769 -0.268
male * hotline school * hotline houselab * hotline
stderr  (0.406) (0.444) (0.256) (0.117) (0.139) (0.062) (0.574) .888) (0.388)
male * coef -0.807***  0.230 0.203 school * -0.061 -0.169  -0.130**  houselab* 2.434** 0.116 -0.219
newspaper stderr  (0.309) (0.464) (0.215) news paper (0.124) (0.156) (0.066)  newspaper (2.108) .730) (0.275)
coef 0.635*** -1.435***  0.043 0.727*** -2.124***  -0.116 0.883** -1.549** .0.111
constant constant constant
stderr (0.153) (0.206) (0.102) (0.186) (0.358) (0.129) (0.156) .23m) (0.083)
Number of Observations 1,121 1,147 1,023 1,119 1,145 1,021 1,121 1,147 1,023
Adjusted R-squared 0.016 0.014 0.001 0.016 0.027 0.002 0.022 0.015 -0.002

Note: Standard errors reported; these are corrdptedustering at the location (enumeration areagl
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** sigificant at 1%.

Table 10b: Heterogeneous Effects

Main Outcomes Main Outcomes
Dependent Variable ------ >
turnout open letter renamo turnout open letter renamo
Logit oLs Logit oLs

cattle coef 0.729*** 0.066 0.033 cell 0.465 1.030 0.256
std err (0.201) (0.344) (0.121) (0.322) (0.726) (0.216)

civic education coef 0.632*** -0.823**  -0.156 civic education 0.209 -1.027 0.127
std err (0.220) (0.358) (0.114) (0.359) (0.911) (0.190)

hotline coef 0.847*** 0.112 -0.125 hotline -0.089 0.758 -0.083
std err (0.282) (0.361) (0.126) (0.435) (0.731) (0.202)

Main news paper coef 0.895** -0.334 -0.038 news pager -0.043 0.700 0.180
Explanatory - std err (0.416) (0.477) (0.166) - (0.264) (0.595) (0.178)
Variables cattle * civic coef -0.774 0.373 -0.116  cell * civic 0.133 -1.200 -0.350
education  std err (0.559) (0.578) (0.231) education (0.432) (0.756) (0.250)
catile * hotline coef -0.429 1.127* -0.066 cell * hotline 0.454 0.567 -0.406*
std err (0.578) (0.617) (0.226) (0.419) (0.938) (0.214)

cattle * coef -1.398***  0.597 -0.102 cell * newspager 0.857* -0.656 -0.094
newspaper std err (0.513) (0.630) (0.266) (0.482) (0.720) (0.262)

constant coef 0.663*** -1.474***  -0.064 constant 0.890*** -2.079*** -0.203

std err (0.130) (0.231) (0.079) (0.188) (0.566) (0.149)

Number of Observations 1,121 1,147 1,023 1,121 1,147 1,023

Adjusted R-squared 0.019 0.017 -0.001 0.016 0.022 0.001

Note: Standard errors reported; these are corrdntedlistering at the location (enumeration areagl
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** sigificant at 1%.
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Table 11a: Contamination (Regressions on Distance freatments)

Main Outcomes

Dependent Variable ------ > ; .
turnout (interviewer)

turnout (finger)

Edgtl:\;tcion Hotline News paper Edgtl:\;tcion Hotline News paper
Logit
distance to civic education coef 0.426 0.900
std err (0.675) (0.581)
distance to hotline coef -lalzm -1.313
Main Explanatory std err (0.622) (0.868)
Variables distance to newspaper coef -0.444 -0.974
std err (0.952) (0.954)
constant coef 0.491* 0.880*** 0.652** 1.192%** 1.667*** 1.532%**
std err (0.288) (0.253) (0.273) (0.362) (0.278) (0.353)
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Number of Observations 269 269 269 269 269 269
Adjusted R-squared 0.010 0.019 0.009 0.015 0.019 0.013

Note: Standard errors reported; these are corrdptexlistering at the location (enumeration areegl
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** sigificant at 1%.

Table 11b: Contamination (Regressions on Distance fTreatments)

Main Outcomes

Dependent Variable ------ >

open letter preference for renamo
Civic . Civic .
Hotl N Hotl N
Education otine ewspaper Education otine ewspaper
Logit oLs
time coef -0.062 -0.064 -0.144
std err (0.089) (0.095) (0.090)
distance to civic education coef 0.960 -0.048
std err (1.210) (0.291)
-0.045
time*distance to civic education coef
std err (0.258)
distance to hotline coef -2.918 -0.159
Main Exrjanatory std err (1.726) (0.297)
Variables time*distance to hotline coef -0.049
std err (0.251)
) coef -2.057 0.305
distance to news paper
std err (2.078) (0.346)
0.679
time*distance to news paper coef
std err (0.524)
constant coef -1.622%** -0.885* -1.123** 1.876%** 1.898*** 1.808**
std err (0.437) (0.487) (0.499) (0.132) (0.124) (0.112)
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Number of Observations 275 275 275 676 676 676
Adjusted R-squared 0.035 0.051 0.038 0.018 0.018 0.023

Note: Standard errors reported; these are corrdptexdlstering at the location (enumeration areegl
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** sigificant at 1%.
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Table 12: Regressions of Electoral Problems

as Reafed at the @Verdade National Hotline

Dependent Variable ------ >

Blectoral Problems (Reported at the @Verdade Naticed Hotline)

Incidence Intensity
oLS

civic education coef -0.000 0.000 -0.049 -0.049
std err (0.584) (0.589) (0.258) (0.255)
_ hotline coef -0.099 -0.099 -0.268 -0.268
Main Explanatory std err (0.593) (0.592) (0.258) (0.257)
Variables news paper coef -0.100 -0.100 -0.224 -0.224
std err (0.611) (0.596) (0.267) (0.259)

constant coef 3.049*** 3.049*** 3.049%** 3.049*** 1.887*** 1.887*** 1.887*** 1.887***

std err (0.413) (0.416) (0.427) (0.416) (0.183) (0.181) .180) (0.181)

Number of Observations 82 81 80 161 82 81 80 161

Adjusted R-squared -0.012 -0.012 -0.012 -0.019 -0.012 0.001 -0.004 -0.009

Note: Standard errors reported.

* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** sigificant at 1%.
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